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Abstract

The present study evaluated personality presentation in online environments in terms of histrionic
personality. The aim of the study was to develop the Online Histrionic Personality Scale (OHPS). The OHPS
was developed using the diagnostic criteria for Histrionic Personality Disorder (HPD) in the DSM-5 and assesses
histrionic behavior in online environments. The present study comprised 381 university students (219 females
and 162 males) from four different samples. The validity of the OHPS was investigated utilizing Exploratory
Factor Analysis (EFA), Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), and criterion validity. As a result of the EFA, a
single-factor structure with an eigenvalue of 3.850 was found and accounted for 48.12% of the total variance.
This one-dimensional structure was tested with CFA in two different samples. CFA results show that OHPS had
an acceptable fit. The criterion validity of the OHPS was examined with the Desire for Being Liked Scale
(DBLS) and the Histrionic Personality Belief subscale of the Personality Belief Questionnaire-Short Form (PBQ-
STF). Analysis showed that the OHPS was significantly associated with desire for being liked (=.65, p<.01) and
histrionic personality beliefs (=.70, p<.01). The reliability of the OHPS was evaluated with Cronbach’s a
internal consistency reliability coefficient and corrected item total correlation coefficient in three different
samples. The Cronbach o internal consistency coefficients of the OHPS were .84 (EFA sample), .88 (CFA
sample), and .88 (criterion validity sample). Corrected item total correlation coefficients of OHPS ranged from
.53 to .62 in the EFA sample, .47 to .78 in the CFA sample, and .52 to .76 in the criterion validity sample. The
distribution of data was examined with floor and ceiling effects in three different samples. Finally, the Standard
Error of Measurement (SEM) was calculated in three different samples. There was no floor and ceiling effects in
the data, and the SEM values were within acceptable limits. When validity and reliability analysis of the OHPS
are considered as a whole, it is concluded that the OHPS is a valid and reliable scale that assesses online
histrionic personality among university students.

Keywords: Histrionic personality, histrionic personality disorder, online histrionic behavior, online
histrionic personality



Introduction

In recent years, a great deal of research has been carried out on the personality that
internet users have in online environments (Akhtar, Winsborough, Ort, Johnson & Chamorro-
Premuzic, 2018; Azucar, Marengo & Settanni, 2018; Blackwell, et al., 2017). There have also
been discussions on whether the personality presented in online environments and the
individuals’ real personalities are similar. Consequently, some researchers emphasize that
online personality is similar to offline personality (Back et al., 2010; Gosling et al., 2011; Jin,
2012; Kim & Chock, 2017; Wang, 2013) while others emphasize that online personality is an
idealized personality (Blumer & Doring, 2012; Hongladarom, 2011; Luppicini & Haghi,
2012; Manago et al., 2008). In other words, a different personality can be present itself in
online environments (Qiu et al., 2015). Indeed, Qiu et al. (2012) reported that social network
users are more likely to express positive (rather than negative) emotions online and present
better emotional wellbeing on Facebook than in real life.

Almost a decade ago, Back et al. (2010) compared the extended real-life hypothesis
with the idealized virtual-identity hypothesis. The extended real-life hypothesis posits that
individuals use online environments to communicate their real personality. Here, online
personality is similar to offline personality but is a continuation of offline personality.
According to the idealized virtual-identity hypothesis, individuals in online environments
display idealized characteristics that do not reflect their actual personalities. The study found
that personality impressions based on social media profiles in online environments reflected
individuals’ actual personality rather than their idealized view (Back et al., 2010). However,
both hypotheses posit that personality is presented differently (at least to some extent) in
online environments.

