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Abstract:

Background: There are rising interests in social media research in Arabic countries. Aim of the work:
To estimate the reliability, construct validity and factor analysis of the Social Media Infidelity-Related
Behaviors Inventory (SMIRB). Methods: The English version of SMIRB was translated into Arabic
and verified by 47 bilingual experts. The Arabic version was conducted in electronic format to 247
(females & males, age from 18-60 years old) Egyptian participants who were members at Egyptians
social media sites and chat-rooms and were selected randomly. Participants were reassessed 4 weeks
after the initial administration of the scale. The Statistical analysis was performed to test-retest
reliability, item internal consistency (11C), interclass correlation (ICC), factor analysis and construct
validity. Outcome: Valid and reliable Arabic translated version of SMRIB. Results: Cronbach’s a
coefficient to assess (11C) was found to be 0.90 and satisfactory for the 14 items constitute SMIRB.
It’s14 items met the IIC requirement of correlation > with high ICC (0.965, 95% C.I. (0.954-0.974), p
<0.001. The results indicated good repeatability of the SMIRB and construct validity. Factor analysis
revealed good construct validity with one-factor solution strong factors emerged with the same
construct, accounting for 51.63% of the variance. Each item loaded highly (=0.45) on the corresponding
factor. Clinical implications: we expect that this Arabic translated version of the scale will be widely
used in Egypt and Arabic countries Strength and limitations: our research is one of the rare types of
research in this field in Egypt. On the other hand, we couldn’t assess sexual orientation due to our
culture conservation. Conclusion: The Arabic translation of SMIRB is an acceptable, reliable, and valid
translated measure to assess the infidelity related behaviors due to social media use.
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Introduction: communication. [1] Despite the fact that this

public virtual space promotes human
The internet and social media are now part of interaction, it has become associated with
our daily lives. The advent of interactive issues and concerns. [2, 3, 4].

internet-based plate forms has enabled global
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Nobody fully comprehends another's
subjective experience. Separation of each
spouse confirms the belief that each has his own
unique experience with his own identity [5, 6].
Because of this, many couples have
extramarital internet relationships [7, 8].
Studies on online infidelity for non-marital
partners and extramarital internet relationships
focus on many couples involved [9].

There was a time when sexual and
emotional betrayal was used to describe
physical acts. However, online infidelity is as
real as physical infidelity [10, 11]. Men were
more upset by sexual infidelity while women by
emotional infidelity [12].

An Internet relationship is a sexual or
romantic relationship that began online and
continues through electronic communication
such as email, chat rooms, games, and
newsgroups [13, 14]. While in a committed
relationship with their real-life partners, an
individual engages in secretive, romantic, or
sexual behavior with an internet partner [15,
16].

Communication with non-romantic
partners via social media can lead to
relationship conflict, breakups, or divorce.
There is limited empirical evidence linking
social media infidelity and marital relationships
[17].

Nowadays, virtual internet
relationships seem to be as important as
romantic and intimate relationships in the
“real” world [18, 19]. It is now possible to
assess problematic internet use but not
psychosocial issues like infidelity. In order to
achieve and treat infidelity, the postmodern
perspective considers these basic frameworks
of our psychological life [20].

Despite the growing importance of
social media in Arabic-speaking countries,
there is no validated instrument to measure
online infidelity in Arab-speaking samples who

are married or in romantic relationships. Non-
Arabic studies had also limited tools to
investigate this phenomenon or assess infidelity
attitudes based on demographic variables. The
Internet Infidelity Questionnaire (11Q) of
Docan-Morgan and Docan [21] and the Internet
Infidelity Questionnaire (11Q) [17] assess
Internet chat, virtual love and sex
conversations, and the exchange of personal
information with other internet users which all
considered problematic behaviors in both
inventories.

McDaniel and his  colleagues
developed the SMIRB in 2017 [5, 14]. SMIRB
was approved by virtual relationship
professors. Most SMIRB items concerned chat
room activities. Withholding information,
keeping secrets, and developing emotional
intimacy with others are all assessed in this
questionnaire [20].

