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Abstract 

Does Self-Enhancement Exist in Differently Construed Selves? A Test of the Current 

Debate between the Process and the Content View. 

by Berna Gen;ek 

The aim of the present study was to compare the predictions of "culture as a 

process" (Heine, Lehman, Markus, & Kitayama, 1999) and "culture as a content" view 

(Kurman, 200 I) by examining the effects of the relational, individual, and collective 

self-construals, and the effects of abstract and context-specific self-definitions on self­

enhancement. Four-hundred and thirty-five university students in istanbul, Turkey, 

filled out inventories of above-average effect, consisting of trait adjectives that are 

differentially desirable for the three self-construals, both in abstract and context-specific 

forms. In line with the predictions of the culture as a content view, results revealed 

boosting effects of each self-construal on self-enhancement for corresponding abstract 

traits. However, in line with the predictions of the culture as a process view, individual 

self-construal was a more consistent predictor of self-enhancement across different 

traits. Self-enhancement on abstract and context-specific traits did not differ for those 

high on individual and those high on collective self-construal; both groups self-enhanced 

greater on context-specific traits than on abstract traits. Overall, results showed that 

self-enhancement is a basic tendency that exists in differently construed selves. 
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Ozet 

Benlik GU<;lendirme Y anhhgl Degi~ik Benlik Kurgularmda Mevcut Mudur? KUltUrU 

SUre<; ve i<;erik Olarak AlgIlayan GorU~lerin Kar~lla~tlfllmasl. 

Berna Ger<;ek 

Bu <;ah~mada, kUltUrU sUre<; (Heine, Lehman, Markus, & Kitayama, 1999) ve 

i<;erik (Kurman, 2001) olarak algllayan gorU~lerin kar~lla~tlfllmasl ama<;lanmaktadlr. 

ili~kisel, bireyci ve topluluk<;u benliklerin benlik gU<;lendirme yanhhgl Uzerindeki etkisi, 

soyut ve baglam baglmh ki~ilik tammlan goz onUnde bulundurularak ara~tlfllml~ttr. 

istanbul'daki <;e~itli Universitelerde egitim goren dort yUz otuz be~ katlhmcl, her benlik 

i<;in farkh arzu edilirlik seviyesindeki ki~ilik slfatlarmdan olu~an, soyut ve baglam­

baglmh benlik gU<;lendirme yanhhgl Ol<;eklerini doldurmu~tur. KUltUrU i<;erik olarak 

algllayan gorU~U destekleyecek ~ekilde, farkh benliklerin kendisine tekabUl eden soyut 

slfatlarda benlik gU<;lendirme yanhhgml artttrdlgi gozlenmi~tir. Bireyci benligin her U<; 

slfat gurubu i<;in benlik gU<;lendirme yanhhgml arttIrdlgl bulunmu~tur; ki bu bulgu, 

kUItUrU sUre<; olarak algIlayan gorU~Udesteklemektedir. Soyut ve baglam baglmh benlik 

gU<;lendirme yanhhgl bireyci ve topluluk<;u benlige sahip katthmcllarda fark etmemi~; 

her iki grup, baglam-baglmh slfatlarda soyut slfatlardan daha fazla benlik gU<;lendirme 

yanhhgl gostermi~tir. Genel olarak sonu<;lar, benlik gU<;lendirme yanhhgmm degi~ik 

benlik kurgularmda yer alan temel bir egilim oldugunu ortaya koymaktadlr. 
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Introduction 

Self-enhancement can generally be described as the tendency of individuals 

to enhance the positivity oftheir self-conceptions, aitd/or to protect their self-concept 

from negative information (Sedikides, 1993). Self-enhancement bias takes many 

forms, which can be measured in a number of ways. For example, many people 

possess unrealistic optimism about their future. People judge that they are more 

likely to encounter a positive event in the future than most of other people and a 

negative fate is less likely to fall on them than it falls on other people (Weinstein, 

1980). The above average effect is the tendency of individuals to consider 

themselves better than similar others on certain traits, abilities, or behavioral 

characteristics. Since it is logically impossible for most of the members of a given 

population to be better than most other members, if it occurs, it is considered as a 

tendency of self-enhancement in that group. The above average effect is measured in 

two ways. In the first approach, participants are asked to rate their position relative 

to an average other on the same scale. Studies conducted in this paradigm 

consistently point to a self-enhancement tendency (e.g., Alicke, Klotz, Breitenbecher, 

Yurak, & Vredenburg, 1995; Dunning, Meyerowitz, & Holzberg, 1989). A second 

approach is to make respondents rate both themselves and other people comparable 

to themselves on certain characteristics. Here, the difference between own and other 

ratings are taken as an indication of self-enhancement. A pioneering study by Alicke 

(1985) indicates that people consistently evaluate themselves as possessing desirable 

characteristics more, and undesirable characteristics less than other people do. Using 

external criteria to measure this bias is also possible, like comparing ratings of 

oneself on academic ability with actual grade point average (e.g., Kurman 2001 b), or 



comparing peer with self ratings on several personality characteristics (e.g., Yik, 

Bond, & Paulhus, 1998). 

2 

Self-enhancement tendency is well documented in the West with a large 

variety of methods. For example, Brown (1986) showed that for his American 

college student sample, positively valenced attributes were considered more, whereas 

negatively valenced attributes less characteristic of the self than of the average 

college student. Likewise, in a series of studies, Sedikides (1993) found that 

American college students preferred more accurate information about their positive 

than their negative traits. Similarly, when people's beliefs about their future are 

examined, what is usually obtained is an unrealistic optimism bias for themselves 

(e.g., Regan, Snyder, & Kassin, 1995). 

For a long time, self-enhancement has been assumed to be a universal 

tendency of humans, the proposed function of which is the promotion of mental 

health and adjustment for normal individuals by bolstering self-esteem (Taylor & 

Brown, 1988; for an opposed discussion see also Asendorpf & Ostendorf, 1998; 

Colvin, Block, & Funder, 1995). Studies that related high levels of self-esteem to the 

positivity of self-view compared to other people (Baumgardner, 1990; Brown, 1986; 

Pelham & Swann, 1989), and studies that related depression to lack of self­

enhancement (Agostinelli, Sherman, Presson, & Chassin, 1992) both confirmed this 

point. However, recently, this universalistic stance towards self-enhancement has 

been challenged by cross-cultural research. Heine and Lehman (1995) showed that 

unlike European Canadians, Japanese did not show unrealistic optimism for future 

life events. Even when the rated life events were generated by Japanese and 

Canadians separately, and rated by the subjects for their importance (thus generating 

a meaningful index for collectivist and individualist events), Japanese did not show 
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unrealistic optimism for either type of events as much as the Canadians (Heine & 

Lehman, 1995, Study 2). Even when the referent is an imagined sibling rather than 

an average other, European Americans still show optimistic bias for future life events 

whereas the Japanese show a pessimistic bias (i.e., claiming that negative life events 

are more likely to happen to them than their siblings) (Chang & Asakawa, 2003). 

Similarly, there is evidence that when introduced with hypothetical success 

scenarios, while Americans consider success situations as more relevant to their self­

esteem than failure situations, Japanese consider failure situations more relevant to 

their self-esteem, which implies a self-critical attitude on the part of the Japanese 

(Kitayama, Markus, Matsumoto, & Norasakkunkit, 1997). Heine, Takata, and 

Lehman (2000) designed a relevant study in which they randomly assigned their 

Canadian and Japanese participants to success or failure situations in a bogus 

computer task. The task consisted of several trials of a fake cognitive capacity task. 

After each trial the program provided participants with feedback comparing their 

responses with the "average college student". Participants were asked to make 

judgments about their performance after viewing enough trials. Results revealed that 

Canadians viewed more trials when they received failure feedback. Japanese on the 

other hand, viewed significantly more trials when the feedback indicated that they 

performed better than average, pointing to a self-critical attitude. Moreover, 

irrespective of the feedback they received, Canadians indicated that less than fifty 

percent of their classmates could outperform them in the task, whereas this was the 

case for Japanese only if they were in the success condition. In a similar design by 

Heine, Kitayama and Lehman (2001), when participants received success and failure 

feedbacks after completing the bogus task, it was observed that Canadians' ratings of 

their ability were unaffected by the feedback they received, whereas those of the 



Japanese were affected. Moreover, Canadians engaged in high levels of self­

enhancement on several personality traits unrelated to the task, irrespective of the 

feedback they received. On the other hand, Japanese did so only if they received 

positive feedback in the previous task (Heine et aI., 2001). 

The designs of Kitayama et al. (1997), and Heine et al. (2000, 2001) can be 

considered as indirect measures of self-enhancement tendency. A more direct 

technique is the measurement of better than average effect. Indeed, there are also 

examples in the literature using this technique, which shows greater self­

enhancement in individualist than in collectivist socities. For example, 

Norasakkunkit and Kalick (2002) compared self-enhancement level of European 

Americans and Asians, asking participants to "estimate the percentage of population 

of the same age and sex that is better than they" (p. 61) on several personality traits. 

Not surprisingly, European Americans revealed higher levels of self-enhancement 

than Asians (Norasakkunkit & Kalick, 2002). 

Theoretical Explanations for the Cross-Cultural Differences in Self­

Enhancement 

Heine, Lehman, Markus and Kitayama (1999) explained the lack of self­

enhancement motivation in Asian settings, especially in Japan, by referring to 

Markus and Kitayama's (1991) conception of independent versus interdependent 

self-construals. Independent self-construal predominates in individualistic settings, 

where a unique, bounded self is promoted, and autonomy is highly encouraged. 