Online environments are also frequently used by individuals as a medium to present

their appearance and/or idealized appearance (Brown & Knight, 2015; Chae, 2017; Hogue &



Mills, 2019), to be the center of attention (Chua & Chang, 2016; Mills et al., 2018; Ramsey &
Horan, 2018), to be liked (Coulthard & Ogden, 2018; Rosenthal-von der Piitten et al., 2019;
Sherman et al., 2018; Tiggemann & Barbato, 2018), to reflect sexual attraction (Ramsey &
Horan, 2018; van Oosten et al., 2018; Van Oosten & Vandenbosch, 2017), to impress others
(Weeks et al., 2015; Qiu et al., 2015), to build closer relationships (Hood et al., 2018; Khalis
& Mikami, 2018; Sutcliffe et al., 2018), and to be self-manipulation (for a good impression)
(Bazarova et al., 2012; Qiu et al., 2015; Qiu et al., 2012). Furthermore, online environments
can affect other users and some users are easily affected psychologically in online
environments (Bacev-Giles & Haji, 2017; Pal et al., 2019). It has also been shown that some
users' expressions in online environments change quickly and individuals can have opposite
emotion expressions within a very short time from each other (Panger, 2017) Some of these
behaviors can be indicative of histrionic behaviors in online environments. Therefore, it may
be possible that some individuals have histrionic personality in online environments.
Histrionic Personality Disorder (HPD) is a pattern of pervasive and excessive
emotionality and attention seeking (American Psychiatric Association [APA], 2013). The
APA (2013, p. 667) diagnoses HPD according to eight diagnostic criteria (as seen in Table 1).
The APA's (2013) definition of HPD can also be applied to online histrionic behavior.
Considering the APA's (2013) HPD definition, Online Histrionic Personality can be described
as a pattern of excessive emotionality and attention seeking in online environments. Histrionic
behaviors are often observed in online environments (especially social media). Previous
research has indicated that behaviors similar to diagnostic criteria of HPD can be observed
online environments including the desire for center of attention (Hawk et al., 2019; Edwards,
2017), inappropriate behaviors (sexually seductive or provocative behavior) (Choate, 2014;
van Oosten et al., 2018), emotional lability (Panger, 2017), using physical appearance (to

draw attention to self) (Fardouly et al., 2017; Hogue & Mills, 2019), excessively



impressionistic behaviors (Carpenter, 2012; Panek et al., 2013; Singh et al., 2018),
manipulative behaviors (Ellison et al., 2006; Qiu et al., 2015; Qiu et al., 2012), being easily
influenced (by online persons or content) (Bacev-Giles & Haji, 2017; Stieglitz & Dang-Xuan,
2013), and need for closer relationship (Butler & Matook, 2015). Consequently, having a
histrionic personality is possible in online environments.

There are many psychometric scales in the psychological literature that are associated
with online histrionic behaviors including, scales for online self-presentation (Guohua et al.,
2012; Yang & Bradford- Brown, 2015), online risky behaviors (Branley & Covey, 2018; Lau
& Yuen, 2013), online intensity (Ellison et al., 2007; Orosz et al., 2016), online sociality
(Hughes et al., 2017), and online self-disclosure (Pang, 2018; Schouten et al., 2007). Given
that histrionic behavior is characterized by histrionic personality (APA, 2013), it should be the
case that online histrionic behaviors are characterized by online histrionic personality. Online
histrionic behaviors appear to be a reflection of online histrionic personality. Some research
conducted in recent years supports this idea. These studies show that online behavior is
related to online personalities (e.g., Craker & March, 2016; Gosling et al., 2011; Kowalski,
Giumetti, Schroeder & Lattanner, 2014; Sest & March, 2017; Sorokowski et al., 2016; Van
Geel, Goemans, Toprak & Vedder, 2017). The present study is based on the hypothesis that
online histrionic behavior contributes to the development of online histrionic personality as a
consistent pattern. In other words, online histrionic behaviors cannot be considered
independent of online histrionic personality, and such behaviors stem from such a personality
pattern. The primary aim of the present study was to develop and validate the Online

Histrionic Personality Scale (OHPS) to assess online histrionic personality.



