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ABSTRACT
EXAMINING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN DIGITAL MEDIA LITERACY AND

SENSITIVITY TO CYBERBULLYING OF UNIVERSITY STUDENTS
Patlar, Ozge
MA, Information Technologies and Social Media Education

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Gonca Kizilkaya Cumaoglu
June, 2023

In this study, it was aimed to examine the relationship between university students' digital
media literacy and their sensitivity to cyberbullying. The scales were distributed to the
students in printed form. The sample of the study consists of a group of 200 undergraduate
students in the 1st, 2nd, 3rd and 4th grades. Digital Media Literacy Scale (Bayrakc1 &
Narmanlioglu, 2021) was used to determine the digital media literacy levels of the students.
Sensitivity Scale Regarding Cyberbullying (Tanrikulu, 2015) was used to determine the
cyberbullying levels of the students. The data were analyzed with descriptive and relational
statistics. When the research results were examined, a weak positive correlation was found
between university students' digital media literacy and their sensitivity to cyberbullying. In
addition, students’ cyberbullying and digital media literacy were examined in terms of

demographic variables.

Keywords: media, digital media, digital media literacy, bullying, cyberbullying, university

students



0z
UNIVERSITE OGRENCILERININ DIJITAL MEDYA OKURYAZARLIKLARI ILE
SIBER ZORBALIGA ILISKIN DUYARLILIKLARI ARASINDAKI ILISKININ

INCELENMESI
Patlar, Ozge
Yiiksek Lisans, Bilgi Teknolojileri ve Sosyal Medya Egitimi
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Gonca Kizilkaya Cumaoglu
Haziran, 2023

Bu ¢aligmada {iniversite 6grencilerinin dijital medya okuryazarliklar1 ve siber zorbaliga iligskin
duyarliliklar1 arasindaki iliskinin incelenmesi amaglanmustir. Olgekler 6grencilere basili
olarak dagitilmistir. Calismanin 6rneklemi 1.,2.,3. ve 4. sinif lisans 6grencilerinden olusan
200 kisilik bir gruptan olusmaktadir. Ogrencilerin dijital medya okuryazarlik diizeylerini
belirlemek igin Dijital Medya Okuryazarlik Olgegi (Bayrakci & Narmanlioglu, 2021)
kullanilmistir. Ogrencilerin siber zorbalik diizeylerini belirlemek icin ise Siber Zorbaliga
[liskin Duyarlilik Olgegi (Tanrikulu, 2015) kullanilmustir. Veriler betimsel ve iligkisel
istatistikler ile analiz edilmistir. Arastirma sonuglar incelendiginde, tiniversite 6grencilerinin
dijital medya okuryazarliklari ile siber zorbaliga iliskin duyarhliklarinin zayif diizeyde pozitif
korelasyon bulunmustur. Ayrica 6grencilerin siber zorbalik ve dijital medya okuryazarliklari

demografik degiskenleri agisindan da incelenmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: medya, dijital medya, dijital medya okuryazarlhigi, zorbalik, siber

zorbalik, tiniversite ogrencileri
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CHAPTER 1

1. INTRODUCTION

This section presents the background of the study.

1.1.Background of the Study
Today, with the progress of media and technology, digital media has become an indispensable
part of people. So much so that at every moment of our lives, the digital world has one or

more products.

Throughout history, the unique expectations, values and variables of each period shape the
definition of literacy according to that period (Coskun, Cumaoglu, & Segkin, 2013). Although
concepts such as information literacy, network literacy, visual literacy, numerical literacy, and
library literacy are considered among the sub-branches of the concept of literacy, the concept
of digital literacy stands out in relation to today's information and communication
technologies. In this digital age, digital literacy skills have become increasingly important
with the rapid development of information and communication technologies. As a result, the
ability to accurately evaluate information in the digital media environment, develop critical
thinking skills and communicate safely and effectively on digital platforms is possible thanks
to digital media literacy. Researchers who are of this opinion think that media literacy
competencies can provide the function of digital media literacy education by adapting and
developing them to the original structure of digital media (Kamerer, 2013); (Kahne, Lee, &

Feezel, 2012); (Dezuanni, 2015).

Although the ease of access to information and the diversity of content have increased in the
digital age, this also brings with it risks such as the spread of misleading information and

cyberbullying.



In some studies, it has been stated that the concept of cyberbullying is different from
traditional bullying due to the relational, physical, verbal dimension of cyberbullying and the
lack of place and time limitations worldwide when compared to traditional bullying (Juvonen
& Gross, 2008). In some studies, it has been stated that cyberbullying is carried out through
electronic media and is a different type of traditional bullying (Smith, Mahdavi, Carvalho,

Fisher, Russell, & Tippett, 2008).

Considering this concept, the main problem of the research is "Is there a relationship between

university students' digital media literacy and their sensitivity to cyberbullying?" .

CHAPTER 2

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1.MEDIA
Media is an important means of transferring news, information, ideas and entertainment
between societies through the use of communication tools. Different media is a type of media
where news flow is provided and information is transmitted.(Akyildiz, 2019). The media,
which conveys the message to the masses by coding, shapes the thoughts of individuals. This
tool, which is used to shape thoughts, can benefit from many physical, technical and social
channels (Yengin, 2012). Various platforms such as television, radio, newspaper, magazine,
internet and social media represent different forms of media. Media facilitates access to
information, raises awareness of social events, and enables people to follow news and content
about the world. The media shapes the thought world of the society with the help of the terms
and concepts it presents (Yaylagiil, 2017). In the context of communication sociology, media
is handled in the context of individual and social relations. It has a learning and education

effect in terms of informing the society and forming public opinion through the media. In



addition to these effects, it has an effect on the economy and thus the economy of society in

the evaluation of free time, in the shaping of attitudes and behaviors (Aziz, 2016).

The main items of the media can be expressed as follows: (Aydeniz, 2011)

e First of all, the media is obliged to ensure the right of the public to receive
information.

e Media is a means of communication; it produces a message, than transmits it.

e Media is a commercial enterprise and keeps up with the industry.

e Media is a commercial enterprise, it operates according to market rules.

e Media sells the messages he produces. It also sells its users to the advertiser with
reader, listener and audience measurements.

e Due to the nature of the service it provides, the media is expected to observe moral
principles and rules.

e It has multi-dimensional and multi-functional tools.

e It provides entertainment, information and promotional content along with
uninterrupted news.

e It keeps institutions that adopt one-way communication. Despite it is said that the
media is a means of communication, it is only a transmitter. It does not communicate
with each other. This situation causes a misconception that he is the sole authority of

mass communication.

2.1.1. Media Types
Today, it is obvious that media tools, which operate in every subject and field and are very
accessible thanks to technology, are an indispensable part of people. Media facilitates
communication between people, facilitates the flow of information, presents different views

and supports cultural interaction, a tool that many people actively use in daily life.



The types of media vary and are constantly changing with technological advances. Traditional
media types include newspapers, magazines, television and radio, while digital media types

include the internet, social media, blogs, podcasts and video sharing platforms.

2.1.1.1. Printed Media
Printed media is a type of media where written texts are presented in printed format. Materials
such as newspapers, magazines, books, brochures, posters are examples of printed media.
Print media have a long history and have traditionally been used for information, news

entertainment and advertising purposes.

Book

Books are examples of printed media where written texts are presented in a more
comprehensive way. Books offer fictional or non-fictional content and may cover literary,
scientific, historical, philosophical, religious, or educational topics. However, it aims to
convey information in depth, storytelling and thought sharing. The fact that books were
printed by hand before the middle of the 15th century explains why they were rare and
expensive. Reading and learning were among the privileges of the rich only until the
development of printing by Johannes Gutenberg. Gutenberg began writing words using
moving metal letters in the 1440s. Thanks to the portable printing machines, many copies of
the same page could be produced. In this way, book production became much faster and lower
cost. All kinds of reading materials have reached wider audiences. At the time of Gutenberg,
Europe was on the verge of a new era in which world discovery, scientific breakthroughs, and
political and religious changes had erupted. Gutenberg's printing press has pushed Europe into
the modern era and continues to inform and entertain us by printing millions of books and

newspapers every day since then (Childress, 2008).



Newspaper

Newspapers are publications that are published on a daily, weekly or monthly basis and
usually consist of a series of pages. Newspapers include news, articles, comments, columns
and advertisements. It is widely used to follow news, keep up to date with current events and
obtain information on different topics. In addition, newspapers provide a platform for
advertisers. Since ancient times, people have been in contact with people and societies. So
much so that the written communication provided with the pictures in the caves and the
symbols starting with hieroglyphic writings has been replaced by the texts created by writing
on papyrus and parchment papers over time. News letters, which emerged in the 13th century
and reproduced by handwriting, are an important element of the printed media, enabling the
communication of sailors. Thanks to the journalism industry revolution, which has been
developing at an ever-increasing rate since the 17th century, it has started to reach wider
masses and regions and has increased its quality in terms of content and news value

(Ozgaglayan, 2008).

Magazine

Magazines are written publications that focus on a specific topic and have a longer
publication period. There are magazines for various subjects such as fashion, sports, music,
health, technology, travel. Magazines can have visually appealing designs and aim to deliver
more in-depth content. Magazines often cater to the target audience for their interests and can
attract a more specific audience. Journal publishers emphasize that many journals have a
larger readership than the figures in circulation indicate. For example, a magazine can be read
not only by the buyer, but also by other family members or office workers. Today, as with

many other types of media, journals exhibit the process of decomposition. While there are



more magazine titles in circulation today, the circulation of magazines is decreasing. In other

words, there are more magazines, but fewer readers per magazine (Paxon, 2010).

2.1.1.2.Audio Visual Media
This media type refers to the type of media in which image and sound come together. This
type of media includes television movies, radio, video games, music videos, advertisements
and other multimedia content. Audio visual media offer audiences a rich experience and are
used for a variety of purposes in terms of storytelling, information transmission, entertainment

and communication.

Radio

Radio is a type of media that provides audio experience to listeners through broadcast audio
programs and music. Radio programs include content such as music news chat interviews and
podcasts. Radio broadcasts are usually performed by frequency modulation (FM) or
amplitude modulation (AM) methods and listened to via the radio receiver. Radio has an
important place among the developments of the 20th century. Radio waves were first
proposed by Maxwell in 1860, while in the 1880s the German physicist H. Hertz proved the
existence of radio waves and that sound vibrations propagate electronically at the speed of

light (Ciftci, 1999).