Most SMIRB items concerned chat
room activities. Withholding information,
keeping secrets, and developing emotional
intimacy with others are all assessed in this
guestionnaire. This questioner assesses the
impact of social media on couple relationships.
The participants were given the final validated
7 item version to analyze. SMIRB participants
received the validated 7 item version with
Likert scale. 1 - 6 (strongly disagree) (e.g.,
Sometimes, | prefer to hide things from my
partner that | share with other people online or
on social media; | have had some conversations
by text message or on social networks that |
prefer to hide from my partner; | prefer that my
partner does not have access to my social
networks; It would make me uncomfortable for
my partner to read the conversations, | have
with other people through text messages or on
social networks). More cyber infidelity (=
0.93) [22].

The SMIRB's 14 items were tested on
18- 65-year-olds Egyptian participants. How do
Arab-speaking married or cohabiting people
use social media and engage in online
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infidelity-related behaviors? (SMIRB). This
project will adapt the SMIRB to our culture and
circumstances. "I am trying to hide from my
husband" instead of "my partner". Also, 7 items
added to assess family and psychiatric problem
awareness. It is the same in Arabic. Analyze the
same group's construct validity and test-retest
reliability [7, 17, 20].

We can assess marital / non marital romantic
relationships and the impact of problematic use
of social networking sites on Arab and Egyptian
society after collecting and analyzing data. So,
it aids psychiatrists and family therapists in
predicting and resolving social media
partnership conflicts [23].

A study revealed on three main factors
or domains classify and categorize (SMIRB).
The first factor was feeling uneasy or
wondering if husband/wife read social media
conversations, comments, and messages. If a
spouse bothers or interrupts him/her while
online, hide marital affection. Symptoms and
medication were the second factor. The third is
spouse and child awareness of the problem
enough to stop infidelity? [24, 25] A strong
factor (>3 items) and two weak factors (>3
items) emerged from all 14 items, accounting
for 51.63 percent of the variance. ltems scoring
well (0.45) were: 29.62 %, 12.00 %, and 10.00
%.

Material and Methods

Ethics:

These study procedures were reviewed and
approved by Ethical Committee of Psychiatric
institute, Faculty of medicine, Ain Shams
University then Ethical Committee of Scientific
research of Ain shams University.

An informed online consent is obtained from
each participant in the study, in which each
patient will be notified personally about nature
and aim of the study, with keeping all the data
presented by the patient confidential and
restricted to the study purpose. The participant
will keep the right to withdraw at any time of

the study. It will be managed in complete
confidentiality, and no one has right to read
your medical, psychiatric information except
the main researcher.

Study design: an observational cross-sectional
study.

Study Setting: online questionnaire will be
filled by social networking users mainly
(Facebook, Instagram, WhatsApp, and
Twitter).

Study sample size: it was estimated by staff of
department of community and public health,
Ain shams faculty of medicine, Ain shams
university. They recommended for the
translation a minimum of 35 bilinguals who are
fluent in both languages are needed.
(https://www.upress.umn.edu/test-
division/translations-
permissions/GUIDELINES). To conduct the
validation process through exploratory factor
analysis a sample size and with the high
Variables to Factors ratio a minimum sample
size of 200 is satisfactory. (Daniel J. Mundfrom
and Dale G. Shaw (2005) Minimum Sample
Size Recommendations for Conducting Factor
Analyses. INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF
TESTING, 5(2), 159-168

Study Period: 4 weeks.

Selection and description of
participants:

1. The study population in this research
includes all of Egyptian users who
were member of social media
applications during this investigation.

2. To conduct the validation process
through exploratory factor analysis a
sample size and with the high Variables
to Factors ratio a minimum sample size
of 247 is satisfactory [26].

3. In this study, 247 participants of
internet users (78.7% males and 21.3%
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females) between the ages of 18 and 65
years old.

4. The Arabic version of Infidelity-
Related Behaviors on Social Networks
Inventory (SMIRB) [7,17] was
distributed among participants, all of
who are social media users, aged
between 18 and 65 years.

5. The final sample include 47 bilingual
expert participants complete first stage
(translation stage) and 200 participants
were selected of 224 as 24 participants
were dropped out from the final sample
(validity and reliability stage) because
guestionnaires  were  filled out
incompletely and 2 refused to complete
it.

Eligibility Criteria:
Social media user.

e The age ranges from 18-65 years
e Both male and female genders.
e Egyptians only.

Exclusion Criteria:

e Presence of any serious concomitant
general  medical  condition  or
neurological disease or psychiatric
illness.

e People receiving psychiatric
medications were excluded.

e People refuse to complete the
guestionnaire.