Methods

Participants

The present study comprised 381 university students (219 females and 162 males) from four
different samples. The pilot study sample comprised 53 university students (33 females, 20
males). The scale validity studies were performed on 328 university students (186 females,
142 males) across three different samples. The scale validity was analyzed utilizing
exploratory factor analysis (EFA), confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), and criterion validity.
The EFA sample comprised 100 university students (57 females and 43 males). The CFA
sample comprised 105 university students (55 females, 50 males). The criterion validity
sample comprised 123 university students (74 females, 49 males). In all samples, university
students were aged 18-31 years. All of the data were collected from students in Firat
University (Turkey). Students' use of online environments was predetermined as the key
inclusion criterion. Students who did not use the online environments and did not want to
participate in the study were excluded. A total of 24 students declined to participate in the

study (94.1% response rate).

Materials

Online Histrionic Personality Scale (OHPS): In the present study, the OHPS was developed
by using the diagnostic criteria for HPD in DSM-5 (APA, 2013). The OHPS is a self-report
type scale where participants evaluate some of their online behavior and was developed
utilizing a non-clinical sample. The main purpose of the OHPS is to assess the histrionic
tendencies (in the online environment) of the participants as self-report. Therefore, the OHPS
assesses histrionic personality in online environments. OHPS is not a scale that clinicians can
use to diagnose. The diagnostic criteria of HPD that clinicians will consider have been

converted into items for participants to evaluate themselves.



The OHPS comprises eight items and one dimension (i.e., online HPD), and is rated on a 5-
point Likert-type scale (I1=not suitable at all, 5S=completely suitable). Findings on the validity
and reliability of OHPS are presented in the Results section. The scales introduced below

were used for criterion validity of the OHPS.

Desire for Being Liked Scale (DBLS): The DBLS was developed by Kasikara and Dogan
(2017). The DBLS is a unidimensional scale comprising nine items and rated on a four-point
scale that explained 42% of variance. This structure of the DBLS was confirmed by CFA
(x’/SD=1.42, RMSEA=.06, GFI=.92, AGFI=.88, CFI=95, IFI=.96, NFI=.87, RFI=.83,
RMR=.03, SRMR=.06). The Cronbach's alpha internal consistency coefficients of the DBLS
were found to be .82 and .81 (Kasikara & Dogan, 2017). The nine-item and unidimensional
structure of the DBLS was tested in the present study. The CFA results showed that the DBLS
had relatively acceptable compliance values [(¥*=59.620, df=25, ¥*/df=2.385, p<.001,
RMSEA=.107, GFI=.89, AGFI=.81, CFI=.89, IFI=.90 and TLI (NNFI)=.84]. In the present

study, the Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency reliability coefficient of the DBLS was .81.

Personality Belief Questionnaire-Short Form (PBQ-STF): In the present study, the Histrionic
Personality Belief subscale of the PBQ-STF was used. The PBQ-STF was developed by Beck
and Beck (1991) and adapted into Turkish by Taymur et al. (2011). The structural validity of
PBQ-STF was examined by EFA and criterion validity. The PBQ-STF comprises 65 items
and nine sub-dimensions. The criterion validity of the PBQ-STF was assessed using the
Dysfunctional Attitude Scale (DAS-A) (Sahin & Sahin, 1992) and the Temperament and
Character Inventory (TCI) (Kose et al., 2004). The reliability of PBQ-STF was assessed by
Cronbach's alpha coefficient and test-retest. As a result of the reliability analysis, PBQ-STF

was found to be a reliable scale. High scores on the scale indicate a high level of the



characteristic in each related subscale (Taymur et al., 2011). The seven-item and one-
dimensional structure of the Histrionic Personality Belief subscale was tested in the present
study. The CFA results showed that the subscale of Histrionic Personality Belief subscale had
relatively acceptable fit values [(3*=31.190, df=13, y*/df=2.399, p<.01, RMSEA=.107,
GFI=.94, AGFI=.86, CFI=.93, IFI=.93 and TLI (NNFI)=.88]. In the present study, the
Cronbach alpha internal consistency reliability coefficient of the Histrionic Personality Belief

subscale was .80.