Behavior is assumed to be the consequence of the internal characteristics of the 

individual. To achieve the culturally shared goal of assertion and self-promotion, 

one is encouraged to see the self in positive regard. By enhancing positive internal 

4 
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attributes, one comes closer to the cultural ideal of "a person of high self-esteem". 

As stated before, evidence indicating a positive relationship between self-esteem and 

self-enhancement is not rare in western settings (e.g., Baumgardner, 1990; Brown, 

1986; Pelham & Swann, 1989). 

On the contrary, the interdependent selfthat is prominent in collectivist 

settings is not as separated from the surrounding group as the independent self. 

Group harmony is encouraged, and self needs are expected to be sacrificed if they 

contradict group needs. Belonging to and serving better for the group require self­

improvement, the attainment of which depends largely on constant self-monitoring 

and a self-critical attitude (Kitayama & Markus, 1999). There is evidence that 

Japanese are more persistent in problem solving after failure feedback, whereas 

North Americans are more persistent after positive feedback, which shows the self­

improvement motive and self-critical attitude of the collectivists (Heine, Kitayama, 

Lehman, Takata, Ide, Leung, & Matsumoto, 2001). In a cultural setting where 

belonging to the group is the norm, a need for uniqueness should be very low; in fact 

the relationship between collectivism and a low need for uniqueness has been shown 

empirically (Yamaguchi, 1994; Yamaguchi, Kuhlman, & Sugimori, 1995). Hence, 

in Heine et al.'s (1999) view, culture is regarded as a process which shapes the 

psyche of individuals. Self-enhancement motivation, which does not exist in the 

collectivist meaning system, is lacking in the interdependent self. 

On the other hand, evidence for self-enhancement in collectivistic contexts 

also exists. For example, there is evidence that when responding to a social 

desirability scale, Chinese participants reveal self-enhancement tendency instead of a 

modesty bias (Cuixia, Jian, & Zhongfang, 2003). Yik, Bond, and Paulhus (1998) 

documented self-enhancement tendency in a sample of Chinese university students, 
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using peer versus self rating paradigm. Participants, who worked together in an 

experimentally-set group task, rated both themselves and their task-mates on several 

personality dimensions (e.g., helpfulness, assertiveness,~ openness to experience) 

using the Sino-American Person Perception Scale (SAPPS) (Yik, & Bond, 1993). In 

this Chinese sample self-enhancement was especially evident in the openness to 

experience dimension. In another study in which Japanese, Asian American, and 

European American subjects rated themselves, their best friends, and the average 

other on several trait terms (e.g., competent, friendly) and general orientations 

toward life (e.g., enjoy life with regard to recreation). Self-enhancement, 

conceptualized as higher mean ratings of self than the average other, was found to be 

prevalent among all three groups (Brown & Kobayashi, 2002). The observation of 

self-enhancement tendency in collectivist settings led to another suggestion that 

motivation of self-enhancement is regarded as a universal phenomenon that is 

expressed in different ways in different cultural settings. Culture is considered as a 

content that determines the expression of universal tendencies (e.g., Kurman, 2001b). 

Concerning the better than average effect for instance, if trait adjectives used in self­

enhancement research are differentiated according to their value for collectivist and 

individualist settings (e.g., intelligence for the independent, agreeableness for the 

collectivist), it is possible to observe self-enhancement more in the culturally 

meaningful traits in both groups. For example, individualist European New 

Zealanders and more collectivist Maori self-enhance in different traits, especially on 

traits that are rated important by each group (Harrington & Liu, 2002). 

Kurman's (200lb) study provides persuasive evidence for the "culture as a 

content view". Kurman (2001 b) compared three groups of students, Singaporean 

Chinese, Israeli Druze (an Arabic minority in Israeli), and Israeli Jews on academic 
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self-enhancement and the above average effect on two groups of personality traits 

(i.e., intelligence, health and sociability as agentic traits, cooperation, honesty, and 

generosity as communal traits). The results revealed that Singaporean Chinese who, 

were the lowest on individualism as a group, self-enhanced on communal traits more 

than on agentic traits. They also self-enhanced on agentic traits less than the Druze 

and the Jews did. In addition, the Singaporean Chinese group scored lower than the 

other two groups on academic self-enhancement, which can be considered as an 

agentic dimension. Moreover, the evaluation ofthe relationship between individual 

self-construal scores, modesty bias, and self-enhancement revealed that 

interdependent self-construal was not related to self-enhancement, but the lack of 

independent self-construal and presence of modesty bias were related to a lack of 

self-enhancement on agentic traits and academic self-enhancement. Another 

compelling evidence came from Sedikides, Toguchi and Gaertner (2003), who 

generated several behaviors as well as trait adjectives that were differentially 

meaningful for independent and interdependent self-construal. After a culture 

immersion exercise (imagining oneself in one's own cultural context), Japanese and 

American participants rated themselves relative to an imagined group member in an 

imagined group working setting on these behaviors and traits. Even though the 

overall level of self-enhancement was equal in both groups, each group self­

enhanced more on culturally meaningful traits and behaviors than culturally less 

meaningful traits and behaviors. Moreover, each group self-enhanced on culturally 

meaningful traits and behaviors more than the other group did. In a replication of the 

design with only American participants grouped according to their self-construal 

scores as independent or interdependent, similar results were obtained (Sedikides et 

aI., 2003, Study 2). 
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Other kinds of evidence counter-arguing Heine et al.' s (1999) proposal that 

self-enhancement is lacking for interdependent self construal, should also be 

mentioned. For instance, there is evidence that what is~responsible for the lack of 

self-enhancement is not interdependence per se, but the existence of vertical 

collectivism and modesty bias (Kurman & Sriram, 2002). Again in another study 

conducted by Kurman (2001a), a lack of self-enhancement was associated with 

modesty bias, not with individualism-collectivism in Israeli subjects. It has also been 

shown that self-enhancement does not correlate negatively with constructive self­

criticism (which is hypothesized to be related to self-improvement motive) either for 

the collectivist Japanese, or for the more individualist Israelis (Kurman, Yoshihara­

Tanaka, & Elkoshi, 2003). If Heine et al. 's (1999) assumption that a lack of self­

enhancement or even self-effacement is the result of interdependent self s self­

improvement motive to better serve the group's needs is correct, then it would be 

difficult to explain Kurman et al.'s (2003) findings. Furthermore, studies employing 

implicit measures to assess self-enhancement reveal this tendency in eastern settings. 

For instance, Muramoto (2003) showed that although Japanese college students make 

external attributions (luck, chance, and environment) for their past successes more 

than their past failures, they indicate that their family and close friends would 

attribute their (the participants') successes to ability; hence they engage in indirect 

self-enhancement. 

Research that relates psychological well-being to self-enhancement also has 

important implications for the issue of the universality of self-enhancement. 

Whether self-enhancement level is found to be lower for collectivists or equal for 

collectivist and individualist groups, a consistent finding is the similar relationship 

between self-enhancement and self-esteem: The higher the self-esteem, the more is 
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self-enhancement (Harrington & Liu, 2002; Kurman & Sriram, 1997; Kurman et aI., 

2003; Yik et aI., 1998). In a replication of the previously mentioned study of Brown 

and Kobayashi (2002) with American and Japanese college students, Kobayashi and 

Brown (2003) not only showed similar levels of self-enhancement for the two 

samples, but also found similar relationships between self-esteem and self­

enhancement. In the same way, higher levels of depression are associated with lower 

levels of self-enhancement for both collectivists and individualists (Hymes & 

Akiyama, 1991). These findings indicate similar psychological mechanisms 

underlying the motive of self-enhancement for different cultural contexts. 

A series of studies conducted by Kurman (2003) illustrate this point clearly. 

Kurman (2003) compared different cultural groups (Singaporean Chinese and urban 

Israelis, Japanese and Israelis, and Israeli Jews and Israelis of Ethiopian origin) on a 

number of self-enhancement measures including the above-average effect and 

academic self-enhancement. Although self-enhancement was higher for the more 

individualist Israeli samples, higher levels of self-enhancement, positive affectivity, 

and emotional well-being were related to higher levels of self-enhancement for each 

subsample. 

On the other hand, there are also contradictory findings to the "content" view 

of self-enhancement. For example, Heine and Lehman (1997) documented greater 

group-enhancement bias (university and family) on the part of European Canadians 

than in Asian Canadians and Japanese. If belonging to an in-group is a significant 

and meaningful motivation for the collectivists, then Asians would show equal or 

greater group enhancement than the European Canadians. Moreover, Norasakkunkit 

and Kalick's (2002) study showed less self-enhancement on the part of Asians than 

the European Americans even though two groups of trait adjectives that were 
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differentially meaningful for interdependent and independent self-construals were 

used. In addition to this, in Yik, Bond, and Paulhus's (1998) study, Chinese subjects 

self-enhanced on the "openness to experience" dimension, which can be considered 

as an agentic dimension, but self-effaced on such characteristics as emotional 

stability and helpfulness, which are assumed to be important and meaningful in 

collectivist settings. In a comparable study using external criteria (peer ratings of 

personality characteristics), Japanese participants self-enhanced to a lesser degree 

than American participants. Interestingly however, whereas the self-enhancement 

level of Americans increased with the desirability of the rated characteristics, that of 

the Japanese decreased, indicating different mechanisms for the two groups (Heine & 

Renshaw, 2002). 

Context Specificity of the Interdependent Self 

A very important point seems to be rather overlooked in the debate of 

universality versus culture-specificity of self-enhancement bias. According to the 

theorizing of Markus and Kitayama (1991), the independent self is characterized by a 

set of fixed, unique internal attributes that constitute a bounded self-representation, 

relatively insensitive to context specific factors. The interdependent self, on the 

other hand, is more variant over time and context, flexible not only in terms of 

behavior but also in terms of self-representation, and quite responsive to social 

surrounding. 