Study procedures and tools:

After online consent achievement and fully
explained about the steps of research, all
subjects were subjected to the following:

1. The informed consent was conducted
online to the participants who were
distributed randomly through online
applications. Literate individuals were
left to read the consent followed its
explanation of the aim of the study.

2. Self-rated questionnaire  which

involves:

o Demographic data: age, gender,

details about marriage (marital
status, number of children and their
age, previous marriage, previous
divorce or separation in current
relation).

e Arabic form of Social Media

Infidelity-Related Behaviors
Inventory (SMIRB) [7, 17]: It is
used to estimate Infidelity-related
behaviors on social networking
sites that measures with a series of
questions included the types of
behaviors in which those who are
unfaithful might engage (such as
feeling uncomfortable, hiding
information/being secretive,
forming emotional connections
with others instead of one’s
partner, messaging past significant
others, and getting defensive).

Items were averaged to create an
overall infidelity related behavior
score  with  higher  scores
representing greater tendency to
engage in these behaviors. It
contains 14  questions  after
transcultural adaptation; it
constitutes the 7 main items of
(SMIRB) which designed as Likert
scale. It would take about 8 min to
answer.

e To assess the reliability of the

used questionnaire: Participants
asked to re-full the online
questioner after 4 weeks to
estimate reliability and stability.

3. The scale items include:
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| would feel uncomfortable if my husband/ my wife read my conversations, comments

I sometimes wonder if my husband/ my wife would feel upset if he / she read my
conversations, comments, or messages to others on social media. | would feel
uncomfortable if my husband/ my wife read my conversations, comments and messages

If my husband/ my wife asked me about my conversations, comments and messages to
others on social media, are there some messages that | would like to hide from him / her?
Sometimes, instead of going for my husband/ my wife, I share online with others deeply

Sometimes 1 like to do online chat or texting on social media with old intimate partners
| sometimes act defensive or angry, if my husband/my wife disturbing me or interrupting

1)
and messages to others on social media.
2)
to others on social
3)
4)
emotional or intimate information.
5)
6)
me while I'm online.
7) | sometimes hide what | am saying on line to others away from my husband/ my wife.
8) Is your spouse/partner aware of the problem?
9) Do your children know about the problem?

10) Have you ever tried to stop?
11) Has this affected your marital relationship or your relationship with your partner

(currently or in previous relationships)?

12) Have you ever suffered from problems that are caused by psychological exposure to you,

which required a diagnosis of psychological fatigue and a treatment for you?

13) Have you been prescribed psychiatric medication?
14) Are you regular on treatment?

e | strongly refuse

e | donotagree

e Somewhat disagree
e Fairly OK

e Agree

e | strongly agree

8060

Translation steps of the Social Media
Infidelity-Related  Behaviors __Inventory
(SMIRB) [7,17]:

The Infidelity-Related Behaviors on Social
Networks Inventory (SMIRB) contains seven
items that are scored on a 6-point Likert scale.

Frist stage:
1. The SMIRB inventory can be used for

translation or research purposes with the
permission of the original resource and
developing authors.

2. Second, a professional translator adapted
the scale to our culture and circumstances,
and then translated it back into English by

a Psychiatric consultant unaware of the
original scale's existence.

Seven bilingual experts (Psychiatry
Professors) compared the original English
and back-translated versions to ensure
consistency, reconcile any problematic
items, or add more illustrative items.

It was found that the two last items were
refused to answer due to cultural beliefs, so
it was simplified into three other questions
added to be accepted.

The last four questions were added to serve
our study's second goal of highlighting the
relationship between social media infidelity
and mental health.
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It was also compared to ensure that both
versions Yyielded the same results by
bilingual experts (Psychologist,
Psychiatrist), as well as bilingual social
media users and nonclinical community
sample.

Second Stage:

1.

The Arabic version of the SMIRB was
distributed twice, four weeks apart, to 200
nonclinical community sample members
who use social media.

Then web addresses were sent with a
personal message from social media users
who subscribed to applications (Facebook,
Instagram, WhatsApp and Twitter).

All study participants were supervised
during testing, and assistance was available
for those who needed it.

Third Stage:

1. Seven bilingual expert professors of

Psychiatry were assessed for agreement
between Arabic and English versions.
Aside from 40 bilingual Psychiatrists and
Psychologists. [11]

A sample of 247 social media users aged
18 to 60 was used to assess the Arabic
scale's internal consistency.