Procedure and ethics

In the present study, the ethics committee approval and application permission were
obtained the first author’s university ethics committee. Then, the OHPS was developed using
the eight diagnostic criteria for HPD in DSM-5 (APA, 2013). The diagnostic criteria of HPD
were adapted to the online environment with eight items relating to the eight diagnostic
criteria. Five researchers in the field of cyberpsychology examined the eight-item draft of the
OHPS. Changes were made to OHPS by taking into consideration the suggestions of the
researchers. After the proposed changes were made, the OHPS was presented to the same
group again. At this stage, the eight-item OHPS was agreed. The OHPS was then examined in
terms of clarity via a pilot study. The pilot study was carried out with 53 university students.
The pilot study was carried out to determine whether the items, instructions, and response
options of the OHPS were understood by the target sample. The final version of OHPS was
produced following the feedback from the university students. The final version of the OHPS
and the items’ relationship with each DSM-5 criterion for HPD are presented in Table 1.

Finally, data were collected for the validity and reliability of OHPS.



The aim of the study was explained to the participants, and written informed consent
was provided by all students. The data were collected voluntarily in the classes where the
students were educated. The data collection process lasted approximately 20 minutes.

Data analysis

The structural validity of OHPS was investigated by EFA and CFA. First, EFA was
followed by CFA. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) coefficient and Barlett's Sphericity Test were
performed before EFA. As a result of the analysis, it was found that the dataset was suitable
for EFA. Principal Component Analysis was used in the EFA. The structure obtained as a
result of EFA was tested with CFA. Sample size, multiple linearity, multicollinearity, and
multiple normality were investigated before CFA. As a result of the analysis, it was found that
the dataset was suitable for CFA. The model of OHPS was tested with the covariance matrix
using the Maximum Likelithood method. The model fit was examined with xz/df, RMSEA,
GFI, CFI, IFI and TLI (NNFI) fit indices. Commonly accepted fit indices and acceptable
limits for model fit are presented in Table 2 along with a description of each acronym.

The criterion validity of the OHPS was evaluated using the DBLS and PBQ-STF
(more specifically the Histrionic Personality Belief subscale was used). In recent studies, the
DBLS has been found to be highly related to histrionic personality (Savci et al., 2019).
Therefore, the DBLS was used in the criterion validity of OHPS. Also, the PBQ-STF is a
personality belief scale. In the present study, the Histrionic Personality Belief subscale of
PBQ-STF was used. While developing PBQ-STF, HPD was used for criterion validity (Butler
et al., 2007). Therefore, PBQ-STF was used in the criterion validity of OHPS.

The reliability of OHPS was evaluated with Cronbach a internal consistency reliability
coefficient and corrected item total correlation coefficients. The distribution of data was
examined with floor and ceiling effects. The floor effect shows the percentage of individuals

who received a total of 8 points by answering "1" (not suitable at all) to all items. The floor



ceiling shows the percentage of individuals who received a total of 40 points by answering
"5" (completely suitable) to all items. Finally, the Standard Error of Measurement (SEM) was
calculated. SEM reflects the degree to which the observed scores obtained on the OHPS
fluctuate as a result of the errors of measurement. SPSS and AMOS programs were used to

analyze the data. The procedure, ethics, and data analysis scheme is presented in Figure 1.

Ethics committee approval and application permission

\Z

The adaptation of the diagnostic criteria of the HPD to online environment

\Z
Pilot study

A4

Collection of data

\Z
The validity of the OHPS (EFA and CFA and criterion validity)

\Z
The reliability of the OHPS

N2

Analysis of the distributions: Floor and ceiling effects

A4

Standard error of measurement (SEM)

Figure 1. Procedure, Ethics, and Data Analysis Scheme



Table 1. OHPS final form and relationship with Histrionic Personality Disorder

DSM-5 English*

DSM-5 Turkish**

OHPS-Turkish

OHPS-English

1. Is uncomfortable in
situations in which he or
she is not the center of
attention.

1-Ilgi odag1 olmadig
durumlarda rahatsiz olur.