Television

Television is a type of media that provides audiovisual experience to viewers through
broadcast programs and content. Television programs can be of various types such as news,
series, documentaries, sports events, game programs. It is a widely used media tool in homes,
hotels, workplaces and public places. The first experimental television broadcasts began in the
United States in the 1920s, and the first regular television broadcasts took place in England in

1936. The introduction of regular broadcasting in the USA also coincides with the same years



(Pekman, 1997). In Turkey, the first television broadcast was carried out by Istanbul

Technical University in 1952 as a closed circuit broadcast. In 1964, the Turkish Radio and
Television Corporation (TRT) was established. In 1968, the TRT law was reorganized and
television broadcasting was started. Until the first years of the 1990s, television broadcasts
continued to be broadcast in TRT's hand, and this situation changed with the emergence of

private televisions (Turam, 1996).

Cinema

A movie is a form of audiovisual media in which moving images are recorded and a story
told. Movies shown in the cinema can be viewed on the big screen in movie theaters, while
DVDs, Blu-ray discs, digital platforms and television broadcasts can also be viewed in
different environments. Movies are produced in different genres and in various subjects such
as drama, comedy, action, science fiction, romantic. The period until the mid-1920s was a
period when all films were silent and subtitles were used instead of soundtracks for places that
actors could not express with their gestures. Following these years, although the 1930s were
the Great Depression Period, it cannot be ruled out that the film industry did a good job. The
economic difficulties experienced during the period led people to different escape routes.
Many film historians see the 1930’s and early 1940°s as the height of Hollywood's Golden
Age. There was also a section who preferred to go to the theater to see the war. In addition to
these, short documentary films, called news films, constitute an important part of the film
experience between the late 1920s and the early 1960s. While news programs were the only
way to present contemporary and visual accounts of the day's news, this situation changed

with the advent of television (Paxon, 2010).



Video

Video is a type of media that provides viewers with an image and audio experience through
its format. It is an audio-visual content created by recording and playing back moving images.
Videos can be viewed, shared and posted on various platforms. Video literally means the
recording of a chronologically arranged array of pixel images. Resolution and number of
images per second are decisive factors for the amount of data. Although analog recording and
transmission is still common on television, the roles of digital formats are increasing day by
day. Since all videos distributed over the Internet are digital, this process will accelerate

(Kipphan, 2001).

2.1.1.3.Portable Information Technologies
Portable information technologies refer to portable devices that users can use to meet their
information and communication needs while on the move. These technologies provide
mobility, connectivity and convenience, giving users access to information and

communication.

Smartphones

Smartphones are portable devices that offer a wide range of features such as communication,
access to the internet, applications, e-mail, music, photos and video. It allows users to make
calls, messaging, use social media, browse the web and many other functions.
Communication with smartphones 20. It started to develop in the first years of the century.
The basic services of one-to-one communication between people depend on communication
with voice. Thanks to smartphones, users can specify their geographical locations, and thanks
to the location notification feature, many service providers, organizations, etc. can learn their

locations. In addition, locations can be learned mutually with registered friends (Ling, 2004).



Laptops

Laptops are computer systems that provide portability and ease of use. It offers users a wide
range of functionality and can perform office work, media editing, gaming and many other
tasks. They also provide access to the internet thanks to their wireless connectivity features.
They save time and energy. On the other hand, laptop systems can also be used by connecting
to a larger screen when needed. In addition, such systems support almost all screen, television
and projection systems. Modern laptops used today also have components such as internal and
external cameras and/or microphones. With the inclusion of the camera and microphone in the
system and the contribution of some other environments and technologies, the need for social
and one-on-one interaction is effectively met for business or educational purposes (Aydin, et

al., 2015).
Tablet Computers

Tablet computers are lightweight and portable devices, usually with a touch screen. Tablets
provide a balance between smartphones and laptops, offering users functions such as web
browsing, email, media consumption, gaming, e-book reading, and productivity apps. It is
observed that these devices, which function with wireless internet connection and touch
screen, are preferred by users for a variety of reasons such as ease of transportation, keeping
with them, interface/operating system usefulness, fast opening and closing, size, lightness, but

not limited to these (Aydin, et al., 2015).
Wearable Technologies

Wearable technologies are electronic devices and sensors that users can carry on their bodies
or clothes. These technologies can be used for various purposes such as health and fitness
tracking, communication, data collection, entertainment and fashion. However, wearable

devices have a very important place in terms of sharing information by offering users the
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opportunity to share their saved information instantly on third-party Web 2.0 sites or share it

with other users as e-mail (Akkoyunlu, Isman, & Odabas1, 2015).

2.1.1.4.Digital Media
The environment in which digital technologies are used is included in the definition of digital
media. It covers media content that can be accessed and consumed through computers,
smartphones, tablets, the internet and other digital platforms. Many sources use the concepts
of digital media and new media interchangeably. Akar defines the concept of digital media
not only as the form of traditional media transferred to the digital environment, but also as an
independent interactive medium or form of distribution in which more information is
disseminated (Akar, 2010). In the following section, digital media are discussed in more

detail.

2.2.DIGITAL MEDIA
Digital media is a type of media that allows individuals to share their ideas and works, and
where sharing and discussion can be made (Vural & Bat, 2010). Ceremonial (2005) defines
digital media as providing an interactive communication that allows many people to receive
messages at the same time, eliminating the changes arising from the vehicle and environment
(Torenli, 2005). According to Dewdney & Ride, "digital and code" are prominent concepts in
digital media (Dewdney & Ride, 2006). Digital coding forms the basis of the functioning of
digital media tools. By means of the existence of digital media, it has digitized all media
types. Thus, with digital media, much wider masses are reached and the media is now

"programmable” (Manovich, 2001).

Digital media has emerged with the development and intertwined use of computers, internet
and media. We can attribute the emergence of digital media to some developments. According

to Lev Manovich, digital media started in the 1830s. The process that started with the
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invention of Charles Babbage's "analytical machine" and Louis Daguerre's "daguerotype™
continued until the 20th century. With the invention of Charles Babbage's "analytical
machine", the development process of the computer began, and on the other hand, the process
that started with Louis Daguerre's "daguerreotype” led to the transfer of the image to the

surface and the development of media technologies (Manovich, 2001).

In terms of the development of digital media, it was accepted by many researchers that US
President Dwight Eisenhower instructed the establishment of the Advanced Research Projects
Agency (ARPA) one year after the Soviet Union carried out its first manned space flights with
the Sputnik satellite in 1957 (Castells, 2008); (Dijk, 2018); (Tokgéz, 2015). Following this
instruction, an internet system was designed by Paul Baran that would not be affected by any
attack between 1960-1964 (Castells, 2008). In 1969, the first connection was made with 4
centers within the framework of Arpanet and the first form of internet emerged with host
connections. In 1971, Arpanet started to work under the name of control protocol (Tokgoz,
2015). The Arpanet, which was used until 1990, was closed on February 28 and the

"NFSNET", which was its developed version, was started (Castells, 2008).

2.3.DIGITAL MEDIA LITERACY
The situation where users can access information in digital media, make analysis, synthesis,
evaluation and communication is called digital media literacy. It is the conscious use of digital
technology and communication tools. Digital media literacy means the production,
distribution and use of computer and communication technologies and media by combining

technical knowledge and sociocultural dimensions (Lin, Li, Deng, & Lee, 2013).

So much so that this concept has become important in a world where we encounter an
increasing amount of digital content today. Creating new content in digital media

environments comes to the fore. It is very important for digital media literacy that individuals
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are now more active, participatory and able to produce content in digital environments
(Karaduman, 2019). We are constantly bombarded with information through the internet,
social media, blogs, online news sites, podcasts and other digital platforms. Therefore,
accessing information, distinguishing between accurate and reliable sources, and being aware

of online security and privacy issues are important components of digital media literacy.

According to Rogow it consists of the following nine components (Rogow, 2014):

e Access: To reach high-level media technologies and their content concretely and to use

them correctly.

e Understanding: It is to comprehend the technological messages used in the access stage.

e Awareness: Understanding the information conveyed by the media and realizing one's place

in one's life.

e Analysis: To analyze the infrastructure of the information in order to observe the media

information impartially and without prejudice.

e Assessment: Making relevant decisions about the power, importance and benefits of the

media for framed goals.

e Creation: Using multiple media sizes for a specific purpose

to create media messages.

e Impact: To judge the reaction of individual facts to the media message and to analyze their

effects on other people.

e Participation: Initiating and bringing together collaborations led by media technologies.

e Action: It is to provide support from the awareness of the person with the information of the

media and to take a step.
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24.BULLYING
Bullying is a form of social relationship in which constant acts of threat, aggression,
harassment, or physical or emotional harm are committed by one person or group against

another.

Bullying often occurs when the powers are unequal, the bully exhibits these behaviors to
control, manipulate, or gain dominance. Bullying is abusing the victim in a way that shows
physical, verbal, strength and superiority (Tamer & Vatanartiran, 2014). All kinds of bullying
behaviors are a big problem for both the bully and the bully, but the behavior settles and
leaves a permanent mark because the continuity causes the behavior to reinforce (Ertugrul,
2019). Individuals exposed to bullying can become depressed and even commit suicide (Ozer

& Sad, 2021).

To combat bullying, it is important to raise awareness and educate the community. Talking
about bullying encourages people to take the damage of bullying and encourages standing by
victims. In addition, policies and procedures should be established in schools, workplaces and

other areas of society to prevent bullying.

2.4.1. Types of Bullying

Bullying behaviors are classified under 4 main headings. (Brank, Hoetger, & Hazen, 2012)

2.4.1.1. Physical Bullying

It is characterized by physical attacks such as hitting, punching, pushing, kicking.

2.4.1.2.Verbal Bullying

Behaviors such as naming, verbal aggressions, and ridicule are seen.
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2.4.1.3. Related Bullying
It is the type of bullying in which the person is exposed to situations such as spreading
rumors, being excluded from activities and interactions, and preventing from forming

friendships.

2.4.1.4.Cyber Bullying
Bullying can manifest itself in many different ways, from nicknames to physical attacks, and
it can also occur in online environments, such as social media posts, emails, messages (Rettew
& Pawlowski, 2016). Bullying encountered on online platforms is examined under the

heading of cyberbullying. In the following section, cyberbullying is discussed in more detail.

2.5.CYBER BULLYING
Cyberbullying is a type of bullying carried out using electronic communication tools such as
internet, social media, messaging applications and other digital platforms. This type of
bullying involves aggressive behavior aimed at harming, harassing, or damaging people's

reputations.

With the developing technology, technologies that enter into all areas of our lives have led to
the formation of new concepts or changes in existing concepts. One of them is the concept of
cyberbullying adapted to the digital world. Bullying has moved from physical environments
to cyber environments with developing technologies, and as a result, the concept of
cyberbullying has emerged (Aksaray, 2011). Cyberbullying is defined as "the whole of the
damaging behaviors done to a person, institution or any private-legal entity using digital
technologies™ (Aricak, 2009)." In some studies, this concept is defined as the transfer of real-
life aggression to the cyber environment using communication Technologies (Lacey, 2007). It

is seen that cyberbullying is also used with different names such as digital bullying, internet
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bullying and electronic bullying in the literatiire (Kowalski, Limber, & Agatston, 2007);

(Duman & Bridge, 2019).