A 30-day interval was used to retest 247
participants to assess the Arabic scale's
reliability.

Fourth Stage: Data analysis

1.

Data were analyzed using SPSS 20.0
(Statistical ~ Package for  Social
Sciences) (SPSS Inc., Chicago, Illinois,
USA). [27]

Quantitative data were expressed as
mean + SD (SD).

In the following sections, the Intraclass
correlation coefficient (ICC) was used
to assess the degree of agreement
between the 1st and 2nd readings on the
Infidelity scale (a two-way mixed
model, consistency agreement
definition and a single measure).

The confidence interval was 95% and
the accepted margin of error was 5%.
So, the p-value was significant as
follows:  **P-value 0.001 was
considered highly significant; *P-value
>0.05 was considered insignificant.
One-factor structure validity.

Internal consistency of 0.8 Cronbach's
alpha.

High test-retest reliability of 0.77.

Results

Stage 1:

The results of the present study are
demonstrated in the following tables.

Table (1): Socio-demographic data distribution among studied group (n=47) of bilingual participants
(Psychiatrist & Psychologist).

Socio-demographic data No. %
Marital status

Single 3 6.4%

Married 44 93.6%
Sex
Female 37 78.7%
Male 10 21.3%
Age (years)
26 t0 35 41 87.2%
35t0 45 2 4.3%
45 to 50 4 8.5%
Having children
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No 10 21.3%
Yes 37 78.7%
Number of children (n=37)
1 16 43.2%
2 16 43.2%
3 3 8.1%
>3 2 5.4%

Reliability:

In sample repeatability (test-retest reliability)
of the SMIRB in social media: The scale was

tested for repeatability over 47 individuals

during a period of 30 days, utilizing a scale
testing as illustrated.

Table (2): Mean forces applied with standard deviations to achieve the SMIRB in social media.

Infidelity-related behaviorsscale in Force E- p- ICC (95%
social media D 6L test value C.l)
Std. Dev.
Q1: I would feel uncomfortable if my 2.90+0.| 185 0.019* | 0.462 (0.134-
husband/ my wife read my 11 8 0.700)
conversations, comments and
messages to others on social media.
Q2: | sometimes wonder if my 2.91+0.| 196 0.012* | 0.492 (0.188-
husband/ my wife would feel upset if 07 8 0.717)
he / she read my conversations,
comments, or messages to others on
social media.
Q3: If my husband/ my wife asked me 2.59+0.| 2.30 0.003* | 0.565 (0.319-
about my conversations, comments 02 0 0.758)
and messages to others on social
media, are there some messages that |
would like to hide from him / her?
Q4: Sometimes, instead of going for 1.50+0.| 1.69 0.038* | 0.410 (0.159-
my husband/ my wife, | share online 06 5 0.671)
with others deeply emotional or
intimate information.
Q5: Sometimes I like to do online chat 1.64+0.| 1.96 0.012* | 0.490 (0.184-
or texting on social media with old 02 1 0.716)
intimate partners.
Q6 1 sometimes act defensive or 2.2310.| 1.72 0.033* | 0.421(0.139-
angry, if my husband/my wife 04 8 0.678)
disturbing me or interrupting me
while I'm online.
Q7 1 sometimes hide what | am saying 2.42+0.| 2.28 0.003* | 0.563 (0.215-
on line to others away from my 02 7 0.756)
husband/ my wife.
Q8: Is your spouse/partner aware of 1.40+0.0f 1.48 | 0.092N | 0.329 (-0.210-
the problem? 43 3 S 0.625)
Q9: Do your children know about the 1.29+0.| 1.66 0.039* | 0.317(0.127-
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problem? 4 0.619)
Q10: Have you ever tried to stop? 1.53+0.| 2.34 0.002* | 0.573(0.233-
1 0.762)
Q11: Has this affected your marital 1.53+0.| 2.27 0.003* | 0.560 (0.211-
relationship or your relationship with 5 0.755)
your partner (currently or in previous
relationships)?
Q12: Have you ever suffered from 1.30+£0.| 1.39 0.131N | 0.283 (-0.287-
problems that are caused by 5 S 0.601)
psychological exposure to you, which
required a diagnosis of psychological
fatigue and a treatment for you?
Q13: Have you been prescribed 1.34+0.| 2.34 0.002* | 0.573(0.234-
psychiatric medication? 4 0.762)
Q14: Are you regular on treatment? 1.17+0.| 2.66 0.001* | 0.624 (0.325-
0 0.791)
Total 3.43+1.| 3.86 <0.001 | 0.742 (0.623-
9 ** 0.837)
Throughout the testing SMIRB in social media Validity:

were applied to the samples. The interclass
Correlation Coefficient (ICC) with absolute
agreement and average measure was utilized to
assess repeatability for the data. The ICC was
0.742, 95% C.I. (0.623-0.837), F = 3.869, p <
0.001. The results indicated good repeatability
of the scale.