There is plenty of evidence confirming this argument. A pioneering study 

was conducted by Bond and Cheung (1983). They presented their American, 

Japanese, and Hong Kong Chinese participants with the Twenty Statements Test 

(TST; Kuhn & McPartland, 1954). The TST is an open ended questionnaire in 
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which the respondent is asked to complete twenty sentences starting with "I am". 

The results of Bond and Cheung's (1983) study is very interesting in showing that 

when defining themselves, Japanese participants referred to pure psychological 

attributes much less than American and Chinese participants did. Similarly, Cousins 

(1989) presented his Japanese and American participants with TST, and analyzed the 

responses according to a four category coding scheme: Physical responses (e.g., I am 

18 years old), social responses (e.g., I am a college student), attributive responses 

(e.g., I am friendly), global responses (I am a human being). The analyses of the data 

revealed that Japanese participants mostly referred to physical self and social 

categories. Concerning the attributive responses, American participants mentioned 

pure psychological attributes more frequently than the Japanese, whereas the 

Japanese described themselves mostly in reference to preferences and social 

activities. Cousins (1989) also made his participants respond to a free-response 

questionnaire in which participants had to describe themselves in a context like 

school or home. The analyses of these contextualized responses also revealed 

significant results. Provided with a meaningful social context, Japanese responded 

with a greater number of pure psychological attributes than the Americans, who in 

tum responded more frequently with preferences and wishes than the Japanese. 

In a more recent study conducted by Rhee, Uleman, Lee and Roman (1995) 

similar results emerged. Using a coding system based on Cousins (1989), Rhee et al. 

(1995) came up with four main dimensions (specific-abstract, and autonomous­

social) composed of several sub-categories. Not surprisingly, Euro-Americans and 

unidentified Asian Americans (who did not identify with their ethnicity) used more 

abstract self descriptions than Koreans and doubly identified Asian Americans (who 

identified themselves both with their ethnicity and being American). Autonomous 
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self-descriptions also differed between the groups in a linear fashion in the expected 

direction. Moreover, abstract and autonomous responses, and specific and social 

responses were highly correlated in Euro American and unidentified Asian American 

groups. On the other hand, this correlation was significantly weaker in Koreans and 

doubly identified Asian Americans, which points to the cultural differences in the 

self description. 

Another manifestation of cross-cultural differences in self-concept using TST 

came from Kanagawa, Cross, and Markus (2001). American participants were more 

likely than the Japanese participants to describe themselves in terms of abstract, 

internal attributes. Japanese participants, on the other hand, described themselves 

mostly with references to immediate situation, short-term activities, and physical 

features. More interestingly however, Kanagawa et aL (2001) varied the condition so 

that the participants took the test either alone, in the presence of a peer, in the group 

setting, or in the presence of the experimenter. Although there was a certain amount 

of effect of condition on self-descriptions of American participants, self-descriptions 

of Japanese were significantly more variable across conditions, which demonstrates 

the social sensitivity of the collectivistic selves. Using a shorter version ofTST 

(positing the statement seven times), Bochner (1994) obtained comparable results. 

He compared Malaysian, Australian, and British respondents with a three category 

coding scheme: Group responses (e.g., "I am a daughter"), idiocentric responses 

(e.g., "I am intelligent"), and allocentric responses (e.g., "I am a person who wants to 

help others"). Not surprisingly, more collectivistic Malaysian sample gave more 

group and less idiocentric responses than the more individualist Australian and 

British samples. 
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Cross-cultural differences in self-concept are also demonstrated by 

methodologies other than the Twenty Statements Test. For example, using the Self-
~ 

Concept Clarity scale, Campbell, Trapnell, Heine, Katz, Lavallee and Lehman (1996) 

showed successfully that self-concepts of Japanese were situationally more variable 

than that of Canadians. Moreover, even though self-concept clarity was strongly 

correlated with self-esteem for Canadians, this correlation was weaker for the 

Japanese. Choi and Choi (2002) designed an interesting study in which they asked 

their American and Korean participants two questions: "How introverted are you?" 

and "How extraverted are you?" (Study 1). The difference score between the two 

questions was greater for Koreans than for Americans, indicating greater flexibility 

of self-concept shifted by the directionality of the questions on the part of Koreans. 

Similar results also emerged when the same procedure was carried out for other 

semantically opposite traits (e.g., polite-rude) (Study 2), and competing value 

statements (e.g., "Equality is more important to me than ambition", vs. "Ambition is 

more important to me than equality") (Study 3). 

A study conducted by Suh (2002) investigated the issue of cross-situational 

consistency of self more directly. Suh (2002) presented his subjects with several 

personality traits (e.g., impatient), and made them rate each trait on self-

descriptiveness. The same traits were also presented with several specific interaction 

partners (e.g., When I interact with my parents, I am impatient") providing a 

meaningful social context. Two identity consistency indices were created. One of 

them was the correlation of the general self (the ratings of the personality traits) and 

the context dependent selves (the same personality traits with different interaction 

partners). The second one was the consistency of the ordering of the traits as least to 

most self-descriptive across the social contexts. Comparison of Korean and 



American participants clearly revealed that Koreans described themselves less 

consistently across social situations than Americans (Suh, 2002). 
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In light ofthis evjdence, it might be proposed that what accounts for the 

seeming controversy in the self-enhancement literature is the fact that this social 

context dependency of the interdependent self has been overlooked. Even though 

sensitivity to social context and low levels of need for uniqueness is proposed as 

possible reasons for lower levels of self-enhancement for the collectivistic 

populations, this point has not been explicitly measured. In the research that utilized 

the better than average paradigm, even though the specific attributes on which people 

rated themselves were differentiated according to their meaning for different self­

systems (e.g., easy-going for interdependent, assertive for independent self­

construal), in most of the studies, attributes were presented as abstract traits. If these 

abstract attributes are meaningless and not self-defining in the interdependent self­

system, then self-enhancement would not be observed. If attributes are presented in 

a socially meaningful context as Suh (2002) did, then it would be possible to observe 

self-enhancement in people with interdependent self-construaL This kind of a result 

would greatly support Kurman's (2001 b) proposal that self-enhancement is a 

universal tendency which expresses itself in culturally meaningful ways, rather than 

the argument that self-enhancement is absent in the collectivistic settings because it 

is harmful for the motivation of self-improvement to serve the group better. 

Indeed, attribute ambiguity and abstractness are important factors influencing 

self-enhancement. Dunning et aL (1989) showed that ambiguous traits (e.g., 

sensitive) produced greater levels of self-enhancement than relatively less ambiguous 

traits (e.g., athletic) (Study 1, 2); and providing descriptions of traits reduced the 

level of self-enhancement (Study 3). A study employing a free-response paradigm to 
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assess self-enhancement reported similar results. Taris (1999) made Dutch 

participants write down as many good and bad things as possible that they did more 

than other people did, and as many good and bad things ~possible that other people 

did more than they did. Not surprisingly, people mentioned more positive and less 

negative behaviors for themselves than for other people. More interestingly, 

however, linguistic analyses ofthe responses revealed that people described their 

own positive attributes more abstractly (e.g., I am friendly) than they described other 

people's positive attributes (e.g., they visit their parents often). Similarly, the 

negative attributes of other people were described in a more abstract way than the 

negative attributes of self (Taris, 1999). Kurman and Eshel (1998) adopted 

hierarchical levels of self-evaluation approach to the measurement of self­

enhancement. Concerning the academic domain, for example, at the lowest level of 

abstraction is the rating of one's grades of the previous term. Evaluation of one's 

success of the previous term is at the second level. And at the most abstract level is 

general academic self-evaluation. Comparing self-ratings with external criteria, 

Kurman and Eshel (1998) found that for Israeli subjects self-enhancement was 

greater at the more abstract levels of self-evaluation. 

There is evidence in the literature that this might not be the case for 

collectivists. Kurman and Sriram (1997) compared Israeli participants with more 

collectivistic Singaporean Chinese on the same measure used by Kurman and Eshel 

(1998). Of significant interest here, although the level of self-enhancement increased 

with the level of abstraction of self-evaluation for the Israelis, this effect was absent 

for the Singaporeans. One has to keep in mind one important point before drawing 

direct parallels between current research and that of Kurman and Sriram (1997). In 

Kurman and Sriram (1997) the most general level of self evaluation (e.g., general 
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academic success) was abstracted from several lower level behavioral evaluations 

(e.g., success at several previous courses). One might argue, on the other hand, 

providing a social context for an abstract trait (e.g., I am honest when I am with 

friends) does not reduce the generality ofthe behavioral evaluation. Nevertheless, 

the above mentioned research is certainly relevant to our discussion as it reveals that 

abstract-specific self-evaluations might be relevant for cultural differences in self­

enhancement. 

Another indirect evidence comes from Sedikides et al.'s (2003) study in 

which the overall self-enhancement of Japanese and American participants did not 

differ. Self-enhancement was measured in two ways: Rating of traits (e.g., 

agreeable) and rating of behaviors (e.g., avoid open confrontation with your group). 