In order for the actions taken to be defined as cyberbullying, it should be aimed to harm the
other party and these actions should be repeated (Belsey, 2007). The personal factors of the
individual, the current situation factors and the characteristics of the individual affect whether
the individual thinks before doing cyberbullying and then does this behavior (Kawalski,
Giumetti, Schroeder, & Lattaner, 2014). In the emergence of cyberbullying behavior, reasons
such as the sense of revenge in individuals, having previously been exposed to cyberbullying
or having done cyberbullying, the desire to show their abilities in the cyber environment, the
feeling of being strong, anxiety and depression, the possibility of wasting time on off-limits
internet or having easy access to the internet, smoking/alcohol use can play an active role

(Akgiil, 2020).

Research on cyberbullying, which has become a serious problem in our country as well as all
over the world, has started in our country since the beginning of the 2000s (Ozer G. , 2016).

In the researches conducted, it is seen that in addition to emotions such as fear, sadness and
anger, individuals who are exposed to cyberbullying feel feelings of humiliation intensely
with disappointment (Sezer, Sahin, & Aktiirk, 2013), their self-esteem and self-confidence
decrease, they cause failures in their academic lives and serious negativities occur in their
social relationships (Price & Dalgleish, 2010). In addition to being effective in the emergence
of negative emotions and behaviors in individuals, cyber victimization is also thought to cause

school burnout and academic incompetence (Ozer & Sad, 2021).

2.6.RELATED RESEARCH
When the relevant literature is examined, various studies have been conducted to determine

the digital media literacy and cyberbullying sensitivity of university students.
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2.6.1. Research on Digital Media Literacy
Ata and Yigit (2022) wanted to determine the digital media literacy levels of students
studying communication, and for this purpose, they screened students according to some
demographic types (Ata & Yigiter, 2022). The results of the analysis determined that the
students' digital media literacy levels were high. The study showed that no significant
difference was found when looking at the variables of gender and place of residence. In the
study, a significant difference was found in the student's educational status variable that
supports them, and in the monthly income variable, there is a significant difference in the
functional production sub-dimension that supports the low-income students. In addition, in the
variable of daily digital media usage time, it was seen that there was a significant difference
supporting critical consumption, functional production dimension and those with more than 4
hours of usage time for the whole scale. In a study conducted by Giiner (2022), it was aimed
to provide a measurable framework for the European Union countries of digital media literacy
based on statistics on media literacy, internet use and basic digital skills (Giiner, 2022). In this
study, activities that prioritize digital media literacy in the European Union were determined.
In this case, it was concluded that there are serious differences between the European Union

countries.

In a study conducted by Uzun (2022), the effect of primary school students' connected
learning and stem approach on 21st century learning and renewal skills, digital media literacy
and social entrepreneurship intentions was examined (Uzun, 2022). As a result of the
research, while stem activities positively affected students' 21st century skills and digital
literacy skills with the connected learning approach, no statistically significant difference was

found in social entrepreneurship intentions.
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2.6.2. Research on Cyberbullying
Erdur-Baker and Kavsut (2007) examined high school students' use of digital media and the
incidence of cyberbullying in their study (Baker & Kavsut, 2007). The cases of cyberbullying
and cyberbullying of male students were higher than that of female students. In addition,
while a positive relationship was found between the use of internet-based communication
resources and cyberbullying or victimization, it was observed that school type, economic
income of the family, age and class variables were not associated with cyberbullying or cyber

victimization.

Another study conducted by MacDonald and Roberts-Pittman (2010) on university students
shows that 38% of university students know someone who has been cyberbullied, 21.9% have
been cyberbullied and 8.6% have exposed another to cyberbullying (MacDonald & Roberts-
Pittman, 2010). It was bring to an end that there was a significant positive correlation between
all cyberbullying behaviors and traditional bullying behaviors, and that there was no crucial

gender discrimination in any of the cyberbullying conducts.

Cross et al. (2016) developed a web-based program to prevent cyberbullying of high school
students (Cross, Hadwen, Corsado, Slee, Roberts, & Barnes, 2016). The program called "The
Cyber Friendly Schools™ has been prepared in various sessions consisting of topics such as
understanding cyberbullying, dealing with it, providing peer support, and developing
friendship relationships. At the end of the research, it was watched that the program applied
reduced cyberbullying both in the pre-test and post-test process and in the monitoring process.
However, it has been suggested that research should be conducted on what actions will be
taken to prevent the harm caused by bullying, especially during the hours students spend

outside the school.

Johnson et al. (2016) examined the cyberbullying behaviors of university students through

social media and revealed the prevalence of cyberbullying among students ( Johnson, et al.,
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2016). As a result of the survey applied to the students online, it was concluded that the ratio
of cyberbullying among the students was low, and cyber victimization was seen in one out of

every five students.

In a study conducted by Goniiltas (2019), it was examined whether there was a change in
students’ cyberbullying level and cyber victimization level according to various variables to
determine the power of university students' problematic internet use level to predict
cyberbullying and cyber victimization levels (Goniiltas, 2019). As a result of the research, it
was concluded that cyberbullying and cyber victimization are common problems among
university students. In addition, students' cyberbullying and victimization levels differed
significantly according to gender and family income level, but did not differ significantly

according to class level and father's education level.

CHAPTER 3

3. METHODOLOGY

3.1.Research Model
In this study, the relational screening model was used to determine whether digital media
literacy has an effect on university students' susceptibility to cyberbullying. The approach that
expresses a situation in terms of the item it is in is the relational scanning model definition
(Karasar, 2005). Demographic information form, Digital Media Literacy Scale and
Cyberbullying Sensitivity Scale were used for the participants in the study. Necessary

findings were obtained in line with this information.
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3.2.Purpose of the Research:
The main aim of this study is to investigate the relationship inter digital media literacy and
cyberbullying sensitivity. For this purpose, it was tried to determine whether the digital media
literacy of the participants and their sensitivity levels to cyberbullying differ statistically

according to various demographic characteristics.

3.3. Importance of Research
With the rapid development of digital technologies today, digital media literacy skills are
becoming increasingly important. Digital media literacy involves a set of perfections and
skills that allow individuals to act consciously, effectively and safely in the digital world.
While these skills facilitate people's access to information, they also provide the ability to

question the accuracy of information and critically evaluate media content.

Eventually the digital world, the notion of cyberbullying has emerged and has increased
rapidly with the increase of digital platforms. Sensitivity to cyberbullying is a condition that
helps us combat the downsides of digital environments. Acting consciously and responsibly in

the digital world can prevent cyberbullying.

In line with these two concepts, the labour was carried out to detect students'digital media
literacy and sensitivity to cyberbullying and to provide feedback that will positively affect

their position in digital environments in line with the results.

3.4.Counts

The counts of the research are as follows:

* Participants answered the scales used to collect data accurately and sincerely.

* The people selected to form the sample of the research are qualified to represent the relevant

group.



« The data collection tools are in a quality that will reveal the current situation of university

students on the subject.

3.5.Limitations of the Study

The limitations of the study are as follows:

This study;

- Limited to students studying at a foundation university.

- Determinaed to questions in questionnaires.

- It is restricted to the answers given by university students.

-The data obtained were made through a single region and university in Istanbul.

-The data obtained are finite to the scales used.

3.6.Population and Sampling
In this study, the data were applied to 200 undergraduate students studying in the 1st, 2nd,

3rd, 4th and 5th grades of a foundation university in Istanbul.

Detailed information about the research group is given in Table 1.

Table 1. Distribution of Participants by Gender, Class and Faculty

Variables Category N Percentage
Female 103 51.5
Gender Male 97 48.5

Total 200 100.0
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1. 37 18.5
2. 60 30,0
Class 3. 55 27.5
4, 47 24.0
Total 200 100.0
Education 19 9.5
Science and Literature 28 14,00
Fine Arts 5 2,9
Law 5 2.5
W 16 8.0
Administrative Sciences
Faculty Communication 22 11,0
Architecture 6 3.0
Engineering 64 32.0
Health Sciences 20 10,0
Commerecial Sciences 13 6.5
Applied Science 2 10
Total 200 100.0

3.7.Research Problem

The main problem of the research: Is there a statistically significant relationship between

"Digital Media Literacy" and "Sensitivity to Cyberbullying” of university students?

Sub-problems of the Research:

1. Is there a significant relationship between the gender variable of university students

and their digital media literacy?
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2. Is there a significant relationship between the gender variable and the sensitivity of

university students to cyberbullying?

3. Is there a significant difference between the digital media literacy of university

students according to their ages?

4. |s there a significant difference between the digital media literacy of university

students according to their grade level?

5. Is there a significant difference between the sensitivity of university students to

cyberbullying according to their grade level?

6. Is there a significant difference between university students' digital media literacy

according to the time spent on social media variable?

7. Is there a significant difference between the sensitivity of university students to

cyberbullying and the digital media tools they use most often?

8. Is there a significant difference between digital media literacy of university students

according to gender variable?

9. Is there a significant difference between digital media literacy of university students

according to age variable?

10. Is there a significant difference between the digital media literacy of university

students according to the grade level variable?

11. Is there a significant difference between university students' digital media literacy

according to the variable of social media use year?

12. Is there a significant difference between digital media literacy of university

students according to the mother's education level variable?
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13. Is there a significant difference between the digital media literacy of university

students according to the father's education level variable?

14. Is there a relationship between university students' digital media literacy and their

sensitivity to cyberbullying?

3.8.Data Collection Tools Used in the Research
Three different measurement tools were used to collect the data within the scope of the

research.

Demographic Information Form

Within the scope of the research, a Demographic Information Form was used to determine the
demographic characteristics of university students. In this form, a Demographic Information
Form was applied to the participants by the researcher in order to obtain information about
their demographic characteristics such as gender, age, faculty, grade level, average time spent
on social media tools, the most frequently used digital media tools, how many years they have

used digital media tools, mother's education status and father's education status. (Appendix 1)

Scales of the Research
Digital Media Literacy Scale

The 16-item Digital Media Literacy Scale (Annex 2) was used by Bayrakct and Narmanlioglu
(2021) to measure the digital media literacy skills of the participants. The scale consists of
four sub-dimensions. These are Ethics and Responsibility (ER), General Knowledge and
Functional Skills (GKFS) and Daily Use (DU). The scale was made with a 5-point Likert-type
rating (1: Strongly Disagree, 2: Disagree, 3: Neutral, 4: Agree, 5: Strongly Agree).
TheCronbach Alpha value of the scale was determined as 0.846. As a result of the validity
and reliability analysis for the items constituting the ER sub-dimension, the Alpha value of

Cronbach was determined as 0.824, 0.795 for the GKFS sub-dimension and 0.729 for DU.
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The Cronbach alpha value calculated for internal consistency in the original study of the scale

is 0.911 (Bayrakci & Narmanlioglu, 2021).