The results of constructive validity: it showed
the results of constructive validity through the
correlation coefficient of each dimension with
the total degree.

Table (3): Validity of Internal Consistency: For a measure of behaviors related to infidelity in
social media via Social Media Infidelity-Related Behaviors Inventory SMIRB

Total Behaviors related to infidelity in
Item social media
First Reading Second Reading
r p- r p-value
value
Q1: I would feel uncomfortable if my 0.599 <0.00 0.64 <0.001**
husband/ my wife read my conversations, 1** 0
comments and messages to others on social
media.
Q2: 1 sometimes wonder if my husband/ my 0.673 <0.00 0.66 <0.001**
wife would feel upset if he / she read my 1** 9
conversations, comments, or messages to
others on social media.
Q3: If my husband/ my wife asked me about 0.738 <0.00 0.73 <0.001**
my conversations, comments and messages to 1** 3
others on social media, are there some
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messages that | would like to hide from him /
her?
Q4: Q4: Sometimes, instead of going for my 0.639 <0.00 0.61 <0.001**
husband/ my wife, I share online with others 1** 0
deeply emotional or intimate information.
Q5: Sometimes I like to do online chat or 0.695 <0.00 0.64 <0.001**
texting on social media with old intimate 1** 5
partners
Q6 1 sometimes act defensive or angry, if my 0.616 <0.00 0.68 <0.001**
husband/my wife disturbing me or 1** 8
interrupting me while I'm online.
Q7 :1 sometimes hide what I am saying on line| 0.708 <0.00 0.68 <0.001**
to others away from my husband/ my wife. 1** 3
Q8: Is your spouse/partner aware of the 0.002 0.988 0.21 0.151 NS
problem? NS 3
Q9: Do your children know about the 0.294 0.043 0.36 0.012*
problem? * 2
Q10: Have you ever tried to stop? -0.014 0.926 0.08 0.565 NS
NS 6
Q11: Has this affected your marital 0.331 0.013 0.09 0.523 NS
relationship or your relationship with your * 5
partner (currently or in previous
relationships)?
Q12: Have you ever suffered from problems 0.032 0.832 0.22 0.132 NS
that are caused by psychological exposure to NS 3
you, which required a diagnosis of
psychological fatigue and a treatment for you?
Q13: Have you been prescribed psychiatric 0.491 0.011 0.30 0.027*
medication? * 9
Q14: Are you regular on treatment? 0.297 0.046 0.29 0.041*
* 7

r-Pearson Correlation Coefficient / p-value
>0.05 NS; *p-value <0.05 S; **p-value <0.001
HS

It is evident from the previous table that the
scale statements of 14 most of results a
significant of (0.01), which indicates a strong
internal correlation and consistency in
answering the questions of this scale, and this

is greatly reflectedin the degree of reliability
of this scale.

Stage 2:
The results of the present study are

demonstrated in the following tables and
figures.

Table (4): Socio-demographic data distribution among studied group at via SMIRB (n=200).

No. %
Marital Status
Divorced 13 6.5%
Engagement 13 6.5%
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Married 134 67.0%
Single 23 11.5%
Multiple Unsuccessful relationships 17 8.5%
Sex
Female 107 53.5%
Male 93 46.5%
Age (years)
18-25 years 9 4.5%
26-35 years 119 59.5%
36-45 years 2 1.0%
46-50 years 61 30.5%
51-60 years 9 4.5%
Have Child
No 73 36.5%
Yes 127 63.5%
Number of Child
No child 73 36.5%
1 32 16.0%
2 45 22.5%
3 26 13.0%
>3 24 12.0%
Reliability: repeatability over 200 individuals during a
period of 30 days, utilizing a scale testing as
In sample repeatability (test-retest reliability) of illustrated.

the Infidelity scale: The scale was tested for

Table (5): Mean forces applied with standard deviations to achieve the via SMIRB (n=200).