1. Online ortamlarda ilgi
odag1 olmadigimda
rahatsiz olurum.

1. I am uncomfortable
when I am not the center
of attention in online
environments.

2. Interaction with others
is often characterized by
inappropriate sexually
seductive or provocative
behavior.

2-Bagkalartyla olan
etkilesimleri, cinsel
yonden, ayartici, kigkirtict
ya da bagtan ¢ikartici,
uygunsuz davranislarla
belirlidir.

2. Online ortamlarda
bagkalari ile olan
etkilesimlerimde bastan
¢ikartict davranirim.

2. T act seductively in my
interactions with others in
online environments.

3. Displays rapidly
shifting and shallow
expression of emotions.

3-Birden degisen,

yiizeysel (s1g) duygular
gosterir.

3. Online ortamlarda
duygularim bir anda
degisir.

3. My emotions change
rapidly in online
environments

4. Consistently uses
physical appearance to
draw attention to self.

4-Tlgi gekmek igin siirekli
olarak dig goriiniimiinii
kullanir.

4. Online ortamlarda ilgi
¢cekmek i¢in siirekli
olarak dig goriintimiimii
kullanirim.

4. I consistently use my
physical appearance to
draw attention in online
environments.

5. Has a style of speech
that is excessively
impressionistic and
lacking in detail.

5-Gereginden ¢ok
etkilemeye yonelik ve
ayrintidan yoksun bir
konusma bigimi vardir.

5. Online ortamlardaki
davraniglarim (paylagim,
yorum, resim, video vb.)
baskalarini etkilemeye
yoneliktir.

5. My behaviors in online
environments are oriented
to influencing others
(sharing, comments,
images, videos, etc.).

6. Shows self-
dramatization,
theatricality, and
exaggerated expression of
emotion.

6-Yapmacik davranir,
gosteris yapar ve
duygularini abartili
gosterir.

6. Online ortamlarda
yapmacik davranir,
gosteris yapar ve
duygularimi abartirim.

6. I show off and
exaggerate my emotion in
online environments.

7. Is suggestible (i.e.,
easily influenced by
others or circumstances).

7-Kolay etki altinda kalir.

7. Online ortamlarda
baskalar1 beni kolaylikla
etkileyebilir.

7. Others can easily
influence me in online
environments.

8. Considers relationships
to be more intimate than
they actually are.

8-Iliskilerin, oldugundan
daha yakin olmasi
gerektigini diisiiniir.

8. Online ortamlarda
iliskilerimin daha yakin
olmasi gerektigini
diistintirtim.

8. I think my relationships
are more intimate in
online environments.

* DSM-5-English (APA, 2013)
**DSM-5-Turkish (Kéroglu, 2014)
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Table 2. Goodness of fit indices and acceptable limits

Indices Acceptable limits

y*/df <5 acceptable fit, <3 perfect fit

RMSEA <0.10 weak fit, <0.08 good fit, <0.05 perfect fit
GFI .85-.89 acceptable fit, > .90 good fit

AGFI .85-.89 acceptable fit, > .90 good fit

CFI > .90 acceptable fit, > .95 good fit, > .97 perfect fit
IFI > .90 acceptable fit, > .95 good fit, > .97 perfect fit
TLI (NNFID) > .90 acceptable fit, > .95 good fit