First, for the behavior ratings, it is obvious that the statements were context-specific 

behavioral descriptions. Second, it should be recalled that a context priming exercise 

was taken before responding to self-enhancement measures, in order to make culture 

salient to the bicultural Japanese participants. It might be argued that this priming 

exercise might provide a context for the abstract personality traits to be embedded in, 

hence raise the self-enhancement level of Japanese. Interestingly, another study 

which revealed similar levels of self-enhancement for different cultures (Kobayashi 

& Brown, 2003) presented attributes not as abstract trait adjectives, but in sentence 

forms (e.g., To what extent are you competent?), some of which carried contextual 

connotations (e.g., To what extent are you well-liked by friends?). Although 

speculative at this point, it might be considered as an indirect evidence for the current 

discussion. 
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The Present Study 

The maj or aim of the present study is to show that self-enhancement is a 

universal tendency that exists both in the collectivistic and individualistic self­

systems but expressed quite differently. However, social-context dependency should 

also be considered. Correspondingly, the two aims of the study are to show boosting 

effect of each self-construal on self-enhancement for the corresponding traits, and to 

show that abstractness and context-specificity of traits have differential influence on 

self-enhancement for those high on individual and high on collective self-construals. 

This is the first study in the literature that employs the above average method for 

measuring self-enhancement in which context was systematically varied for identical 

personality traits. 

Another departure point from the literature is the measurement of self­

construal. There are some studies of self-enhancement in which participants' self­

construals or the relative position of the sample on collectivism/individualism is 

assumed on the basis of previous studies, rather than being explicitly measured (e.g., 

Heine & Lehman, 1995; Heine & Lehman, 1997; Kitayama et aI., 1997; Yik et aI., 

1998). When a self-construal measure is taken as an individual variable, a two 

dimensional scale such as Singelis' (1994) independent-interdependent self-construal 

scale has usually been used (e.g., Norasakkunkit & Kalick, 2002; Sedikides et aI., 

2003). However, recent literature shows that self-construal is conceptualized better 

as a three dimensional construct than two (Y. Kashima, Yamaguchi, Kim, Choi, 

Gelfand, & Yuki, 1995). According to this argument, the individualistic dimension 

of self is conceptualizing oneself as unique and autonomous, similar to Markus and 

Kitayama's (1991) independent self construal. The relational self is derived from 

significant relationships, and it can be defined as the interpersonal aspect of the self 
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(see for example Cross, Bacon, & Morris, 2000; Cross & Morris, 2003). The 

collective self, on the other hand, is derived from one's membership in social 

categories or groups. For example, defining oneself as member of a cultural group 

and strongly adhering to that group's norms would imply the collective aspect of the 

self, not the relational aspect. As Y. Kashima et al. (1995) argue, in a two 

dimensional conceptualization of self-construal, the distinction between relational 

and collective aspects of self would be confounded, as they are in the interdependent 

self-construal of Singelis (1994). Indeed there is empirical evidence concerning the 

differentiation of the two aspects (relational and collective) of the self (Brewer & 

Gardner, 1996). 

Recently, E. S. Kashima and Hardie (2000) developed the Relational, 

Individual, and Collective Self-Aspects (RIC) scale that measures these three aspects 

of the self. The initial validation study revealed that individual, relational and 

collective aspects of this scale correlated in expected directions with several previous 

self-construal scales. For example, the individual subscale correlated positively with 

Singelis, Triandis, Bhawuk, and Gelfand's (1995) horizontal and vertical 

individualism, and Singelis' (1994) independence scales, and correlated negatively 

with Singelis'(1994) interdependence scale. The collective subscale correlated 

positively with Singelis et al. 's (1995) horizontal and vertical collectivism, and 

Singelis' (1994) interdependence scales. Similarly, the relational subscale correlated 

positively with relational dimension of the scale that was developed by Y. Kashima 

et al. (1995). In the current study this scale was employed in order to differentiate 

better between the collective and the relational aspects of the interdependent self­

system. 
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Concerning the domain specificity of self-enhancement, people high on 

individual, collective, and relational self-construals are expected to self-enhance on 

traits that are differentially meaningful for their self-construal more than people low 

on the respective self-construal. Concerning the context specificity of self­

enhancement, people high on individual self-construal are expected to self-enhance 

more on abstract traits, whereas people high on collective self-construal are expected 

to self-enhance more on traits that are presented in a meaningful social context. 

There are no a priori assumptions about the context dependent self enhancement of 

people high on relational self. 

Hypotheses 

Hyp 1: Self-construal will have an effect on self-enhancement on abstract 

traits in such a way that: 

a. Individuals high on relational self-construal will self-enhance on relational 

traits more than individuals low on relational self-construal, 

b. Individuals high on individual self-construal will self-enhance on 

individual traits more than individuals low on individual self-construal, 

c. Individuals high on collective self-construal will self-enhance on collective 

traits more than individuals low on collective self-construal. 

Hyp 2a: Overall, on abstract adjective traits, people high on individual self­

construal will self-enhance more than people high on collective self-construal. 

Hyp 2b: On the same adjective traits that are embedded in a meaningful 

social context, people high on collective self-construal will self-enhance more than 

people high on individual self-construal. 



Method 

Participants 

The sample consisted of 435 university students (207 females, 228 males). 
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The age range was between 17 and 30 with a mean of20.28 (SD = 1.92). Students at 

four universities in istanbul participated in the study. The first group consisted of 90 

introductory psychology students (39 female, 51 male) from various department at 

Bogaziyi University. The second group was composed of 80 students (28 female, 52 

male) from the Faculty of Arts and Sciences and from various Faculties of 

Engineering at istanbul Technical University. The third group consisted of90 

students (45 female, 45 male) from the Faculty of Education at Marmara University. 

Two groups were recruited from among the students of istanbul University; 87 

students (73 female, 14 male) from the Faculty of Arts, and 88 students (22 female, 

66 male) from Cerrahpa~a Faculty of Medicine. 

Instrument 

The instrument was composed of two questionnaires that consisted of a 

demographic information form (see Appendix A and L for the Turkish and the 

English versions, respectively), a self-construal scale, and three self-enhancement 

inventories. 

Self-Construal 

Self-construal was measured by E. S. Kashima and Hardie's (2000) 

Relational, Individual, and Collective Self-Aspects (RIC) Scale. This scale consists 

of 10 statements each of which is followed by three response items corresponding to 

the relational, individual, and collective aspects of the self. Each of the response 

items are rated separately on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (not like me, not true of 
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me) to 7 (like me, very true of me). For their Australian sample E. S. Kashima and 

Hardie (2000) reported Cronbach's alpha of .81, .72, and .78 for the relational, 

individual, and collective subscales of the RIC, respectively. In a Turkish sample 

similar reliability levels (.81, .74, and .88 for the relational, individual, and collective 

subscales, respectively) have been reported by Fi~ek (2003, personal 

communication). In the Turkish version of the scale, items la, 2c, 3b, 4a, 5b, 6b, 7a, 

8b,9a, lOb correspond to the relational self, items 1b, 2b, 3c, 4c, 5a, 6a, 7c, 8c, 9c, 

lOa correspond to the individual self, and items Ie, 2a, 3a, 4b, 5c, 6c, 7b, 8a, 9b, IOc 

correspond to the collective self (See Appendix Band M for the Turkish and the 

English versions, respectively). 

Self-Enhancement 

Self-enhancement was measured in two ways, abstract and context-specific. 

Abstract self-enhancement. Abstract self-enhancement was measured by a 

list of 18 relational, individual, and collective trait adjectives. Respondents were 

asked to indicate how well each personality characteristic described them compared 

to the university students of the same sex at their university on a 7-point scale, -3 (l 

possess this attribute much less than other people do), 0 (I possess this attribute as 

much as other people do), 3 (I possess this attribute much more than other people do) 

(see Appendix C and N for the Turkish and the English versions, respectively). 

Each participant received four scores for this measure. The average rating 

scores of each set of the relational, individual, and collective items served as the 

abstract relational, abstract individual, and abstract collective self-enhancement 

scores, respectively, and an overall self-enhancement score as the average score of 

all of the items. 
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Context-specific self-enhancement. The same trait rating list was used as the 

measure of context-specific self-enhancement with two changes. First, a context 

priming exercise tookplace immediately before the trait rating lists. This context 

priming exercise was modeled after a similar task used by Sedikides et al. (2003) in 

order to make the culture salient to their bi-cultural participants. Sedikides et al. 

(2003) made their participants imagine and write small essays on being in their 

homeland, walking along the streets, being with their friends, and family, and similar 

familiar situations. In the present study, a similar context priming exercise was used 

so that participants did not rate their personality characteristics in general, but as they 

are in specific contexts. Two contexts, home and school, which have been frequently 

used in the literature, were selected. For the home-context priming task, participants 

were asked to respond to four open ended questions about a typical day at home with 

their family (see Appendix D and 0 for the Turkish and the English versions, 

respectively). Following this exercise there was a manipUlation check of two 

questions. The first question asked participants to what degree they had imagined 

themselves in their home on a 7 -point scale ranging from 1 (I could not visualize my 

family environment at all) to 7 (I visualized my family environment very vividly). 

The second question asked participants to what degree they had felt as if they were at 

home, on a 7 -point scale ranging from 1 (I did not feel as if I were with my family at 

all) to 7 (I felt very much as if! were with my family) (see Appendix E and P for the 

Turkish and the English versions, respectively). Immediately following the context 

priming exercise and the manipulation check, the same trait rating list was given with 

a change in the instructions. It was explicitly stated that while they made 

comparisons between themselves and the average college student on each personality 

characteristic, they should consider their own personality not in general, but as they 



are in their home environment with their family. This instruction method was 

modeled after the instructions of the self-certainty task used by Sarlbay (2002) (see 

Appendix F and Q for the Turkish and the English versions of the home self­

enhancement inventory). 
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Similarly, for school-context priming task, participants were asked to answer 

open ended questions about a typical day at school with their friends (see Appendix 

G and R for the Turkish and the English versions, respectively). The manipulation 

check items followed the school-context priming task (see Appendix Hand S for the 

Turkish and the English versions, respectively). Immediately following the school­

context priming exercise and the manipulation check, the same trait rating list was 

introduced with appropriate instructions (see Appendix I and T for the Turkish and 

the English versions, respectively). 