Sensitivity Scale Regarding Cyberbullying
The 13-item Cyberbullying Sensitivity Scale (Annex 3) developed by Tanrikulu (2014) was

used to measure the sensitivity of the participants to cyberbullying. The scale was made with
a 3-point Likert-type rating (1: No, 2: Sometimes, 3: Yes). The scale has no subscales. The
Cronbach Alpha value of the scale was determined as 0.748. In the original study of the scale,

the Cronbach alpha value calculated for internal consistency was 0.80 (Tanrikulu, 2015).

Process and Data Analysis Techniques

Necessary calculations were made with statistical techniques for the research. All data
collected from the scales were encoded and transferred to the computer environment. Data
were analyzed using SPSS (Statistical Package for Social Science) program. Independent
Sample t-test, Levene Test and One-Way ANOVA test were applied in normally distributed
data. Mann-Whitney U test was used to compare paired groups in data that did not show

normal distribution, and Kruskal Wallis test was used to compare groups of three or more.

CHAPTER 4
4. RESULTS

Analysis of Demographic Variables

Table 2 shows the frequency analysis of the participants in terms of gender variable.

Table 2: Distribution By Gender
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Distribution by Gender

Gender N Percentage
Female 103 51.5
Male 97 48.5
Total 200 100.0

In terms of gender variable, 51.5% of the participants were female and 48.5% were male.

Then, the participants were discussed in terms of age groups and the results in Table 3 were

obtained. Table 3 shows the frequency analysis of the participants in terms of age variable.

Table 3: Distribution by Age

Distribution by age - 2018

Age N Percentage
18-20 31 15,5
20-22 96 48,0
22-24 42 21,0
24 and above 31 15,5
Total 200 100.0

In terms of age variable, 48% of the participants are in the age range of 20-22 years. 21% are

in the age range of 22-24 years, 15.5% are in the age group of 24 years and above.
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The students participating in the study were examined in terms of the faculty they studied and

the results obtained are given in Table 4.

Table4: Distribution by Faculty

Distribution in terms of Faculty

Faculty

N Percentage
Education 19 9.5
Science and Literature 28 14,0
Fine Arts 5 2.5
Law 5 2.5
Economics and Administrative Sciences 16 8.0
Communication 22 11,0
Architecture 6 3.0
Engineering 64 32.0
Health Sciences 20 10,0
Commercial Sciences 13 6.5
Applied Science 2 1,0
Total 200 100.0

In terms of faculty, it is seen that 64of 200 participants are from the Faculty of Engineering.

This rate is 32% in total. Then, it is seen that the highest participation was from the Faculty of
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Science and Letters with 28 students, followed by the Faculty of Communication with 22

students.

Then, those who participated in the study were discussed in terms of class variable. The

results obtained are given in Table 5.

Table 5: Distribution by Class

Distribution By Class

Class N Percentage
1st Grade 37 18.5
2nd Grade 60 30,0
3rd Grade 55 27.5
4th Grade 47 24.0
Total 200 100.0

In terms of grade, it was determined that 30% of 200 participants were 2nd grade students and

27.5% were 3rd grade students.

The participants were asked ""How many hours do you spend on social media tools on
average?" question was asked and the following results were obtained. The results obtained

in terms of this variable are given in Table 6.



Table 6: Distribution of Time Spent on Social Media

28

Distribution of time spent on social media

Duration N Percentage
Less than 1 hour 16 8.0

1-3 hours 63 31,5
3-5 hours 71 35,5

5 hours and above 50 25.0
Total 200 100.0

35.5% of the participants spend 3-5 hours on social media. 31.5% spend 1-3 hours and 25%

spend 5 hours or more.

Participants were asked, ""What digital media tool do you use most often?'* question and

the following results were obtained. The results obtained in terms of this variable are given in

Table 7.

Table 7: Distribution Regarding the Most Frequently Used Digital Media Tool

Distribution of the most frequently used digital media tool

Media

Percentage

Instagram 115

57.5



Twitter 54
Facebook 7

Snapchat 24
Total 200
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27.0
3.5
12,0
100.0

57.5% of the participants stated that they use Instagram, 27% Twitter, and 12% Snapchat.

Participants were asked "How many years have you been using digital media tools?""

question was asked and the following results were obtained. The results obtained in terms of

this variable are given in Table 8.

Table 8: Distribution Regarding How Many Years Digital Media Has Been Used

Distribution of how many years digital media has been used

vear N Percentage
5-7 Years 39 19,5
7 - 10 years 89 445
10-12 years 43 21.5
12-15 years 29 14,5
Total 200 100.0

44.5% of the participants use digital media between 7-10 years, 21.5% between 10-12 years,

19.5% between 5-7 years.



Finally, the education levels of the parents were discussed. The distribution of maternal

education level is given in Table 9.

Table 9: Distribution Regarding Mother's Education Level
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Distribution of Maternal Education Level

Education Level

N Percentage
Primary School 42 21,0
Secondary school 89 44.5
Higher education 69 345
Total 200 100.0

44.5% of the mothers of the participants have secondary education. Then, this is followed by

mothers with higher education level education with 34.5%. Mothers with primary education

level education with 21% are the last group.

The distribution of the father's education level is given in Table 10.

Table 10: Distribution Regarding Father's Education Level

Distribution Regarding Father's Education Level

Education Level

N Percentage
Primary School 34 17.0
Secondary school 76 38.0



Higher education 90 45.0

Total 200 100.0
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38% of the fathers of the participants have secondary education. Then, this is followed by

fathers with higher education level education with 45% and fathers with primary education

level education with 17%.

In the study, the general grade point averages of the participants were asked. Since this

variable has a continuous and proportional measurement level, descriptive statistics were

calculated and the results in Table 11 were obtained.

Table 11: Descriptive Statistics for Grade Point Average

Descriptive Statistics

Standard
N Minimum Maximum  Average Skewness  Kurtosis
Deviation
CPGA
grade (out 165 1 4 2,4905 0,57665 0,232 -0,293
of 4.00)

Since 35 of the 200 students participating in the study are 1st grade students, the GPA is not

clear. When the GPA of the remaining 165 students is examined, it is seen that there are

students with a minimum of 1 and a maximum of 4 averages. The GPA of 165 students was

2.4905 and the standard deviationwas 0.57665. The fact that the skewness and kurtosis values

have a value between -2 and +2 is accepted as an indication that the variables show normal
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distribution (George & Mallery, 2010). It shows a normal distribution of the overall grade

point average.

Before proceeding to the detailed examination of the study, the validity and reliability
analysis of the scale items were performed. Two different scales were used in the study. The
Digital Media Literacy Scale has 3 sub-dimensions. The first 7 questions constitute the Ethics
and Responsibility sub-dimension, the next 6 questions constitute the General Knowledge and
Functional Skills sub-dimension, and the last 3 questions constitute the Daily Use sub-
dimension. The Sensitivity Scale for Cyberbullying consists of 13 questions. According to
Table 12, Cronbach's Alpha value of the Digital Media Literacy scale was determined as
0.846. This value indicates that the reliability level of the scale items is quite high. In other
words, the questions in this scale measure the subject we want to measure with 84.6%
accuracy. As a result of the validity and reliability analysis for the items constituting the
Ethics and Responsibility sub-dimension, the Alpha value of Cronbach was determined as
0.824, 0.795 for the General Information and Functional Skills Sub-dimension and 0.729 for
daily use. According to Table 13, the Alpha value of Cronbach'’s obtained for Sensitivity to

Cyberbullying is 0.748. This value indicates that the reliability level of the scale items is high.

Table 12: Cronbach Alpha Reliability Coefficient of Digital Media Literacy Scale and

Sub-Dimensions

Reliability Analysis

- o Reliability
Digital Media Literacy Scale . Number of Items
Coefficient

Digital Literacy 0.846 16
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Ethics and Responsibility 0.824 7
General Knowledge and Functional

. 0.795 6
Skills
Daily Use 0.729 3

Table 13: Cronbach Alpha Reliability Coefficient of the Sensitivity Scale Regarding

Cyberbullying

Reliability Analysis

Sensitivity Scale Regarding Reliability

] o Number of Items
Cyberbullying Coefficient
Sensitivity to Cyberbullying 0.748 13

In the continuation of the study, a normality test was performed to determine which statistical
methods would be used in the analysis of the mean scores obtained from the answers given by
the students participating in the study for the scales discussed. Based on the results of
normality analysis, parametric statistical methods or non-parametric statistical methods can be
used in the analysis of data. Parametric tests are used if the data have a normal distribution,

and non-parametric statistical methods are used if the data are not normally distributed.
Normality Analysis

Before investigating whether there was a statistically significant difference between the scale
averages in terms of demographic variables, basic statistical indicators were calculated for the
scale items. Mean, standard deviation, skewness and kurtosis values, which are the first 4

moments, were calculated and given in Table 14.
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) ) Standard )

Scale/Sub-dimensions Mean o Skewness  Kurtosis
Deviation
Digital Media Literacy 4.0119 0.6129 969 2,404
Ethics and Responsibility 4.2136 0.68096 -1.757 4,131
General Knowledge and
_ _ 3.5317 0.92794 0, 290 439
Functional FunFunctional
Skills
Daily Use 4.3617 0.77278 -1.532 2,479
2.4365 0.35136 -.536 0.128

Sensitivity to Cyberbullying

In normality studies, the fact that the skewness and kurtosis values of the relevant variable

have a value between -2 and +2 is accepted as an indication that the variables show a normal

distribution (George & Mallery, 2010).

1) The Digital Media Literacy Scale is a 5-point Likert scale. The mean scale was calculated

as 4.0119 and the standard deviation as 0.6129. The skewness value was -0.969 and the

kurtosis value was 2.404. Since the skewness and kurtosis values are outside the range of

+2 to -2, it is thought that the mean scores of the scale do not show a normal distribution.

2) The mean and standard deviation for the Ethics and Responsibility sub-dimension were

calculated as 4.2736 and 0.68096, respectively. The skewness value was -1.757 and the

kurtosis value was 4.731. Since the skewness and kurtosis values are outside the range of

+2 to -2, the mean scores of the Ethics and Responsibility sub-dimension do not show

normal distribution.
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4)

5)
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The mean of the General Knowledge and Functional Skills sub-dimension was calculated
as 3.5317 and the standard deviation as 0.92794. The skewness value was -0.2900 and the
kurtosis value was -0.439. Since the skewness and kurtosis values are within the range of
+2 to -2, the mean scores of the General Knowledge and Functional Skills sub-dimension
show normal distribution.