Force
Infidelity scale Means+ F-test p-value ICC (95% C.1.)
Std. Dev.
Q1: I would feel uncomfortable if my
husband/ my wife read my conversations, 3.42+1 66 19131 | <0.001%* 0.948 (0.931-
comments and messages to others on 0.960)
social media.
Q2: 1 sometimes wonder if my husband/
my wife wou_ld feel upset if he / she read 35341 59 14.986 | <0.001%* 0.933 (0.912-
my conversations, comments, or messages 0.949)
to others on social media.
Q3: If my husband/ my wife asked me
about my conversations, c.ommen_ts and 0.959 (0.945-
messages to others on social media, are 3.31+1.68 24.151 | <0.001**
. 0.969)
there some messages that | would like to
hide from him / her?
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Q4: Sometimes, instead of going for my
husband/ my wife, | share online with 0.960 (0.947-
. . 1.98+1.51 | 24.731 | <0.001**
others deeply emotional or intimate 9815 3 0.00 0.969)
information.
Q5: Sometimes I like to do online chat or 0.974 (0.966-
texting on social media with old intimate 2.26+1.69 | 38.941 | <0.001** ' 0 98i)
partners '
Q6 :l sometimes act defensive or angry, if 0.964 (0.952-
my husband/my wife disturbing me or 2.75+1.52 | 27.496 | <0.001** ' 0 972')
interrupting me while 1'm online. '
Q7 :1 sometimes hide what | am saying on 0.962 (0.950-
line to others away from my husband/ my | 3.00£1.74 | 26.433 | <0.001** ' 0.97 i)
wife. '
Q8: Is your spouse/partner aware of the 1.5540.79 13951 | <0.001%* 0.925 (0.900-
problem? 0.943)
Q9: Do your children know about the 1.21+0.55 2 079 <0.001%* 0.859 (0.813-
problem? 0.893)
. H 2 -
Q10: Have you ever tried to stop* 2 06+1.00 11455 | <0.001%* 0.913 (0.885
0.934)
Q11: Has this affected your marital
relationship or your relatlo_nshlp vylth 1.5640.83 14966 | <0.001%* 0.930 (0.907-
your partner (currently or in previous 0.947)
relationships)?
Q12: Have you ever suffered from
problems that are causet_j by psyc_:hologlcal 0.950 (0.934-
exposure to you, which required a 1.75+0.97 19.877 | <0.001**
. . . - 0.962)
diagnosis of psychological fatigue and a
treatment for you?
Q13: Have you been prescribed . 0.949 (0.933-
. +0. . < . **
psychiatric medication? 1.58:0.91 19.788 0.001 0.962)
: ? -
Q14: Are you regular on treatment? 1.28+0.70 23.080 | <0.001%* 0.957 (0.943
0.967)
Total score 31.21+17.14 | 28.940 | <0.001** 0‘9%59(70354'

Throughout the testing Infidelity scale were
applied to the samples. The interclass
Correlation Coefficient (ICC) with absolute
agreement and average measure was utilized to
assess repeatability for the data. The ICC was
0.965, 95% C.l. (0.954-0.974), F=28.940, p

<0.001. The results indicated good repeatability
of the scale.

Validity:

The results of constructive validity: it shows the
results of constructive validity through the
correlation coefficient of each dimension with
the total degree.
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Table (6): Validity of Internal Consistency: For a measure of behaviors related to via Social
Media Infidelity-Related Behaviors Inventory SMIRB (n=200).

Infidelity scale

Items First Reading Second Reading

r p-value r p-value

Q1: I would feel uncomfortable if my husband/ my
wife read my conversations, comments and 0.645 <0.001** 0.658 <0.001**
messages to others on social media.

Q2: |1 sometimes wonder if my husband/ my wife
would feel upset if he / she read my conversations, 0.682 <0.001** 0.686 <0.001**
comments, or messages to others on social media.

Q3: If my husband/ my wife asked me about my
conversations, comments and messages to others on
social media, are there some messages that | would

like to hide from him / her?

0.824 <0.001** 0.818 <0.001**

Q4: Sometimes, instead of going for my husband/
my wife, | share online with others deeply emotional 0.766 <0.001** 0.763 <0.001**
or intimate information.