Each participant responded to both of the context-specific self-enhancement 

measures (i.e., home and school). Participants received four scores for each context­

specific self-enhancement measure comparable to those of the abstract self­

enhancement measure (i.e., relational, individual, collective, and overall home­

context-specific self-enhancement; relational, individual, collective, and overall 

school-context -specific self-enhancement). 

Filler Scale 

Although not included in the analyses, satisfaction subscale of the Adult 

Sources of Self-Esteem Inventory (ASSEl) (Elovson & Fleming, 1989) was also 

included in the inventory as a filler scale, in order to prevent tediousness caused by 

the repetitive rating of unanimous self-enhancement measures. The ASSEl was 

translated into Turkish by Sunar, inelman, Israel, Karabatl, Karamolla and Dner 



(1994) (see Appendix K and U, for the Turkish and the English versions of ASSEI 

Satisfaction Subscale). 

Procedure 

Pilot Study 

The specific list of trait adjectives that were used as the self-enhancement 

measure was determined by a pilot study that is described in Appendix J. 

Main Study 
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Students at all the universities except for Bogazic;i University were asked to 

participate in the study with the permission of the instructors; those who agreed to 

take part filled out the questionnaire voluntarily in classroom settings. Bogazic;i 

University students were enrolled in introductory psychology courses in spring 2004 

and received extra course credit for their participation. 

Each session was held in classroom settings of 10 to 40 participants, except for 

istanbul University Cerrahpa~a Faculty of Medicine. Eighty-eight Faculty of 

Medicine students filled out the questionnaires in a large lecture hall in one session. 

Participants received the instrument as two separate questionnaires. The first 

questionnaire consisted of the demographic information form, RIC scale, and the 

inventory of abstract self-enhancement. Upon completion, it was collected and the 

second questionnaire including the home-context priming task, the manipulation 

check, the inventory of home-context self-enhancement, the school-context priming 

task, the manipulation check, and the inventory of school-context self-enhancement 

was distributed. The whole procedure took approximately 45 minutes. 

In terms of the first questionnaire, the demographic information form 

appeared on the first page. Half of the questionnaires had the abstract self-
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enhancement inventory before the RIC scale, and in the other half, this order was 

reversed. The order of the items in the abstract self-enhancement inventory was also 

counterbalanced in such a way that half of the traits were presented either as the first 

or the second half of the inventory. In terms of the second questionnaire, half of the 

questionnaires had the inventory of home-context self-enhancement before the 

inventory of school-context self-enhancement. This order was reversed for the other 

half. Each context-specific self-enhancement inventory was preceded by the relevant 

priming task and the manipulation check. For each participant, the ordering of the 

items of self-enhancement inventories was the same for all the three measures (i.e., 

abstract, home, and school). The satisfaction subscale of the Adult Sources of Self­

Esteem Inventory (ASSEI) was inserted in between the two context-specific self­

enhancement inventories. 

b. Inn:nir.i flniversitesi KOtt1Dhanesi ~ 



26 

Results 

Descriptive Characteristics of the Variables 

The means, standard deviations, ranges of possible and actual scores for the 

scales used and their Cronbach's alphas are presented in Table 1. Reliability 

analyses of the self-enhancement inventories revealed that the elimination of the item 

courageous (cesur) consistently increased Cronbach's alpha of the abstract­

collective, home-context-collective, and school-context-collective subscales from .55 

to .59, from .66 to .69., and from .64 to .68, respectively. Hence, in all ofthe 

following analyses, relational and individual subscales of the three self-enhancement 

inventories are composed of the six items that were determined in the pilot study. 

The collective subscales, on the other hand, are composed of five items, excluding 

the item courageous. Altogether, 17 items were used in the following analyses for 

overall self-enhancement. 

The relational, individual, and collective self-construal scores were calculated 

by averaging the scores of the relational, individual, and collective items of RIC, 

respectively. Relational, individual, and collective self-enhancement scores of the 

abstract inventory were calculated by averaging the relevant items for each: dikkatli 

(careful), hareketli (active), konu$kan (talkative), huzurlu (serene), cO$kulu 

(ebullient), and ozverili (self-sacrificing) for relational; serinkanlz (cool-headed), 

hazzrcevap (good at repartee),prensip sahibi (principled), m;zk sozlii (frank), pratik 

(practical), and etkili (effective) for individual; tedbirli (prudent), sade (plain), 

gayretli (diligent), diizenli (tidy), and i$birligine yatkzn (cooperative) for collective. 

Overall abstract self-enhancement score was calculated by taking the mean of these 

17 items. The context-specific self-enhancement scores were calculated similarly by 

taking the means of the relevant items of the correspondent inventories. 
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Table 1 

Descri12tive Characteristics of the Variables 

M SD Possible Range Actual Range Cronbach's 
of Scores of Scores Alpha 

RIC relational 5.62 .76 1-7 1.00 -7.00 .76 

RIC individual 5.96 .66 1-7 3.50 -7.00 .69 

RIC collective 5.12 .99 1-7 1.10 - 6.80 .85 

Abstract overall .91 .75 -3 - 3 -1.18-2.76 .79 

Abstract relational .84 .97 -3 - 3 -2.00 - 2.83 .66 

Abstract_individual .93 .96 -3 - 3 -2.00 - 3.00 .67 

Abstract collective .97 .96 -3 - 3 -1.80 - 3.00 .59 

Home overall 1.17 .79 -3 - 3 -3.00 - 2.88 .82 

Home relational 1.25 1.00 -3 -3 -3.00 - 3.00 .72 

Home individual 1.27 .89 -3 - 3 -3.00 - 3.00 .61 

Home collective .94 1.09 -3 - 3 -3.00 - 3.00 .69 

School overall 1.10 .82 -3 - 3 -2.00 - 2.94 .86 

School relational 1.07 1.05 -3 - 3 -3.00 - 3.00 .77 

School individual 1.14 .96 -3 - 3 -2.50 - 3.00 .73 

School collective 1.07 .99 -3 - 3 -2.20 - 3.00 .67 

Note. RIC_relational = Relational sub scale score of RIC, RIC_individual=Individual sub scale score 
of RIC, RIC_collective = Collective subscale score of RIC, Abstract_overall = Overall abstract self­
enhancement, Abstract_relational = Relational abstract self-enhancement, Abstract_individual = 
Individual abstract self-enhancement, Abstract_collective = Collective abstract self-enhancement, 
Home_overall = Overall home-context self-enhancement, Home Jelational = Relational home-context 
self-enhancement, Home_individual = Individual home-context self-enhancement, Home_collective = 
Collective home-context self-enhancement, School_overall = Overall school-context self­
enhancement, School relational = Relational school-context self-enhancement, School individual = 
Individual school-corrtext self-enhancement, School_collective = Collective school-colltext self­
enhancement. 
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Preliminary Analyses 

Before proceeding with the main analyses, the prevailing self-construal of the 

participants was explored. A repeated measures ANOV A was conducted in order to 

compare the relational, individual, and collective subscales of RIC for the whole 

sample eN = 427). Since sphericity assumption was not met, Greenhouse-Geisser 

epsilon was utilized for adjusting the degrees of freedom. The results of this 

ANOVA revealed a significant factor effect, E.(1.71, 728.08) = 174.22,12 = .000. 

Pairwise comparisons (Bonferroni) revealed significant mean differences among all 

possible pairs of comparisons (see Table 2). Hence, the individual self-construal was 

the highest eM = 5.97, SD = .65), followed by the relational self-construal eM = 5.62, 

SD = .76). The lowest self-construal was the collective eM = 5.12, SD = .99). 

Table 2 

Pairwise Com12arisons among Self-Construals 

Self-Construal 

Relational-Individiual 

Relational-Collective 

Individual-Collective 

Mean Difference 

-.35* 

.50* 

.85* 

Note. *The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

.04 

.04 

.05 

Scores on each self-enhancement inventory and subscales were also examined 

for the whole sample. Separate one-sample! tests were carried out in order to 

evaluate whether means were significantly different from the middle point 0 

(indication of no self-enhancement). Results indicated the presence of self­

enhancement on each ofthe 12 subscales (See Table 3) 



Table 3 

Summary of One-Sample t Tests for Self-Enhancement Subscales 

Subscale Mean Difference df ! 