The average daily use sub-dimension was calculated as 4.3617 and the standard deviation
as 0.77278. The skewness value was -1.532 and the kurtosis value was 2.479. Since the
skewness and kurtosis values are outside the range of +2 to -2, the mean scores of the
Daily Use sub-dimension do not show normal distribution.

Finally, the normality of the Sensitivity Scale for Cyberbullying was investigated. This
scale is a 3-pointLikert scale. The mean scale was 2.4365 and the standard deviation was
0.35136. The skewness value was -0.536 and the kurtosis value was -0.128. Since the
skewness and kurtosis values are within the range of +2 to -2, the mean scores of the

Cyberbullying Sensitivity Scale show normal distribution.

In the continuation of the study, it will be investigated whether there is a significant difference

between the scale averages in terms of demographic variables. However, since the mean

scores of the Digital Media Literacy, Ethics and Responsibility, Daily Use scales do not have

a normal distribution, the comparisons of these scales will be made with non-parametric

statistical methods. Since the data of the General Information and Functional Skills sub-

dimension and the Sensitivity Scale Regarding Cyberbullying have a normal distribution,

parametric tests will be used in the analysis of these two.

First, parametric tests were performed for scales with normal distribution. In terms of gender

variable, it was investigated whether the difference between the mean scores of the General

Knowledge and Functional Skills sub-dimension was statistically significant. Here, since the
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data of this scale has a normal distribution and the gender variable is a two-level variable, the

independent sample t-test was used. General Knowledge and Functional Skills and test results

are given in Table 15.

Question 1: Is there a significant relationship between the gender variable of university

students and their digital media literacy?

Table 15: Tests Regarding the Difference Between Digital Media Literacy Score

Averages in terms of Gender Variable

Descriptive Statistics Levene Test t test
Scale Gender N Mean SD F sig(p) t Df  sig (p)
General Eemale 103 3.1699 0.85653 0,002 0,963 -6.191 198 0,000

Knowledge and

Functional Skills ~ Male 97 3.9158

0.84613

The average response score of the girls to the General Knowledge and Functional Skills scale

was 3.1699, and the average response score of the boys was 3.9158. In order to perform two

independent sample t-tests, it should first be determined whether the group variances are

equal. For this purpose, Levene test was performed. In Table 15, the F statistical value

calculated for the Levene test was found to be 0.002 and the sig (p) value was found to be

0.963. Since the Sig (p) value was greater than the significance level of 0.05, it was

determined that the variances were not equal. Then, two independent sample t tests were

performed and the results of the analysis are given in Table 14.

The Ho hypothesis, which is expressed as "There is no significant difference between the

means of the response scores of girls and boys to the General Knowledge and Functional

Skills scale™, is rejected because the sig (p) value is less than 0.000 and the significance level
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is less than 0.05. In other words, there is a statistically significant difference between the
response scores of female and male students to the General Knowledge and Functional Skills

scale.

Question 2: Is there a significant relationship between the gender variable and the

sensitivity of university students to cyberbullying?

Table 16: Tests Regarding the Difference Between Sensitivity Score Averages Regarding

Cyberbullying in terms of Gender Variable

Descriptive Statistics Levene Test t test
Scale Gender N Mean SD F sig(p) t Df  sig(p)
Sensitivity to Eemale 103 2.4787 0.33650  0.223 637 1758 198 0.080

Cyberbullying
Male 97 2.3918 0.36286

Similarly, the average response score of the girls to the Cyberbullying Sensitivity Scale was
2.4787 and the average response score of the boys was 2.3918. In Table 16, the F statistical
value calculated for the Levene test was found to be 0.223 and the sig (p) value was found to
be 0.637. Since the Sig (p) value was greater than the significance level of 0.05, it was
determined that the variances were not equal. Then, two independent sample t tests were

performed and the results of the analysis are given in Table 16.

The Ho hypothesis, which is expressed as "There is no significant difference between the
mean scores of the response scores of girls and boys to the Cyberbullying Sensitivity Scale",

is accepted as the sig (p) value is 0.000 and the significance level is greater than 0.05. In other
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words, there is no statistically significant difference between the response scores of female

and male students to the Cyberbullying Sensitivity Scale.

Since the other demographic variables discussed in the study had 3 or more levels, ANOVA
(One-Way Analysis of Variance) test was used to test the differences regarding these two
scale averages. ANOVA (One-way analysis of variance) was performed because the number
of levels of the age variable was 4 and the scale averages had a normal distribution. The
results of the ANOVA analysis performed for these two scales according to the age variable

are given in Table 17.

Table 17: Comparison Table Between Scale Averages by Age Level

Scale Mean of .
Sum of Squares sd F Sig.(p)
Squares
11,320 3 3,773 4,621 0.004
Intergroup
General 160,035 196 0,817
Knowledge and Intragroup
Functional Skills
171,355 199
Total
0,310 3 0,103 0,836 0,475
Intergroup
Sensitivity to 24,257 196 0,124
) Intragroup
Cyberbullying
24,567 199
Total

If the sig. (p) value calculated in the analysis of variance table is less than 0.05 determined for

the hypothesis that there is no significant difference between the levels of the age variable, it
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is determined that this difference is statistically significant. According to Table 17, when the
variance analysis results for the General Knowledge and Functional Skills scale were
evaluated, the sig. value was calculated as 0.004. It was determined that there was a
statistically significant difference between the averages of the General Knowledge and

Functional Skills scale for the age variable at the 0.05 significance level.

When the variance analysis results for the Cyberbullying Sensitivity Scale were evaluated, the
sig. value was calculated as 0.475. It was determined that there was no statistically significant
difference between the averages of the Cyberbullying Sensitivity Scale for the age variable at
the 0.05 significance level. Multiple Comparison Analysis was performed to determine which
age groups caused the difference in the General Knowledge and Functional Skills scale and is

given in Table 17. LSD was used as the test statistic.

Question 3: Is there a significant difference between the digital media literacy of

university students according to their ages?

Table 18: Multiple Comparison Analysis (Age)

Multiple Comparisons

LSD
Mean
Dependent Variable Difference  Std. Error Sig.
(1-9)
20-22 0,22788 0,18667 0,224
General 18-20 22-24 0,00243 0,21396 0,991
Knowledge and 24 ve tizeri -46237" 0,22952 0,045
Functional Skills 18-20 -0,22788 0,18667 0,224

20-22
22-24 -0,22545 0,16717 0,179
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24 ve iizeri -,69024" 0,18667 0,000

18-20 -0,00243 021396 0,991

22-24 20-22 0,22545 0,16717 0,179
24 ve tizeri -,46480" 0,21396 0,031

18-20 46237 0,22952 0,045

24 ve iizeri 20-22 69024 0,18667 0,000
22-24 46480 0,21396 0,031

When Table 18 is examined, the significant differences are marked as bold. There is a

statistically significant difference between the responses of the group aged 24 and over to the

General Knowledge and Functional Skills scale compared to the participants in other age

groups.

In the continuation of the study, ANOVA analysis was performed for the class variable and

given in Table 19.

Question 4: Is there a significant difference between the digital media literacy of

university students according to their grade level?

Table 19: Comparison Table Between Digital Media Literacy Averages by Grade

Variable

Scale Sum of Mean of .
Squares sd Squares Sig.(p)

7,345 4 1,836 2.183 0.072

General Intergroup

Knowledge 164,010 195 0.841

and Intragroup

Functional 171,355 199
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According to Table 19, when the variance analysis results for the General Knowledge and
Functional Skills scale were evaluated, the sig. value was calculated as 0.072. Since this value
is greater than 0.05 significance level, it was determined at 0.05 significance level that there
was no statistically significant difference between the averages of the General Knowledge and

Functional Skills scale for the class variable.

Question 5: Is there a significant difference between the sensitivity of university students

to cyberbullying according to their grade level?

Table 20: Comparison Table Between Sensitivity Averages Regarding Cyberbullying by

Class Variable

Scale Sum of i
Squares sd Mean Square F  Sig.(p)|
0.182 4 0.046 0.364 0.834
Intergroup
Sensitivity to 24.385 195 0,125

Cyberbullying ~ Intragroup

24,567 199
Total

When the results of the analysis of variance performed for the Sensitivity to Cyberbullying
scale in Table 20 are evaluated, the sig. value was calculated as 0.834. There was no
statistically significant difference between the averages of the Cyberbullying Sensitivity Scale

for the class variable at the 0.05 significance level.
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In the continuation of the study, ANOVA analysis was performed for the time spent on social

media variable and is given in Table 21.

Table 21: Comparison Table Between Scale Averages According to the Time Spent on

Social Media Variable

Scale Sum of od Mean Sig.(p)
Squares Square JP
13.714 3 4571 5,684 0,001
General Intergroup
Knowledge 157,641 196 0.804
and Intragroup
Functional 171.355 199
Skills Total ’
0.088 3 0,029 0.236 0,871
Intergroup
N 24,479 196 0,125
Sensitivity to Intragroup
Cyberbullying
24,567 199

Total

According to Table 21, when the variance analysis results for the General Knowledge and

Functional Skills scale were evaluated, the sig. value was calculated as 0.001. It was

determined that there was a statistically significant difference between the General

Knowledge and Functional Skills scale averages for the time spent on social media variable at

the 0.05 significance level.

When the results of the variance analysis performed for the Cyberbullying Sensitivity Scale

were evaluated, the sig. value was calculated as 0.871. It was determined that there was no
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statistically significant difference between the averages of the Cyberbullying Sensitivity Scale

for the time spent on social media variable at the 0.05 significance level.

Multiple Comparison Analysis was performed to determine which social media time groups
caused the difference in the General Knowledge and Functional Skills scale and is given in

Table 22.

Question 6: Is there a significant difference between university students' digital media

literacy according to the time spent on social media variable?

Table 22: Multiple Comparison Analysis (Time Spent)

Multiple Comparisons

LSD
Mean Difference
Dependent Variable Std. Error Sig.
(1-J)
less 1-3 hours 0,34606 0,25107 0,170
than 1 3-5 hours 82702" 0,24819 0,001
hour 5 hours and more 0,38792 0,25759 0,134
General less than1 hour -0,34606 0,25107 0,170
1-3
I *
Knowledge 3-5 hours 48096 0,15522 0,002
and hours
5 hours and more 0,04185 0,16986 0,806
Functional
Skills less than 1 hour -,82702" 0,24819 0,001
35
1-3 hours -,48096" 0,15522 0,002
hours
5 hours and more -,43911" 0,16557 0,009

5 less than 1 hour -0,38792 0,25759 0,134




44

hours 1-3 hours -0,04185 0,16986 0,806
and
3-5 hours 43911° 0,16557 0,009
more

When Table 22 is examined, it is seen that there is a statistically significant difference
between the answers of those who spend less than 1 hour on social media and those who
spend 3-5 hours. Similarly, there are statistically significant differences between those who

spend 3-5 hours on social media and those who spend 1-3 hours and more than 5 hours.