Q5: Sometimes | like to do online chat or texting on

. < . *%* i < . **
social media with old intimate partners 0.728 0.001 0.723 0.001

Q6 :l sometimes act defensive or angry, if my
husband/my wife disturbing me or interrupting me 0.702 <0.001** 0.706 <0.001**
while I'm online.

Q7 :1 sometimes hide what I am saying on line to

others away from my husband/ my wife. 0.777 <0001 0.775 <0001

Q8: Is your spouse/partner aware of the problem? 0.366 <0.001** 0.374 <0.001**

Q9: Do your children know about the problem? 0.243 0.034* 0.223 0.041*

Q10: Have you ever tried to stop? 0.291 <0.001** 0.319 <0.001**

Q11: Has this affected your marital relationship or
your relationship with your partner (currently or in 0.472 <0.001** 0.468 <0.001**
previous relationships)?

Q12: Have you ever suffered from problems that
are caused by psychological exposure to you, which
required a diagnosis of psychological fatigue and a

treatment for you?

0.352 <0.001** 0.362 <0.001**

Q13: Have you been prescribed psychiatric

medication? 0.350 <0.001** 0.332 <0.001**

Q14: Are you regular on treatment? 0.254 <0.001** 0.242 <0.001**

r-Pearson Correlation Coefficient; *p-value <0.05 S; **p-value <0.001 HS

internal  correlation and consistency in
It is evident from the previous table that the answering the questions of this scale, and this is

scale statements of (14) all of results a greatly reflected in the degree of reliability of
significant of (<0.001), which indicates a strong this scale.
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Table 7: Factor analysis using all 14 items of the Social Media Infidelity-Related Behaviors
Inventory SMIRB

% Total
Varia | varianc
nce e

Factor N Item Eigen
Items of Infidelity scale . g
label loading value

Q1: I would feel uncomfortable if
my husband/ my wife read my
conversations, comments and

messages to others on social media.
Q2: I sometimes wonder if my
husband/ my wife would feel upset

if he / she read my conversations, 0.67

comments, or messages to others on
social media.

Q3: If my husband/ my wife asked
me about my conversations,
comments and messages to others
on social media, are there some
messages that | would like to hide
from him / her?

Q4: Sometimes, instead of going for

my husband/ my wife, | share 4.567 29.62
. . ) 0.79 %
online with others deeply emotional
or intimate information. 51.63%
Q5: Sometimes I like to do online
chat or texting on social media with 0.74
old intimate partners

Q6 I sometimes act defensive or
angry, if my husband/my wife

disturbing me or interrupting me

while I'm online.

Q7 :1 sometimes hide what I am
saying on line to others away from 0.80
my husband/ my wife.

Q11: Has this affected your marital
relationship or your relationship
with your partner (currently or in
previous relationships)?

Q12: Have you ever suffered from

problems_ that are caused by 0.76 1.961 12.00
psychological exposure to you, %
which required a diagnosis of

0.64

0.83

Factor |
Infidelity
behaviors
& effect

0.72

0.49

Factor 11
Associate
d
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psychiatr psychological fatigue and a
ic illness treatment for you?
Q13: Have you been prescribed
o L 0.84
psychiatric medication?
Q14: Are you regular on
0.68
treatment?
Factor Q8: Is your spouse/partner aware
0.64
i of the problem? 10.00
Family Q9: Do your children know about 1.541 '
0.69 %
awarenes the problem?
S Q10: Have you ever tried to stop? 0.46

Factor analysis with all the 14 items, one strong
factor (i.e., with >3 items) and two weak factors
(with 3 items) emerged, accounting for 51.63% of
the variance. Each item loaded highly (>0.45) on
the corresponding factor. This indicates
suitability of the data for later factor analysis.

Discussion

We decided to validate an Arabic version of a
measurement tool (Social Media Infidelity-
Related Behaviors Inventory SMIRB) [7, 17] for
screen, detect, and research purposes in countries
using our Arabic language.

The 14-item questionnaire included short
7-item SMIRB inventory. As a screening tool, the
original SMIRB 7-item inventory was the best.
For prevention and management, it detects the
magnitude and how such maladaptive betrayal
behaviors spread throughout our society.

Our Arabic culture may limit our ability
to gather information, but these behaviors are
considered betrayal, especially when sex
behaviors are involved. As our socio-
demographic data, first, female participants
checked off more items on the perceived
infidelity questionnaire than did males. This
difference was hypothesized because previous
research has shown that females have a stronger
sensitivity toward infidelity than do males,

particularly perceived emotional infidelity [28,
29].