Abstract overall .91 430 25.25* 

Abstract relational .84 430 17.95* 

Abstract individual .93 430 19.97* 

Abstract collective .97 430 20.94* 

Home overall 1.17 420 30.16* 

Home relational 1.25 419 25.67* 

Home individual 1.27 420 29.33* 

Home collective .94 420 17.59* 

School overall LI0 418 27.24* 

School relational L07 420 20.93* 

School individual L14 420 24.50* 

School collective L07 420 22.23* 

Note. *12 < .01 

Next, a repeated measures ANOVA was carried out in order to compare self-

enhancement on relational, individual, and collective abstract traits eN = 431). The 

result was significant, E(1.86, 801.03) = 3.22, P = .044, using the Greenhouse-

Geisser correction. Pairwise comparisons (Bonferroni) revealed significant 

differences between relational (M = .84, SD = .97) and collective (M = .97, SD = 

.96) self-enhancement The difference between relational and individual (M = .93, 

SD = .96), and between collective and individual self-enhancement was not 

significant, which indicated that self-enhancement on collective items was greater 

than self-enhancement on relational items (see Table 4). 
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Table 4 

Pairwise Comparisons among Self-Enhancement on Abstract Traits 

Abstract Self-Enhancement 

Relational-Individiual 

Relational-Collective 

Individual-Collective 

Mean Difference 

-.09 

-.13* 

-.04 

Note. *The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

.05 

.05 

.06 
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Self-enhancement on different scales (i.e., abstract, home, and school-context) 

was also examined for the whole sample. Because abstract self-enhancement was 

compared to context-specific self-enhancement in the following analysis, sample size 

was reduced to 324 participants due to the manipulation check which will be 

described later in the next section. The results of the repeated measures ANOVA 

revealed a significant factor effect, £(1.75,566.47) = 45.17, p = .000, using the 

Greenhouse-Geisser correction. Pairwise comparisons (Bonferroni) revealed 

significant mean differences between abstract (M = .96, SD = .75) and home-context 

(M = 1.24, SD = .78), and between abstract and school-context (M = 1.18, SD = .82) 

overall self-enhancement, which indicated that participants self-enhanced on abstract 

traits less than they self-enhanced on context-specific traits. Self-enhancement on 

two context-specific traits (home and school) did not differ significantly from each 

other (see Table 5). 
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Table 5 

Pairwise Comparisons among Self-Enhancement on Overall Measures 

Self-Enhancement Mean Difference SE 

Abstract-Home -.28* .03 

Abstract-School -.22* .03 

Home-School .07 .04 

Note. *The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

Results Concerning the Hypotheses 

The intercorrelations among all the variables of the study as Pearson correlation 

coefficients are presented in Table 6. 

The Relationship between Self-Construal Scores and Abstract Self-Enhancement on 

Relational, Individual, and Collective Traits 

In order to test Hypotheis 1, several analyses were carried out. First, 

correlations between self-construal scores and self-enhancement on different traits 

(relational, individual, and collective) were examined. Following this, independent­

samples! tests were conducted to compare group means of self-enhancement. Last, 

regression analyses were carried out to observe the unique contribution each self­

construal has on self-enhancement scores. 

Hypothesis 1 a predicted that individuals high on relational self-construal 

would self-enhance on relational traits more than individuals low on relational self­

construal. Table 6 reveals that all three self construal scores have significant positive 

correlations with abstract relational self-enhancement. Next, participants were 

divided into two groups using the median of relational self-construal scores (5.70). 

Those above the median were classified as the high relational ili = 207) and those 



Table 6 

Intercorrelations among the Variables 

1. RIC relational 

2. RIC individual 

3. RIC collective 

4. Abstract overall 

5. Abstract relational 

6. Abstract individual 

7. Abstract collective 

8. Home overall 

9. Home relational 

10. Home individual 

11. Home collective 

12. School overall 

13. School relational 

14. School individual 

15. School collective 

Note. *p < .05 (2-tailed) 
**p < .01 (2-tailed) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 
.27** .58** .13** .18** .01 .10* .16** .20** .05 .14** .14** .18** .03 .13** 

.11 ** .23** .17** .15** .23** .27** .20**.21 ** .25** .24** .15** .18** .29** 

.16** .12* .05 .20** .18** .15** .08 .20** .16** .14** .04 .23** 

.85**.80**.66**.70**.56**.59**.54**.83**.72**.72**.60** 

.54** .37** .56** .58** .42** .34** .68** .76** .51 ** .36** 

.25** .55** .36** .69** .28** .67** .49** .84** .30** 

.50** .33** .22** .67** .56** .38** .26** .79** 

.85** .80** .76** .72** .59** .61 ** .57** 

.55** .46** .57** .58** .43** .38** 

.39** .60** .44** .73** .29** 

.55** .39** .32** .69** 

.89** .83** .73** 

.65** .49** 

.37** 
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below the median were classified as the low-relational eN = 202) self-construal 

group. An independent-samples 1 test was conducted to evaluate the high and 
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the low relational self-construal groups in terms of relational-abstract self­

enhancement. The result was significant, 1(407) = 4.51,12 = .000, with a medium 

effect size (112 = .05), indicating that relational-abstract self-enhancement scores of 

individuals high on relational self-construal (M = 1.03, SD = 1.01) were higher than 

that of individuals low on relational self-construal (M = .60, SD = .88). The results 

of this analysis supported the prediction of hypothesis 1a. 

Following this, a standard multiple regression analysis in which relational, 

individual, and collective self-construal scores were regressed on abstract relational 

self-enhancement was conducted. The linear combination of self-construal scores 

was significantly related to self-enhancement on abstract-relational items, £(3,422) 

= 7.16,12 = .000, R2= .048, indicating that approximately 4.8 % of the variance in 

abstract-relational self-enhancement was explained by self-construal. As seen in 

Table 7, both individual and relational self-construal made unique, significant 

contributions to the prediction of abstract relational self-enhancement. Higher 

individual and relational self-construals indicated more self-enhancement on 

relational abstract traits. 



Table 7 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Self-Construal Scores Predicting 

Relational Abstract Self-Enhancement eN - 426) 

Variable B SEB P 

RIC relational .16 .08 .12* 

RIC individual .20 .07 .13** 

RIC collective .04 .06 .04 
Note. R2 = .048 
*11 < .05. **11 < .01. 

Hypothesis 1 b predicted that individuals high on individual self-construal 
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would self-enhance on individual traits more than individuals low on individual self-

construal. In order to test this hypothesis, first, the relationship between different 

self-construal scores and abstract-individual self-enhancement score was examined. 

As seen in Table 6, only the correlation between RIC individual and abstract 

individual self-enhancement was significant (r = .15, P < .01). Next, participants 

were divided into two groups using the median of individual self-construal scores 

(6.10). Those above the median were classified as the high individual ili = 192) and 

those below the median were classified as the low-individual ili = 200) self-

construal group. The results of the independent samples 1 test showed that 

individual-abstract self-enhancement scores of individuals high on individual self-

construal (M = 1.04, SD = .95) were higher than that of individuals low on individual 

self-construal (M = .79, SD = .93),1(390) = 2.64, P = .009, with a small effect size 

(112 = .02). 

Following this, a standard multiple regression analysis in which relational, 

individual, and collective self-construal scores were regressed on abstract individual 

self-enhancement was conducted. The linear combination of self-construal scores 
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was significantly related to self-enhancement on abstract-individual items, E(3, 422) 

= 3.90, Q = .009, R2= .027, indicating that approximately 2.7 % ofthe variance in 

abstract-individual self-enhancement was explained by self-construal. As seen in 

Table 8, individual self-construal made a unique, significant contribution to the 

prediction of abstract individual self-enhancement. Higher individual self-construal 

indicated more self-enhancement on individual abstract traits. Overall, the analyses 

supported the prediction of hypothesis lb. 

Table 8 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Self-Construal Scores Predicting 

Individual Abstract Self-Enhancement (N = 426) 

Variable B SEB ~ 

RIC relational -.09 .08 -.07 

RIC individual .24 .07 .13* 

RIC collective .07 .06 .08 
Note. R2= .027 
*12 < .01. 

Hypothesis 1 c predicted that individuals high on collective self-construal 

would self-enhance on collective traits more than individuals low on collective self-

construal. Table 6 reveals that all three self construal scores have significant positive 

correlations with abstract collective self-enhancement. Next, participants were 

divided into two groups using the median of collective self-construal scores (5.20). 

Those above the median were classified as the high collective ili = 205) and those 

below the median were classified as the low-collective ili = 202) self-construal 

group. An independent samples! test was conducted to evaluate the high and the 

low collective self-construal groups in terms of collective-abstract self-enhancement. 

Collective-abstract self-enhancement scores of individuals high on collective self-
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construal (M = 1.18, SD = .90) were higher than that of individuals low on collective 

self-construal (M = .73, SD = .97),1(405) = 4.90, Q. = .000, with a medium effect size 

(112 = .06). The results ofthis analysis supported the prediction of hypothesis 1c. 

Next, a standard multiple regression analysis in which relational, individual, 

and collective self-construal scores were regressed on abstract collective self-

enhancement was conducted. The linear combination of self-construal scores was 

significantly related to self-enhancement on abstract-collective items, £(3,422) = 

13.40, Q. = .000, R2= .087, indicating that approximately 8.7 % of the variance in 

abstract-collective self-enhancement was explained by self-construal. As seen in 

Table 9, individual and collective self-construal made unique, significant 

contributions to the prediction of abstract collective self-enhancement. Higher 

individual and collective self-construals indicated more self-enhancement on 

collective abstract traits. 

Table 9 

Summary of MultiQ.le Regression Analysis for Self-Construal Scores Predicting 

Collective Abstract Self-Enhancement (N = 426) 

Variable B SEB ~ 

RIC relational -.11 .08 -.09 

RIC individual .33 .07 .22* 

RIC collective .22 .06 .23* 
Note . .802 = .087 
*12 < .01. 



The Relationship between Self-Construal Scores and Abstract versus Context­

Specific Self-Enhancement 
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Hypothesis 2 predicted that overall, on abstract adjective traits, people high 

on individual self-construal would self-enhance more than people high on collective 

self-construal; whereas on the same adjective traits that are embedded in a 

meaningful social context, people high on collective self-construal would self­

enhance more than people high on individual self-construal. Before testing this 

hypothesis, the manipulation checks for both home and school context priming 

exercises were examined. The scores on the two manipulation check questions were 

averaged for each context and frequency analyses were conducted. For the home 

task, the mean score of the sample was 5.66 and 75 % of the participants scored 5 or 

above. For the school task, the mean score was 5.39 and 75 % of the participants 

scored 4.5 or above. Since most of the responses were above the middle point (4), 

these results suggest that the manipulation was successful. Nevertheless, for the 

following analyses, 101 participants whose manipulation check score fell below 4 for 

at least one context (home or school) were not included. Furthermore, 5 participants' 

data were discarded due to unrelated responses to the context priming task questions, 

leaving a total sample size of 329. 