ANOVA analysis was performed for the most frequently used digital media tool variable in

the continuation of the study and is given in Table 23.

Table 23: Comparison Table Between Scale Averages According to the Most Common

Digital Media Tool Variable

Scale Sum of Mean )
Squares sd Square F Sig.(p)
1.089 3 0,363 0.418 0,740
General Intergroup
Knowledge 170,266 196 0.869
and Intragroup
Functional 171,356 199
Skills Total '
1,708 3 0,569 4.883 0.003
Intergroup
22,859 196 0.117

Sensitivity o |ntragroup
Cyberbullying

24,567 199
Total

When the variance analysis results for the General Knowledge and Functional Skills scale

according to Table 23 were evaluated, the sig. value was calculated as 0.740. There was no
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statistically significant difference between the averages of the General Knowledge and
Functional Skills scale for the most commonly used digital media tool variable at the 0.05

significance level.

When the results of the variance analysis performed for the Cyberbullying Sensitivity Scale
were evaluated, the sig. value was calculated as 0.003. A statistically significant difference
was found between the averages of the Cyberbullying Sensitivity Scale for the most

frequently used digital media tool variable at the 0.05 significance level.

Multiple Comparison Analysis was performed to determine which digital media tools caused

the difference in the Sensitivity to Cyberbullying scale and is given in Table 24.

Question 7: Is there a significant difference between the sensitivity of university students

to cyberbullying and the digital media tools they use most often?

Table 24: Multiple Comparison Analysis (Media)

Multiple Comparisons

LSD
Mean
Std.
Dependent Variable Difference Sig.
Error
(1)
Twitter 15371 0,05634 0,007
Sensitivity to Instagram  Facebook 35375 0,13295 0,008
cyberbullying Snapchat -0,04002 0,07664 0,602

Twitter Instagram -15371" 0,05634 0,007
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Facebook

Snapchat

Facebook
Snapchat
Instagram
Twitter
Snapchat
Instagram
Twitter

Facebook

0,20004
-,19373"
-,35375"
-0,20004
-,39377"
0,04002
19373

39377"

0,13719
0,08378
0,13295
0,13719
0,14670
0,07664
0,08378

0,14670

0,146
0,022
0,008
0,146
0,008
0,602
0,022

0,008

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

When Table 24 is examined, it is seen that there is a statistically significant difference

between the answers of Instagram and Facebook and Twitter users. Similarly, there are

statistically significant differences between Twitter and Snapchat users. Significant

differences are marked as bold.

In the continuation of the study, ANOVA analysis was performed for the digital media use

year variable and is given in Table 25.

Table 25: Comparison Table Between Scale Averages by Digital Media Year of Use

Variable
Scale Sum of _
Squares sd Mean Square F Sig.(p)

General 6.289 3 2.096 2.489 0,062
Knowledge Intergroup
and
Functional 165,066 196 0.842

Intragroup

Skills
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171,355 199
Total
0.275 3 0, 092 0,740 530
Intergroup
Sensitivity to 24,292 196 0,124
Cyberbullying Intragroup
24,567 199

Total

According to Table 25, when the variance analysis results for the General Knowledge and
Functional Skills scale were evaluated, the sig. value was calculated as 0.062. It was
determined that there was no statistically significant difference between the averages of the
General Knowledge and Functional Skills scale for the digital media use year variable at the

0.05 significance level.

When the variance analysis results for the Cyberbullying Sensitivity Scale were evaluated, the
sig. value was calculated as 0.530. It was determined that there was no statistically significant
difference between the averages of the Cyberbullying Sensitivity Scale for the digital media

use year variable at the 0.05 significance level.

In the continuation of the study, tests were carried out on the differences between the mother's

education level and the averages of this scale.

Table 26: Comparison Table Between Scale Averages According to Maternal Education

Level Variable

Scale Sum of Squares sd Mean Square F Sig.(p)
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4.453 2 2.226 2.628 0.075
General Intergroup
Knowledge 166.902 197 0.847
and Intragroup
Functional
Skills Total 171,355 199
0,332 2 0.166 1.351 0, 261
Intergroup
- 24,235 197 0.123
Sensitivity to Intragroup
Cyberbullying
24,567 199

Total

According to Table 26, when the variance analysis results for the General Knowledge and

Functional Skills scale were evaluated, the sig. value was calculated as 0.075. There was no

statistically significant difference between the averages of the General Knowledge and

Functional Skills scale for the mother education level variable at the 0.05 significance level.

When the results of the variance analysis performed for the Cyberbullying Sensitivity Scale

were evaluated, the sig. value was calculated as 0.261. It was determined that there was no

statistically significant difference between the averages of the Cyberbullying Sensitivity Scale

for the mother education level variable at the 0.05 significance level.

Finally, it was investigated whether there was a statistically significant difference between the

scale averages according to the father's education level and the ANOVA results are given in

Table 27.
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Table 27: Comparison Table Between Scale Averages According to Father's Education

Level Variable

Scale Sum of
d Mean S F Sig.
Squares S ean Square ig.(p)
1,440 2 0,720 0.835 0,436
Knowledge 169,915 197 0.863
and Intragroup
Functional 171,355 199
0,126 2 0,063 0,509 0,602
Intergroup
Sensitivity to Intraarou 24,441 197 0,124
Cyberbullying group
24,567 199

Total

According to Table 27, when the variance analysis results for the General Knowledge and

Functional Skills scale were evaluated, the sig. value was calculated as 0.436. There was no

statistically significant difference between the averages of the General Knowledge and

Functional Skills scale for the father education level variable at the 0.05 significance level.

When the variance analysis results for the Cyberbullying Sensitivity Scale were evaluated, the

sig. value was calculated as 0.602. It was determined that there was no statistically significant

difference between the mean scores of the Cyberbullying Sensitivity Scale for the father

education level variable at the 0.05 significance level.
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and Responsibility, Daily Use scales were not distributed normally, non-parametric tests were

used to investigate the differences between these scale averages according to demographic
variables. First, it was investigated whether there was a significant difference between the

mean scores of the scale in terms of gender factor. Since the Digital Media Literacy data did

not have a normal distribution, the Mann-Whitney U test was used for comparison. The

Mann-Whitney U test is a non-parametric method used to compare the averages of two

independent groups in a data set that does not have an ormal distribution. Since gender has 2

levels, this test was used. The results obtained are given in Table 3.

Question 8: Is there a significant difference between the digital media literacy of

university students according to the gender variable?

Table 28: Tests Regarding the Difference Between Scale Score Averages in terms of

Gender Variable

Scale Mann- .

Gender N  Mean Rank Rank Totals Whitney U Sig (p)
Digital Media  pale Male 97 113,38 3746,500 -3,055 0,002
Literacy

Total 200
Total

Ethics and Male Male 97 97,92 4745,000 0,616 0,538
Responsibility
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Daily Use Male  Male 97 97.48 4702500 0,746 456
Total Total 200

As a result of the Mann-Whitney U test performed for the digital media literacy scale in Table
28, the test statistic is 3746.5. The sig (p) value corresponding to this test statistic was
calculated as 0.002. The Hq hypothesis, which is expressed as "There is no significant
difference between the rank scores of the digital media literacy scale between girls and boys",
is rejected because the sig (p) value is 0.002<0.05. In other words, since the sig (p) value is
less than 0.05 significance level, there is a significant difference between the responses of

girls and boys to the digital media literacy scale.

Then, it was investigated whether the difference between the mean scores of the Ethics and
Responsibility scale in terms of gender variable was statistically significant. As a result of the
Mann-Whitney U test, the test statistic is 4702.5. The sig (p) value corresponding to this test
statistic was calculated as 0.538. The Hy hypothesis, which is expressed as "There is no
significant difference between ethics and responsibility scale rank scores between girls and
boys", is accepted as the sig (p) value is 0.538>0.05. In other words, since the sig (p) value is
greater than 0.05 significance level, there is no significant difference between the answers

given by girls and boys to the ethics and responsibility scale.

Finally, it was investigated whether the difference between the mean scores of the daily use
scale in terms of gender variable was statistically significant. As a result of the Mann-Whitney
U test, the test statistic is 4745. The sig (p) value corresponding to this test statistic was

calculated as 0.456. The Hy hypothesis, which is expressed as "There is no significant
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difference between the rank scores of the daily use scale between girls and boys", is accepted

as the sig (p) value is 0.456>0.05. In other words, since the sig (p) value is greater than 0.05

significance level, there is no significant difference between the responses of girls and boys to

the daily use scale.

Since the other demographic variables discussed in the study had 3 or more options in terms

of the number of levels and the scale averages did not have a normal distribution, analyzes

were performed with the Kruskal-Wallis test.

Question 9: Is there a significant difference between digital media literacy of university

students according to age variable?

Table 29: Tests Regarding the Difference Between Scale Score Averages in Terms of Age

Variable
Kruskal sd Si
Mean 9(p)
Scale Age N ‘Wallis
Rank
H
18-20 31 103,98
- i 20-22 96 93,25
Digital Media
_ 22-24 42 101,08 4,688 3 0,196
Literacy
24 and above 31 118,68
Total 200
18-20 31 100,97
Ethics and 20-22 96 100,30
0,003 3 1,000
Responsibility 22-24 42 100,50
24 and above 31 100,65
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Total 200
18-20 31 108,61
20-22 96 101,55
Daily Use 22-24 42 92,35 1,600 3 0,659
24 and above 31 100,18
Total 200

As a result of the Kruskall-Wallis H test performed for the digital media literacy scale in

Table 29, the test statistic was calculated as 4.688. The sig (p) value corresponding to this test

statistic was found to be 0.196. Since this value is greater than the significance level of 0.05,

there is no statistically significant difference between the mean rank scores of the digital

media literacy scale in terms of age variable.

As a result of the Kruskall-Wallis H test performed for the ethics and responsibility scale, the

test statistic was calculated as 0.003. The sig (p) value corresponding to this test statistic was

found to be 1.00. Since this value is greater than the significance level of 0.05, there is no

statistically significant difference between the mean scores of the ethics and responsibility

scale in terms of age variable.

Finally, as a result of the Kruskall-Wallis H test performed for the daily use scale, the test

statistic was calculated as 1.600. The sig (p) value corresponding to this test statistic was

found to be 0.659. Since this value is greater than the significance level of 0.05, there is no

statistically significant difference between the mean scores of the daily use scale in terms of

age variable.
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Then, Kruskall-Wallis H test was performed for the class variable and the results in Table 30

were obtained.

Question 10: Is there a significant difference between the digital media literacy of

university students according to the grade level variable?