(Brown, 2006; Cokluk, Sekercioglu & Buyukozturk, 2012; Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kelloway, 2015; Kline, 2011; Raykov & Marcoulides, 2008;
Meydan & Sesen, 2011; Schumacker & Lomax, 2004; Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003, Simer, 2000; Simsek, 2007; Tabachnick & Fidell,
2013; Thompson, 2004) (as cited in Savci & Aysan, 2019) [(x’=Chi-Square, df=degrees of freedom, RMSEA=The Root Mean Square Error
of Approximation, GFI=Goodness of Fit Index, AGFI=Adjusted Goodness of fit Index, CFI=Confirmatory Fit Index, IFI=Incremental Fit
Index, TLI (NNFI)=Tucker Lewis Index (NNFI= Non-Normed Fit Index)]

Results
Pilot study

A pilot study was conducted with university students to evaluate the items,
instructions, and response options of OHPS. The pilot study sample comprised 53 university
students (30 females, 20 males). Pilot study was carried out face to face. Participants were
given OHPS and asked to read. Firstly, the concepts of "online" and "online environment"
were explained. Then OHPS was distributed then to students. The students were given the
opportunity to evaluate the items, instructions, and response options of OHPS. As a result of
the pilot study, the students evaluated all items, instructions, and response options of the

OHPS as understandable.

Scale validity

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA): The structural validity of the OHPS was first investigated
with EFA. EFA was carried out on 100 university students (57 females, 43 males). The
suitability of the dataset for EFA was examined with the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO)
coefficient and Barlett's Sphericity Test. As a result of the analysis, it was found that the
dataset was suitable for EFA [(The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) coefficient=.80 and Barlett's

Sphericity Test x*=278.688, p<.001)]. EFA was then performed on eight items using Principal
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Component Analysis. As a result of the EFA, a single-factor structure with an eigenvalue of
3.850 was found and accounted for 48.12% of the total variance. In addition, a scree plot was
analyzed. As shown in the graph (Figure 1), the OHPS comprised a single dimension. When
the line graph shown is examined, it can be seen that the graph continues in a horizontal plane
after the first break. Breakage occurs after the first factor. Finally, the factor loadings of
OHPS were examined. Accordingly, the factor load values of the OHPS varied between .65
and .73. The scree plot of the OHPS is presented in Figure 2, and the EFA results are shown

in Table 3.

Scree Plot

3

Eigenvalue
it

T T T T T T T T
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Component Number
Figure 2. The scree plot of the Online Histrionic Personality Scale

Table 3. The EFA results of Online Histrionic Personality Scale

Items Factor Loading % of Variance Eigenvalue
1 .73
2 .65
" 3 .66
& 4 .70
% 5 7 48.12 3.850
6 72
7 .65
8 72
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Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA): The unidimensional structure of the OHPS was tested
with CFA. CFA was carried out on 105 university students (55 females, 50 males). As a result
of CFA, the OHPS model had good fit index values [(x*=41.544, df=20, y*/df=2.077, p=.003,
RMSEA=.10, GFI=90, AGFI=.83, CFI=94, 1IFI=94 and TLI (NNF1)=.92]. The factor
loadings of OHPS for CFA ranged between .47 and .88. The path diagram of the OHPS in the
CFA sample is presented in Figure 3. The eight-item and one-dimensional structure of OHPS
was also tested on the data collected for criterion validity. The CFA results obtained from this
sample showed that the OHPS model had relatively good fit [(3*=61.366, df=20, y*/df=3.068,
p<.001, RMSEA=.130, GFI=.90, AGFI=.81, CFI=091, IFI=91 and TLI (NNFI)=.87]. The
factor loadings of OHPS in the sample ranged between .56 and .83. The path diagram in the
OHPS criterion validity sample is presented in Figure 4. As a result, it was found that the
eight-item unidimensional structure of the OHPS was confirmed in two different samples. The

CFA results are shown in Table 4.