However, divorce rates in our sample
were 6.5% and 8.5% respectively, so factors
affecting marital life and awareness of the spouse
and children by the problem could negatively
reinforce abstinence and obligate engaged people
to seek help. While one-third of U.S. divorces cite
Facebook [30, 31], few studies have examined
problematic  online infidelity-related (IR)
behaviors (e.g., cybersex, befriending romantic
interests or attractive alternative partners). The
few empirical studies on IR have focused on
accounts of those who found their partners
cheating or characteristics of those who sought IR
via chat rooms [16]. Other studies have expanded
our understanding of infidelity beyond traditional
sexual and emotional behaviors to include
internet and social media related infidelity
behavior [12].

The results of this study suggest that the
Avrabic version of the SMIRB has good reliability,
internal consistency, and construct validity in
Egyptian society. According to our knowledge,
no specific research on tools used to assess
infidelity behaviors on the internet, particularly
on social media, has been published in Egypt.

Since some people engage in infidelity
due to a lack of communication, examining the
impact of social media infidelity on family
stability and integrity seems necessary. Recent
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research in various cultures examines this effect.
For this regard, this study was conducted to
validate the Arabic version of Social Media
Infidelity-Related Behaviors Inventory SMIRB.

We also found that some internet
behaviors are not sexual or emotional in nature
(secretly sending personal photos or information)
but for some people, these behaviors are still
considered a betrayal (Total = 31.21+17.14). This
result is also consistent with previous studies
have only used limited tools to investigate such as
internet Infidelity Questionnaire of Docan-
Morgan and Docan [21] which asks about online
dating, virtual love and sex, and sharing personal
information. In an open-ended interview, 294
online infidels. Then they were divided into six
groups includes use the internet to play games and
have virtual sex [32].

Due to the high alpha score of
Cronbach’s tests (0.965 in the present study) it
can be concluded that there is high internal
consistency between thel4 items. Also factor
analysis showed that Factor | was Infidelity
behaviors and effect (29.62%), Factor Il was
associated psychiatric illness (12.00%) and
Factor 111 was family awareness (10.00%).

In the research of Docan-Morgan and
Docan, Cronbach’s alpha for the first factor
(superficial/non-formal activities) was 0.95 and
the second factor (targeted / busy activities) was
0.92. [21] Conversations with an online partner,
discussing daily issues, problems and news are all
part of it. Virtual sex with online partner, daily
emails about regular issues, personal photos,
making plans to meet in person are all examples
of third factor (sexual activities) with 12 items. It
was 0.22-0.81 for items in the first factor and
0.439-0.81 for items in the second [12].

Because, as Young [33] stated, betrayal
has three distinct components: sexual, emotional,
and porn. The findings of this study suggest that
having internet relationships outside of marriage
is as real and important as having real-world

relationships, and thus a betrayal of real-world
relationships.

The results of the questionnaire and
factor analysis showed that infidelity behaviors
on social media can be understood on a
continuum from simple chatting to personal
information exchange, intimate information and
relationship, and finally marriage affection with
inter-spousal conflict. [32]

Mental health issues may also explain
“why some people are involved in such
relationships?”, as 13% of participants were on
psychotropics. Mental health issues may also
explain “why some people are involved in such
relationships?”, as 13% of participants were on
psychotropics. Difficulty navigating modern life
is a risk factor for developing psychiatric
disorders and altering young people's
psychological profiles [15]. 243
married/cohabiting couples were studied (female
177, male 66). Infidelity and SNS intrusion may
be linked. [34]

This  study's findings should be
interpreted within those limits. A total of 22
participants dropped out and refused to answer
the entire inventory for the second time, others
refused to share, some changed their answers
between the first and second reliability
assessment, and a group refused to answer some
guestions until we reframing and editing
guestions.

Despite our cultural background and the
fact that this study required 11.5 percent of single
people to imagine a partner, the majority of
participants were married (67%). As the use of
media grows and virtual interpersonal relations
become more common, we expect future research
to dig deeper into the relationship between
technology and infidelity [9, 12, 15].

Conclusion

The Arabic version of the scale shows
satisfactory results in terms of reliability and
validity. Our study aimed to facilitate research in
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Arabic countries by using short, easy, and little
time-consuming scale.
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