In order to test the predictions of hypothesis 2, first, the correlations between 

self-construal and overall self-enhancement scores were examined. Table 6 reveals 

that all three self-construal scores have positive correlations with overall abstract, 

home and school context self-enhancement scores. 

Secondly, participants were divided into two groups using the medians of 

RIC_individual scores (6.10) and of RIC_collective scores (5.20). Those above the 

median ofRICjndividual (6.10) and below the median of RIC_collective (5.20) 
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were classified as individual self-construal group (N = 66). Those above the median 

of RIC_collective (5.20) and below the median of RIC_individual (6.10) were 

classified as collective self-construal group (N = 58). ~ A mixed design ANOV A was 

conducted to evaluate the individual and the collective self-construal groups in terms 

of abstract, home and school-context self-enhancement. The within groups factor 

was overall self-enhancement with three levels: abstract, home-context, and school­

context. Since sphericity assumption was not met, Greenhouse-Geisser epsilon was 

used for the adjusted degrees of freedom. The main effect of repeated factor was 

significant, E(1.68, 204.95) = 15.22, Q = .000. Pairwise comparisons (Bonferroni) 

adjustment revealed significant mean differences between abstract (M = .87, SD = 

.72) and home-context (M = 1.16, SD = .75) overall self-enhancement, and between 

abstract and school context eM = 1.09, SD = .78) overall self-enhancement, averaged 

across the groups. Mean difference between home-context and school-context self­

enhancement was not significant (see Table 10). There was no significant interaction 

of group and repeated factor effects, E(1.68, 204.95) = .34, ns. However, the 

observed power was too small (.099) to draw strong conclusions. Similarly, main 

effect of group was not 

Table 10 

Pairwise ComQarisons among Self-Enhancement on Overall Measures Averaged 

Across the GrouQs 

Self-Enhancement Mean Difference SE 

Abstract-Home -.29* .06 

Abstract-School -.22* .04 

Home-School .07 .06 

Note. *The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
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significant, E(1, 122) = 1.49, ns, indicating that those high on collective self­

construal (M = .97) and those high on individual self-construal (M = 1.11) did not 

differ in self-enhancement averaged across measures. ~However, observed power was 

small also for the between groups factor (.228). Means and standard deviations of 

self-enhancement scores of each group are presented in Table 11. 

Table 11 

Means and Standard Deviations of Overall Self-Enhancement of Individual and 

Collective Groups 

Type of Individual Collective 

Self-Enhancement M SD M SD 

Overall Abstract .95 (.71) .78 (.72) 

Overall Home-Context 1.21 (.78) 1.11 (.71) 

Overall School-Context 1.17 (.78) 1.00 (.78) 

Total 1.11 .97 

As is evident in the lack of interaction of group and repeated factor effects, 

neither Hypothesis 2a, which predicted higher overall abstract self-enhancement for 

the individual self-construal group than the collective self-construal group nor 

Hypothesis 2b, which predicted higher overall context-specific self-enhancement for 

the collective self-construal group than the individual self-construal group was 

confirmed. Instead, participants of both groups self-enhanced on abstract traits less 

than they self-enhanced on context-specific traits. Self-enhancement on two context­

specific traits (home and school) did not differ significantly from each other. 

Next, three separate multiple regression analyses were carried out in order to 

observe the unique contribution each self-construal had on three overall self­

enhancement scores. In terms of the first standard multiple regression analysis in 
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which relational, individual, and collective self-construal scores were regressed on 

overall abstract self-enhancement, the linear combination of self-construal scores 

was significantly related to self-enhancement on abstract items, E(3, 308) = 13.69,2 

= .000, R2 = .118, indicating that approximately 11.8 % of the variance in overall 

abstract self-enhancement was explained by self-construal. As seen in Table 12, 

individual and collective self-construal made unique, significant contributions to the 

prediction of overall abstact self-enhancement. Higher individual and collective self-

construals indicated more self-enhancement on abstract traits. 

Table 12 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Self-Construal Scores Predicting 

Overall Abstract Self-Enhancement ill = 312} 

Variable B SEB ~ 

RIC relational -3,2E-02 .07 -.03 

RIC individual .34 .07 .29* 

RIC collective .15 .05 .19* 

Note. B,z= .118 
*12 < .01. 

In terms of the second standard multiple regression analysis in which 

relational, individual, and collective self-construal scores were regressed on overall 

home-context self-enhancement, the linear combination of self-construal scores was 

significantly related to self-enhancement on home-context items, £(3, 304) = 14.87,2 

= .000, R2 = .128, indicating that approximately 12.8 % of the variance in overall 

home-context self-enhancement was explained by self-construal. As seen in Table 

13 individual and collective self-construal made unique, significant contributions to , 

the prediction of overall home-context self-enhancement. Higher individual and 

collective self-construals indicated more self-enhancement on home-context traits. 
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Table 13 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Self-Construal Scores Predicting 

Overall Home-Context Self-Enhancement eN = 308r 

Variable B SEB ~ 

RIC relational -7,IE-02 .08 -.07 

RIC individual .37 .07 .32* 

RIC collective .15 .06 .18* 
Note. R2= .118 
*12 < .01. 

In terms of the third standard multiple regression analysis in which relational, 

individual, and collective self-construal scores were regressed on overall school-

context self-enhancement, the linear combination of self-construal scores was 

significantly related to self-enhancement on school-context items, E(3, 305) = 12.46, 

12 = .000, R2 = .109, indicating that approximately 10.9 % of the variance in overall 

school-context self-enhancement was explained by self-construal. As seen in Table 

14, individual and collective self-construal made unique, significant contributions to 

the prediction of overall school-context self-enhancement. Higher individual and 

collective self-construals indicated more self-enhancement on school-context traits. 

Table 14 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Self-Construal Scores Predicting 

Overall School-Context Self-Enhancement eN = 309) 

Variable B SEB ~ 

RIC relational -9,2E-02 .08 -.08 

RIC individual .32 .07 .26* 

RIC collective .22 .06 .25* 

Note. R2= .118 
*12 < .01. 



Although all three self-construal scores have positive correlations with the 

three overall self-enhancement scores (abstract, home, school), the results ofthe 

above regression analyses reveal that considering the~three scores together renders 

the effect of relational self-construal insignificant. 

Overall, the analyses failed to support the predictions of hypothesis 2. 
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Although not proposed explicitly as a research hypothesis, it should be interesting to 

explore if the same effect is observed when the comparison is made for self­

enhancement on different traits (relational, individual, and collective) instead of 

overalL 

In order to explore this, three separate mixed design ANOVAs were 

conducted. For all the three ANOVAs that follow, since sphericity assumption was 

not met, Greenhouse-Geisser epsilon was used for the adjusted degrees of freedom. 

For the first AN OVA, the within subjects factor was relational self-enhancement 

with three levels: abstract, home, and school-context. The main effect ofthe 

repeated factor was significant, E(1.76, 217.88) = 11.78,12 = .000. Pairwise 

comparisons (Bonferroni) revealed significant mean differences between abstract (M 

= .81, SD = .94) and home-context (M = 1.20, SD= .99) relational self-enhancement, 

and between abstract and school-context (M = 1.06, SD = 1.00) relational self­

enhancement averaged across the groups, which indicated that relational self­

enhancement was less for abstract items than for the context-specific items for both 

groups. Mean difference between home-context and school-context relational self­

enhancement was not significant (see Table 15). 



Table 15 

Pairwise Comparisons among Self-Enhancement on Relational Traits Averaged 

Across the Groups 

Relational 

Self-Enhancement Mean Difference SE 

Abstract-Home -.40* .09 

Abstract-School -.25* .07 

Home-School .15 .09 

Note. *The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

The factor group interaction was not significant, .E(1.76, 217.88) = .86, ns. 

Similarly, there was no significant difference between the groups, E(l, 124) = 1.13, 

ns, in terms of self-enhancement on relational items averaged across the measures. 

Means and standard deviations of self-enhancement scores of each group are 

presented in Table 16. 

Table 16 

Means and Standard Deviations of Relational Self-Enhancement ofIndividual and 

Collective Groups 

Type of Individual Collective 

Self-Enhancement M SD M SD 

Relational Abstract .91 (.93) .68 (.94) 

Relational Home-Context 1.21 (1.06) 1.18 (.92) 

Relational School-Context 1.15 (1.02) .95 (.98) 

Total 1.09 .94 

A similar mixed design ANOVA was conducted for the within subjects 

factor individual self-enhancement wiih three levels: abstract, home-context, and 
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school-context. The main eff~ct of repeated factor was significant, E(1.63, 202.34) = 

19.09,12= .000. Pairwise comparisons (Bonferroni) revealed significant mean 

differences among all possible pairs of comparisons. ~ Thus, the highest individual 

self-enhancement score was for the home context (M = 1.29, SD = .86), followed by 

the school-context (M = 1.14, SD = .94); the lowest individual self-enhancement was 

for the abstract (M = .91, SD = .95) (see Table 17). 