Figure 3. Model of the OHPS in the CFA Figure 4. Model of OHPS in the criteria

sample validation sample
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Table 4. The CFA Results of Online Histrionic Personality Scale

CFA Sample Criterion Validity Sample
A R’ T AR T

OHPS - ohpl .63 40 S6 0 31

OHPS - ohp2 77 .59 6.803 1 Sl 5.378
OHPS - ohp3 47 22 8.618 74 54 6.207
OHPS - ohp4 .69 A48 6.448 83 .69 7.198
OHPS - ohp5 .66 43 6.810 81 .65 7.340
OHPS - ohp6 .88 7 4.573 66 44 6.726
OHPS - ohp7 .69 A48 7.592 S6 0 31 6.577
OHPS - ohp8 73 .53 6.196 63 40 5.363

%< 001

Criterion Validity: The criterion validity of the OHPS was examined with the Desire for
Being Liked Scale (DBLS) and the Histrionic Personality Belief subscale of the Personality
Belief Questionnaire-Short Form (PBQ-STF). The criterion validity of OHPS was carried out
on 123 university students (74 females, 49 males). Pearson's Product-Moment Correlation
Analysis showed that the OHPS was significantly associated with desire for being liked

(r=.65, p<.01) and histrionic personality beliefs (r=.70, p<.01).

Scale reliability

The reliability of the OHPS was evaluated with Cronbach a internal consistency
reliability coefficient and corrected item total correlation coefficient in the EFA sample, CFA
sample and criterion validity sample. The Cronbach a internal consistency coefficients of the
OHPS were .84 (EFA sample), .88 (CFA sample), and .88 (criterion validity sample).
Corrected item total correlation coefficients of OHPS ranged from .53 to .62 in the EFA

sample, .47 to .78 in the CFA sample, and .52 to .76 in the criterion validity sample.
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Analysis of the distributions: Floor and ceiling effects

Floor and ceiling effects of the OHPS were evaluated in three different samples (EFA,
CFA, and criterion validity). The floor effect shows the percentage of individuals who
received a total of 8 points by answering "1" (not suitable at all) to all items. The floor ceiling
shows the percentage of individuals who received a total of 40 points by answering "5"
(completely suitable) to all items. Both floor and ceiling rate should be below 15%. When
these rates are above 15%, floor and ceiling effects are observed (Pontes & Griffiths, 2015).
This situation negatively affects the validity and reliability of the scale. In this study, floor
effect was calculated as 11% (n=11) in the EFA sample, 11% (n=12) in the CFA sample and
15% (n=19) in the criterion validity sample. Ceiling effect was calculated as 1% (n=1) in the
EFA sample, 2% (n=2) in the CFA sample and 0% (n=0) in the criterion validity sample.

Consequently, there was no floor and ceiling effects in the data.

Standard error of measurement (SEM)

The SEM was calculated because it reflects the degree to which the observed scores
obtained on the OHPS fluctuate as a result of the errors of measurement (Morrow et al.,
2015). The SEM was computed by the standard deviation of the measure multiplied by the
square root of one minus its reliability coefficient (Morrow et al., 2015). SEM<SD/2 was
taken as the criterion of acceptable precision (Wuang et al., 2011; Wyrwich et al., 1999). The
lower the reliability, the greater the SEM, and the less precise the measure. In this study, it
was calculated as SEM<SD/2 in the EFA sample [(V1-.84=.25; SEM=(SD) 5.51 x .25=1.38;
SD/2=2.76; 1.38<2.76; SEM<SD/2)], CFA sample [(V1-.88=.35; SEM=(SD) 6.52 x .35=2.28;
SD/2=3.26; 2.28<3.26; SEM<SD/2)] and criterion validity sample [(V1-.88=.35; SEM=(SD)
6.99 x .35=2.45; SD/2=3.5; 2.45<3.5; SEM<SD/2)]. Consequently, the SEM values were

deemed to be within acceptable limits.
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Discussion

Research shows that behavior and activities in offline environments can be performed
in offline environments, and that the same activities or behaviors may differ depending
whether they are online or offline. As mentioned previously, such behaviors and activities
include online security behaviors, online shopping, online bullying, online prosocial
behaviors, online sexual behaviors, problematic online behaviors, risky online behaviors,
online gaming, online gambling, cyberchondria, cyberstalking, online self-presentation, and
online antisocial behaviors. The aim of the study was to develop the Online Histrionic
Personality Scale (OHPS). The OHPS was developed using the diagnostic criteria for
Histrionic Personality Disorder (HPD) in the DSM-5 (APA, 2013) and assesses histrionic
behavior in online environments.