Table 30: Tests Regarding the Difference Between Scale Score Averages in Terms of

Class Variable

Mean Kruskal-

Scale Class N sd sig(p)
Rank Wallis H
1st Grade 37 86.80
Digital Media 2nd Grade 60 94,42
_ 3rd Grade 55 103,53 7.173 4 0,127
Literacy
4th Grade 47 116,52
5th Grade 1 53,00
1st Grade 37 97,11
Ethics and 2nd Grade 60 92,12
Responsibility 3rd Grade 55 101,30 4.642 4 0.326
4th Grade 47 113.94
5th Grade 1 53,50
1st Grade 37 90,73
2nd Grade 60 103.93
Daily Use 3rd Grade 55 105,05 4,135 4 0,388
4th Grade 47 100,32
5th Grade 1 14,50

As a result of the Kruskall-Wallis H test performed for the digital media literacy scale in

Table 30, the test statistic was calculated as 7.173. The sig (p) value corresponding to this test
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statistic was found to be 0.127. Since this value is greater than the significance level of 0.05,
there is no statistically significant difference between the mean rank scores of the digital

media literacy scale in terms of the class variable.

As a result of the Kruskall-Wallis H test performed for the ethics and responsibility scale, the
test statistic was calculated as 4.642. The sig (p) value corresponding to this test statistic was
found to be 0.326. Since this value is greater than the significance level of 0.05, there is no
statistically significant difference between the mean rank scores of the ethics and

responsibility scale in terms of the class variable.

Finally, as a result of the Kruskall-Wallis H test performed for the daily use scale, the test
statistic was calculated as 4.135. The sig (p) value corresponding to this test statistic was
found to be 0.388. Since this value is greater than the significance level of 0.05, there is no
statistically significant difference between the mean scores of the daily use scale in terms of

the class variable.

Then, Kruskall-Wallis H test was performed for the time spent on social media and the results

in Table 31 were obtained.

Table 31: Tests Regarding the Difference Between Scale Score Averages in Terms of

Time Variable Spent on Social Media

Order Kruskal-

Scale Duration N sd sig(p)
Mean Wallis H
Less than 1 16 111.28
Digital Media 1-3 hours 63 108.70
. 3-5 hours 71 90.63 3.892 3 0273
Literacy
5 hours and 50 100,74
Total 200
Ethics and Less than 1 16 88,59 1,911 3 0591

1-3 hours 63 104,13
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Responsibility 3-5 hours 71 104,51
5 hours and 50 94,04
Total 200
Less than 1 16 97,06
1-3 hours 63 99,63
Daily Use 3-5 hours 71 106, 43 1,511 3 0,680
5 hours and 50 94,28
Total 200

As a result of the Kruskall-Wallis H test performed for the digital media literacy scale in

Table 31, the test statistic was calculated as 3,892. The sig (p) value corresponding to this test

statistic was found to be 0.273. Since this value is greater than the significance level of 0.05,

there is no statistically significant difference between the mean rank scores of the digital

media literacy scale in terms of the time spent on social media variable.

As a result of the Kruskall-Wallis H test performed for the ethics and responsibility scale, the

test statistic was calculated as 1.911. The sig (p) value corresponding to this test statistic was

found to be 0.591. Since this value is greater than the significance level of 0.05, there is no

statistically significant difference between the mean scores of the ethics and responsibility

scale in terms of the time spent on social media variable.

Finally, as a result of the Kruskall-Wallis H test performed for the daily use scale, the test

statistic was calculated as 1.511. The sig (p) value corresponding to this test statistic was

found to be 0.680. Since this value is greater than the significance level of 0.05, there is no

statistically significant difference between the mean scores of the daily use scale in terms of

the time spent on social media variable.

Then, Kruskall-Wallis H test was performed for the digital media tool used and the results in

Table 32 were obtained.
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Table 32: Tests Regarding the Difference Between Scale Score Averages in terms of

Digital Media Tool Variable

Digital
Order Kruskal-

Scale Media N sd sig(p)
Mean Wallis H

Tool
Instagram 115 103,70
Digital Twitter 54 92,96
Literacy Facebook 7 o407 1433 06%
Snapchat 24 103,98
Total 200
Instagram 115 107.75
Ethics Twitter 54 90,20
And Facebook 7 63,71 6,422 3 0,093
responsibility Snapchat 24 99,65
Total 200
Instagram 115 101,11
Twitter 54 100.94
Daily Use Facebook 7 74.14 1,703 3 0.636
Snapchat 24 104.29
Total 200

As a result of the Kruskall-Wallis H test performed for the digital media literacy scale in
Table 32, the test statistic was calculated as 1.443. The sig (p) value corresponding to this test
statistic was found to be 0.695. Since this value is greater than the significance level of 0.05,
there is no statistically significant difference between the mean rank scores of the digital

media literacy scale in terms of the digital media tool used.
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As a result of the Kruskall-Wallis H test performed for the ethics and responsibility scale, the
test statistic was calculated as 6.422. The sig (p) value corresponding to this test statistic was
found to be 0.093. Since this value is greater than the significance level of 0.05, there is no
statistically significant difference between the mean scores of the ethics and responsibility

scale in terms of the digital media tool used.

Finally, as a result of the Kruskall-Wallis H test performed for the daily use scale, the test
statistic was calculated as 1.703. The sig (p) value corresponding to this test statistic was
found to be 0.636. Since this value is greater than the significance level of 0.05, there is no
statistically significant difference between the mean scores of the daily use scale in terms of

the digital media tool used.

Then, Kruskall-Wallis H test was performed on how many years digital media have been used

and the results in Table 33 were obtained.

Question 11: Is there a significant difference between university students’ digital media

literacy according to the variable of social media use year?

Table 33: Tests Regarding the Difference Between Scale Score Averages in Terms of

How Many Years Digital Media Has Been Used

Order Kruskal-
Scale Years N sd sig(p)

Mean Wallis H

5-7 Years 39 94,79
7-10 Years
Digital Media 89 96,14
6,008 3 0,111
Literacy 10-12 years 43 98,40
12-15 years 29 124,67
Total 200
Ethics and 5-7 Years 39 101.62 2,931 3 0.402

7 -10 Years 89 93,75
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Responsibility 10-12 years 43 104,78
12-15 years 29 113,38
Total 200
5-7 Years 39 100,65
7-10 Years 89 101,59
Daily Use 10-12 years 43 93,57 1,128 3 0,770
12-15 years 29 107,22
Total 200

As a result of the Kruskall-Wallis H test performed for the digital media literacy scale in
Table 33, the test statistic was calculated as 6.008. The sig (p) value corresponding to this test
statistic was found to be 0.111. Since this value is greater than the significance level of 0.05,
there is no statistically significant difference between the mean rank scores of the digital

media literacy scale in terms of digital media usage time.

As a result of the Kruskall-Wallis H test performed for the ethics and responsibility scale, the
test statistic was calculated as 2,931. The sig (p) value corresponding to this test statistic was
found to be 0.402. Since this value is greater than the significance level of 0.05, there is no
statistically significant difference between the mean scores of the ethics and responsibility

scale in terms of digital media usage time.

Finally, as a result of the Kruskall-Wallis H test performed for the daily use scale, the test
statistic was calculated as 1.128. The sig (p) value corresponding to this test statistic was
found to be 0.770. Since this value is greater than the significance level of 0.05, there is no
statistically significant difference between the mean scores of the daily use scale in terms of

digital media usage time.

Then, Kruskall-Wallis H test was performed for the mother's education level and the results in

Table 34 were obtained.
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Question 12: Is there a significant difference between the digital media literacy of

university students according to the mother's education level variable?

Table 34: Tests Regarding the Difference Between Scale Score Averages in terms of

Mother's Education Level

Mother's
Mean Kruskal-
Scale Education N sd sig(p)
Rank Wallis H
Level
jmary 42 89,68
School
Digital Media Secondary
89 95,33 5810 2 0,055
) school
Literacy
Higher 69 113,76
education
Total 200
Primary 42 100,18
School
Ethics and Secondary 89 96.48
N school 1,037 2 0,595
Responsibility
Higher 69 105,88
education
Total 200
Primary 42 90.83
School
Daily Use 5,097 2 0,078
Secondary 89 95.80

school
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Higher 69 112,45
education
Total 200

As a result of the Kruskall-Wallis H test performed for the digital media literacy scale in
Table 34, the test statistic was calculated as 5.810. The sig (p) value corresponding to this test
statistic was found to be 0.055. Since this value is greater than the significance level of 0.05,
there is no statistically significant difference between the mean scores of the digital media

literacy scale in terms of mother's education level.

As a result of the Kruskall-Wallis H test performed for the ethics and responsibility scale, the
test statistic was calculated as 1.037. The sig (p) value corresponding to this test statistic was
found to be 0.595. Since this value is greater than the significance level of 0.05, there is no
statistically significant difference between the mean scores of the ethics and responsibility

scale in terms of mother's education level.

Finally, as a result of the Kruskall-Wallis H test performed for the daily use scale, the test
statistic was calculated as 5,097. The sig (p) value corresponding to this test statistic was
found to be 0.078. Since this value is greater than the significance level of 0.05, there is no
statistically significant difference between the mean scores of the daily use scale in terms of

maternal education level.

Finally, Kruskall-Wallis H test was performed for paternal education level and the results in

Table 35 were obtained.

Question 13: Is there a significant difference between the digital media literacy of

university students according to the father's education level variable?



62

Table 35: Tests Regarding the Difference Between the Means of the Scale Scores in

terms of Father's Education Level

Father's Mean Kruskal- sig(p)
Scale N sd
Education Rank Wallis H
Primary 34 92.21
School
Secondar
Digital Media Y 76 96,67
school 2,123 2 0,346
Literacy
Higher 90 106,87
education
Total 200
Primary 34 99 01
School
Ethics and Secondary 76 96,94
School 0,659 2 0,719
responsibility
Higher 90 104,07
education
Total 200
Primary 34 87,93
School
Daily Use Secondary 76 10393 2,130 2 345
School
Higher 90 102,35

education
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Total 200

As a result of the Kruskall-Wallis H test performed for the digital media literacy scale in
Table 35, the test statistic was calculated as 2.123. The sig (p) value corresponding to this test
statistic was found to be 0.346. Since this value is greater than the significance level of 0.05,
there is no statistically significant difference between the mean scores of the digital media

literacy scale in terms of father's education level.

As a result of the Kruskall-Wallis H test performed for the ethics and responsibility scale, the
test statistic was calculated as 0.659. The sig (p) value corresponding to this test statistic was
found to be 0.719. Since this value is greater than the significance level of 0.05, there is no
statistically significant difference between the mean scores of the ethics and responsibility

scale in terms of father's education level.

As a result of the Kruskall-Wallis H test performed for the daily use scale, the test statistic
was calculated as 2,130. The sig (p) value corresponding to this test statistic was found to be
0.345. Since this value is greater than the significance level of 0.05, there is no statistically
significant difference between the mean scores of the daily use scale in terms of father's

education level.