The structural validity of OHPS was investigated utilizing both EFA and CFA. The
criterion validity of the OHPS was evaluated using the DBLS and PBQ-STF. The reliability
of OHPS was evaluated with Cronbach a internal consistency reliability coefficient and
corrected item total correlation coefficients. The distribution of data was examined with floor
and ceiling effects. Finally, the Standard Error of Measurement (SEM) was calculated. As a
result of the analyses, it was seen that OHPS explained a high level of variance for a one-
dimensional scale. Also, the one-dimensional structure was confirmed by EFA. This finding
shows that the OHPS structure is stable. Criterion validity results show that the OHPS
assesses the construct it targets. In addition, the OHPS had a relatively high level of criterion
validity. Cronbach’s a internal consistency reliability coefficient and corrected item total
correlation coefficients showed that the OHPS had a high level of reliability (Buyukozturk,
2010, Cokluk et al., 2012; Kline, 1994; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Floor and ceiling effects
of the OHPS were evaluated in three different samples (EFA, CFA, and criterion validity),

and there were no floor and ceiling effects in the data. Finally, SEM was utilized to assess the
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degree to which the observed scores obtained on the OHPS fluctuated as a result of the errors
of measurement. The SEM values were within acceptable limits.

The OHPS can be used by researchers to evaluate online histrionic personality traits of
university students. The OHPS can be used in descriptive studies, especially among non-
clinical samples. There is no alternative scale to the OHPS. Therefore, it is envisaged that the

OHPS will be used frequently in the field of cyberpsychology.

Strengths, limitations, and future research
The OHPS was developed using the diagnostic criteria of the HPD (APA, 2013).
Consequently, the OHPS was developed by taking into consideration accepted HPD criteria.
The diagnosis criteria of HPD are known and accepted worldwide. The OHPS can be easily
adapted to different cultures in order to assess the online histrionic personality. Therefore, the
OHPS can facilitate intercultural and online histrionic research. Powerful analyses were used
in different samples when developing OHPS. The OHPS is a unidimensional scale comprising
of just eight items so is therefore a scale with brevity that will help alleviate survey fatigue.
Although the OHPS is a psychometrically robust scale based on the findings presented
here, it has some limitations. The OHPS is a self-report scale and self-report is open to well-
known biases such as memory recall and social desirability biases (although this cannot be
overcome when using psychometric testing because all data are self-report). In addition, the
criterion validity of OHPS was examined with self-reporting scales that assess offline
behaviors and should be considered as a limitation when interpreting the findings. The
reliability and validity of OHPS was also carried out using non-representative, non-clinical
convenience samples of Turkish university students. Finally, whether or not the OHPS
provides consistent results over time has yet to be investigated. Consequently, future research

needs to confirm the scale’s unidimensional factor structure with larger and more nationally
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representative cross-cultural samples, as well as with clinical samples. The reliability of
OHPS was only examined using Cronbach o internal consistency coefficients. Future studies
should include test-retest reliability to assess whether the OHPS provides stable results over
time. It should also be noted that the translation of the OHPS did not involve any formal back-
translation process. The English items of the OHPS were translated by researchers who were
fluent in both English and Turkish. However, the authors are confident that the translated
items are robust and that additional back translation would not result in any significant change
to the wording in the OHPS. Overall, the findings of the present study indicate that the OHPS
1s a valid and reliable scale for assessing online histrionic personality among university

students.
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