Finally, correlation analysis was performed between the scales discussed. The results obtained

are given in Table 36.

Question 14: Is there a relationship between university students’ digital media literacy

and their sensitivity to cyberbullying?

Table 36: Interscale Correlation Matrix
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Interscale Correlation Matrix

Digital Media Literacy General
Dlgltal Media Ethics and i Sensitivity to
Scale Knowl. and  Daily Use
Literacy Responsibility Cyberbullying
Sub-Dimensions and Funct. Skills
Cyberbullying Scale
r 1 785" 807" 679 258"
Digital Media
p 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000
Literacy
N 200 200 200 200 200
r 785 1 3197 497 383"
Ethics and
p 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000
Responsibility
N 200 200 200 200 200
r 807" 3197 1 355" 0,058
General Knowl.
p 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,418
and Funct. Skills
N 200 200 200 200 200
r 679" 497 355 1 165
Daily Use p 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,020
N 200 200 200 200 200
r 258" 383" 0,058 165 1
Sensitivity to
p 0,000 0,000 0,418 0,020
Cyberbullying
N 200 200 200 200 200

Note: Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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In line with the data in Table 36, there is a positive relationship of 0.807 between the digital
media literacy scale and the general knowledge and functional skills sub-dimension (r=0.807,
p=0.000>0.05). This relationship is statistically significant. Similarly, there is a positive
relationship between the digital media literacy scale and the ethics and responsibility sub-
dimension of 0.785 (r=0.785, p=0.000>0.05). This relationship is also statistically significant.
There is a positive correlation of 0.679 between the digital media literacy scale and the daily

use sub-dimension (r=0.679, p=0.000>0.05). This relationship is also statistically significant.

More important are the correlation values between the sensitivity scale related to
cyberbullying and digital media literacy and its sub-dimensions. There is a positive
relationship of 0.258 between the sensitivity scale regarding cyberbullying and the digital
media literacy scale. This correlation is statistically significant since p=0.000<0.05. There is a
positive correlation of 0.383 between the sensitivity scale regarding cyberbullying and the
ethics and responsibility sub-dimension. Since p=0.000<0.05 in this relationship, it is
statistically significant. There is a positive relationship of 0.058 between the sensitivity scale
related to cyberbullying and the general knowledge and functional skills sub-dimension. Since
this relationship is p=0.418> 0.05, it is not statistically significant. Finally, there is a positive
relationship of 0.165 between the cyberbullying sensitivity scale and the daily use sub-

dimension. Since this relationship is p=0.020<0.05, it is statistically significant.

CHAPTER 5

5. DISCUSSION

5.1.Conclusion and Discussion
As a result, in this study, the relationship between university students' digital media literacy

and their sensitivity to cyberbullying was examined in terms of different variables. As a result
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of the evaluation in terms of gender variable, the digital media literacy of female students was
found to be generally high and significant differences were found (p<0.05). There is no
significant difference between male and female students in their susceptibility to
cyberbullying. In terms of the time spent on social media tools, no significant difference was
found between students’ digital media literacy and the time spent on social media tools.
Similarly, no significant difference was found between students’ sensitivity to cyberbullying
and their time spent on social media tools. In terms of the most frequently used digital media
tools variable, no significant difference was found between students' digital media literacy
and the digital media tools they use most frequently. Considering the sensitivity of
cyberbullying with the same variable, there are significant differences between the digital

media tools they use most frequently.

In the research conducted, digital media literacy of female students was found to be higher
than male students in terms of gender variable. On the other hand, in some studies, it was seen
that the digital media literacy levels of male students differed significantly from female
students and this difference was in favor of male students (Ozerbas & Kuralbayeva, 2018).
This situation was evaluated as male students were better in the dimension of technology use.
In another study, it was determined that the information technology teacher candidates' level
of knowledge about the concept of digital literacy from the field of informatics was
insufficient and that different candidates used the related concept in different meanings

(Coskun, Cumaoglu, & Seckin, 2013).

The years of digital media use of university students participating in the research were
determined, and it was observed that as the years of computer use of the candidates increased,
their digital media literacy levels increased as well. Cetin (2016), on the other hand,
concluded that the frequency of internet use affects digital literacy positively (Cetin, 2016).

The increase in computer usage time increases users' experience with digital technologies. It
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can be said that increasing knowledge and experience over time has an important place in

increasing the digital literacy levels of the candidates.

There was no significant difference between the sensitivity of the university students
participating in the research on cyberbullying and the time they spent on social media tools.

There are other studies that have similar results (Dalmaz, 2014).

Considering the gender variable, it was concluded that there was no significant difference
between female and male students in their sensitivity to cyberbullying. Similarly, Dikmen
(2015) concluded in her study that there is no significant relationship between gender and

sensitivity to cyberbullying (Dikmen, 2015).

There is a weak positive relationship between the digital media literacy scale and the
cyberbullying sensitivity scale. In other words, it can be said that when students' digital media

literacy increases, their sensitivity to cyberbullying may also increase.

5.2.Suggestions

In line with the findings acquired during the research process, some proposals were presented:

We are aware of the importance of the concept of digital media in the world and in

our country, and people such as courses, training, conferences can be made aware of

it.

e Regardless of the department in universities, digital media literacy can be added as a
course.

e Outside of the university, the concept of cyberbullying can be used to enable students

to progress as more conscious and aware individuals in their school life until they

reach that level.

e More scientific studies can be done on digital media literacy and cyberbullying.
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Appendix 1: Demographic Information Form

1. Your Gender: Female [] Male []

2. Age: 18-20 [] 20-22 L] 22-24 [] 24 and above H
3. Your faculty:

4. Your Grade Level:

5. CPGA: 1400

6. How many hours do you spend on social media tools on average?
Lessthan 1 hour [] 1-3 hours L] 3-5 hours [1] 5 hoursand more ]

7. Which digital media tool do you use most often?
Instagram  [] Twitter [ ] Facebook [ ] Snapchat [ ]

8. How many years have you been using my digital media tools?

5-7 years[_] 7-10 years[ ] 10-12 years [] 12-15 years [ ]

9.Mother's Educational 10. Father's
Status: Educational Status:

[]iterate [ ] iterate

[] Literate [] Literate

[IPrimary school ] Primary school

] Secondary School [ ] Secondary School

[IHigh School ] High School

] University ] University

[ IMaster degree [ Master degre

|:| Doctorate |:| Doctorate




Appendix 2: Digital Media Literacy Scale
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DIGITAL LITERACY
SCALE Explanation:
Mark your degree of
approval of the situation in
the sentence as "Strongly
Disagree 1, Disagree 2,
Undecided 3,Agree 4,
Strongly Agree 5" by reading
the following statements.

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neither
Agree,
Nor
Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Ethics and
Responsibility

As in daily life, my
personal or legal rights
(privacy, copyright,
freedom of speech, etc.)
continue in digital
environments.

Personal data of myself and
others in online
environments (photo,
address, family
information, etc.).

I can question from
different sources whether
the information | access in
online environments is
correct.

Cyberbullying in online
environments
(humiliation, swearing,
hate speech, etc.); and

i am aware of the
ethical and legal
responsibilities of
behaviors such as
abuse.

I can distinguish
digital games and
content that are
suitable for cognitive
and moral
development.

| am aware that
everything | do online is
recorded.

Ethical and legal
issues that may
arise from
copyright
infringement in
digital
environments

i am aware of
responsibilities.
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General
Knowledge
and
Functional
Skills

Licensed software,

demo software, pirated
software, malware and
crack

i know what your concepts
are.

I know what hardware
and software
technologies are.

I can
install/format
the operating
system on my
computer.

To my computer or other
electronic

i can install software or
programs on my devices.

| know what Torent,
Internet, World Wide
Web (WWW) means.

Proxy/dns settings of
devices to access
prohibited websites

i can change it.

Daily Use

e-Government applications
(MHRS, UYAP,

tax&ceza query,

etc.).

I can use cloud
computing
technologies
(Google Drive,
iCloud, Dropbox,
etc.) effectively in
daily life.

On mobile devices, |
can use the calendar not
only to look at history,
but also for reminder,
note-taking, event
creation, etc.
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Items None.| Sometimes | Yes
1. Considering that my information may be stolen by others when I access the Internet .
g y Y y None.| Sometimes | Yes
i'll keep it.
2. Others of my private information on social networking sites (Facebook, Twitter, etc. .
yp g ( ' ,etc) None.| Sometimes | Yes
I think it can be used for malicious purposes.
3. Not to meet people | have problems with in real life in virtual environments .
ot fo meet people Sl ¢ € ° None.| Sometimes | Yes
4. Taking some measures to prevent others from harming me in virtual environments .
None.| Sometimes | Yes
i feel the need.
5. Danger to me when a hacker is in virtual environments .
None.| Sometimes | Yes
I can see that you can create.
6. Someone who wants to harm me can also do so via the internet, mobile phone, etc. .
None.| Sometimes | Yes
I think you can do it.
7. 1 do not share my membership passwords with anyone on the internet such as e-mail, None.| Sometimes | Yes
forum sites, etc.
8. I cut off communication with people who swear or insult in virtual environments. None.| Sometimes | Yes
9. Unbeknownst to me, a picture or image of me that | do not want to be seen .
None.| Sometimes | Yes
I think there is a danger that it could spread.
10. I am also aware of untrue rumors about me in communication in virtual environments .
None.| Sometimes | Yes
I think it can spread.
11. When | access the Internet, | use the Internet for the purpose of harming others .
None.| Sometimes | Yes
I keep in mind that it can be used.
12. What happens if an incorrect information about me is spread on the internet .
None.| Sometimes | Yes
I think 1 will.
13. | can receive threats via email or text message (SMS) from my mobile phone .
ge ( ) y P None.| Sometimes | Yes

I do not communicate with people in virtual environments.
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gerceklestirecegi “’Evden Calismanin Otesinde: Ozel Alandan Calisma Alamina Gegis®’
baghkli aragtirmasimin Beseri Bilimler etik standartlarina uygunlugu Yeditepe
Universitesi Beseri ve Sosyal Aragtirmalar Etik Kurulu tarafindan degerlendirilmis ve
onaylanmustir.

20) Yeditepe Universitesi Fen Bilimleri Enstitiisii Mimarlik Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencilerinden
Zeynep Selcen Narin’in, Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Faruk Can Unal damgsmanliginda
gerceklestirecegi *’An Evaluation of Sketching in Early Conceptual Design Processes:
Physical and Immersive Environments’” baglikli arastirmasinin Beseri Bilimler etik
standartlarina uygunlugu Yeditepe Universitesi Beseri ve Sosyal Arastirmalar Etik
Kurulu tarafindan degerlendirilmis ve onaylanmigtir.
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