Table 17 

Pairwise Comparisons among Self-Enhancement on Individual Traits Averaged 

Across the Groups 

Individual 

Self-Enhancement Mean Difference SE 

Abstract-Home -.38* .07 

Abstract-School -.22* .05 

Home-School .16 .06 

Note. *The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

The results also revealed that the factor group interaction was not significant, 

E(1.63, 202.34) = .08, ns. Similarly, there was no significant difference between the 

groups, E(l, 124) = 1.86, ns, in terms of self-enhancement on individual items 

averaged across the measures. Means and standard deviations of self-enhancement 

scores of each group are presented in Table 18. 
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Table 18 

Means and Standard Deviations ofIndividual Self-Enhancement ofIndividual and 

Collective Groups 

Type of Individual Collective 

Self-Enhancement M SD M SD 

Individual Abstract 1.00 (1.00) .82 (.90) 

Individual Home-Context 1.40 (.89) 1.18 (.81) 

Individual School-Context 1.24 (.98) 1.02 (.85) 

Total 1.21 1.01 

A third mixed design ANOV A was conducted in order to examine the effect 

of self-construal on collective self-enhancement with three levels: abstract, home­

context, and school-context. Results revealed that the main effect of the repeated 

factor was not significant, .E(1.89, 234.50) = 2.78, P = .067. However, the observed 

power was too small (.529) to draw strong conclusions. Considering that the factor 

effect marginally approached significance, pairwise comparisons with LSD were 

carried out. Averaged across the groups, mean differences between abstract eM = 

.89, SD = .98) and home-context (M= .98, SD = 1.02) collective self-enhancement, 

and between home-context and school-context (M = 1.07, SD = .94) collective seIf-

enhancement were not significant. However, mean difference between abstract and 

school-context self-enhancement was significant, which suggested that both groups 

of subjects self-enhanced on school-context collective items more than they self­

enhanced on abstract collective items (see Table 19). The factor group interaction 

was not significant, E(1.89, 234.50) = .05, ns. Similarly, there was no significant 

difference between the groups, .E(I, 124) = .427,!lli". in terms of self- enhancement on 



collective items averaged across the measures. Means and standard deviations of 

self-enhancement scores of each group are presented in Table 20. 

Table 19 

Pairwise Comparisons among Self-Enhancement on Collective Traits Averaged 

Across the Groups 

Collective 

Self-Enhancement Mean Difference SE 

Abstract-Home -.09 .08 

Abstract-School -.18* .07 

Home-School -.09 .08 

Note. *The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

Table 20 

Means and Standard Deviations of Collective Self-Enhancement of Individual and 

Collective Groups 

Type of Individual Collective 

Self-Enhancement M SD M SD 

Collective Abstract .95 (.99) .83 (.97) 

Collective Home-Context 1.01 (1.04) .94 (1.00) 

Collective School-Context 1.12 (.92) 1.02 (.96) 

Total 1.03 .93 

As is obvious from the lack of repeated factor and group interactions in all of 

the above ANOV As, participants with individual and collective self-construals did 

not differ from each other on specific trait self-enhancement, as was the case for 

overall self-enhancement. 

46 
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Discussion 

There were two main aims of this study. The first aim was to show that each 

self-construal increases self-enhancement on personality characteristics that are 

desirable for that particular self-construal. When people were grouped as high or 

low for the three self-construals and compared on self-enhancement for differentially 

desirable traits, the results were in line with the predictions. Specifically, people 

high on individual, relational, and collective self-construals self-enhanced on 

individual, relational, and collective abstract traits, respectively, more than people 

low on these three self-construals. These results clearly showed the boosting·effect 

of each self-construal on self-enhancement for the corresponding traits. On the other 

hand, multiple regression analyses revealed mixed results. Both relational and 

individual self-construals were found to be related positively to self-enhancement on 

relational traits. Similarly, both collective and individual self-construals were related 

positively to self-enhancement on collective traits. Self-enhancement on individual 

traits, on the other hand, was related only to individual self-construal. Hence, 

individual self-construal was the predictor of self-enhancement on all three measures, 

and relational and collective self-construals were additional predictors of self­

enhancement for the corresponding traits (relational and collective, respectively). 

Therefore, individual self-construal appeared as a more consistent predictor of self­

enhancement across the measures. Yet, the fact that independent self-construal is 

related to all three self-enhancement measures does not mean lower levels of self­

enhancement for relational and collective selves. In fact, relational self-construal 

predicted relational self-enhancement uniquely, and collective self-construal 

predicted collective self-enhancement uniquely in addition to individual self­

construal. Overall, the results provided partial support both for the culture as a 
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process view (Heine et aI., 1999) by showing that individual self-construal is a more 

consistent predictor of self-enhancement across the measures, and for the culture as a 

content view (Kurman, 2001 b) by showing the boosting effects of each self-construal 

on self-enhancement for the corresponding traits. 

The second aim of this study was to examine the relationship between 

individual and collective self-construals and context specific self-enhancement. 

Specifically, the abstractness of trait adjectives was considered as the reason for lack 

of self-enhancement for the collective self-system. Contrary to the expectations, 

overall self-enhancement on abstract traits was equal both for those who are high on 

individual and high on collective self-construals. Similarly, self-enhancement for 

home and school context traits did not differ between the groups. Instead, self­

enhancement on context-dependent overall measures was higher than the self­

enhancement on abstract overall measure for both groups. This was also the case for 

the whole sample. That is, context-specific self-enhancement was greater than 

abstract self-enhancement irrespective of the self-construal. 

Considering the previous findings in the literature, these results are very 

interesting. It should be recalled that for example, providing behavioral descriptions 

for a certain characteristic reduced the level of self-enhancement (Dunning et aI., 

1989). Assuming that providing a meaningful social context for a trait would prime 

ideas and memories which could facilitate the recall of specific behavioral indices for 

a trait, diminished levels of self-enhancement would be expected at least for people 

high on individual self-construal. In fact, the prevailing self-construal of the 

participants of this study was individual self-construal. Hence, these results can be 

considered as evidence of increasing level of self-enhancement for increasing level 

of specificity, standing in stark contrast with existing findings of increased level of 



self-enhancement with increased behavioral abstraction for independent self (e.g., 

Kurman, & Sriram, 1997). 
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Even though the results failed to support the predictions regarding abstract 

versus context-specific self-enhancement, the fact that overall self-enhancement on 

all the three measures (abstract, horne, and school) were equal both for those who are 

high on individual and high on collective self-construals indicates that self­

enhancement is a universal tendency which exists in different self-systems. 

Although effect sizes for the interaction and between groups effects of the analyses 

of variance were too small to draw a very strong conclusion, the results of regression 

analyses also support the suggestion that self-enhancement exists in differently 

construed selves. Individual and collective self-construals emerged as two consistent 

predictors of self-enhancement in overall abstract, horne, and school-context 

measures. 

The relational self-construal on the other hand, failed to prove significant in the 

prediction of self-enhancement. It has not added anything above and beyond that of 

individual and collective self-construal to explaining self-enhancement. This was the 

first study that examined the relationship between relational self construal as 

measured by RIC and self-enhancement. Previously in self-enhancement research, 

Harrington and Liu (2002) utilized the RIC Scale, but they excluded the Relational 

sub scale. Furthermore, without a very comprehensive validation study for the 

Turkish setting pointing to the relationships between each subscale of RIC and other 

relevant measures in the literature, it is hard to figure out what really differentiates 

between relational and collective self as measured by RIC. Therefore, the lack of a 

relationship between relational self and overall self-enhancement should be 

interpreted with caution. In fact, although the relational self-construal did not 



contribute to explaining overall self-enhancement, it had unique contribution to 

explaining self-enhancement on relational traits. 
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In sum, the results of all of the analyses combined indicate that the current 

research partially supports both the predictions of culture as a process view (Heine et 

al., 1999) by showing that individual self-construal is a more consistent predictor of 

self-enhancement for different traits, and culture as a content view (Kurman, 2001 b) 

by showing the boosting effect of each self-construal on self-enhancement for the 

corresponding desirable traits. On the other hand, the fact that both individual and 

collective self-construals have positive relationships with overall self-enhancement 

implies that self-enhancement is a tendency that exists in differently construed 

selves, which contradicts the predictions of culture as a process view. Therefore, the 

results of this within-culture study can be considered as more in line with previous 

research reporting similar levels of self-enhancement across different cultures (e.g., 

Kobayashi & Brown, 2003; Sedikides et al., 2003). Perhaps the previous studies that 

reported lower levels of self-enhancement for collectivist settings (e.g., 

Norasakkunkit & Kalick, 2002) was because of an inadequate differentiation of 

desirable characteristics on which different groups self-enhance. The present study 

provided support to the view that once such differentiation is made individual and 

collective selves might self-enhance to the same degree. 

Since this is the first study in the self-enhancement literature in which context 

was systematically varied for identical personality traits, this study also makes a 

contribution to the existing literature by showing that self-enhancement increases 

with the context specificity of personality traits both for those who are high on 

individual and high on collective self-construal. 
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The current research also has important implications concerning individualism­

collectivism orientations in the Turkish culture. Comparison ofthe three self­

construals for the whole sample revealed that individual self-construal was the most 

highly endorsed among the three. The literature suggests greater endorsement of 

individualistic values among student populations compared to other segments of 

societies (e.g., Triandis, McCusker, & Hui, 1990). With regard to a university 

population, the current study provides a comprehensive profile of urban Turkish 

culture with its wide-range sample. Indeed, with the idea that any characteristic 

peculiar to a certain university (such as achievement level, career aspirations, 

demographic background ofthe students) might affect the individualist-collectivist 

orientations within that particular university, five different groups were selected in 

order to obtain variability in self-construals across the participants. 

The positive correlations among the three self-construals and the difficulty of 

grouping participants are also very telling by themselves, contributing to the 

discussion that Turkish culture is neither predominantly individualist, nor 

predominantly collectivist (Goregenli, 1995). Goregenli (1995) presented a large 

sample of Turkish participants, both college students and adults of various 

occupations and educational levels with Hui's (1988) Individualism-Collectivism 

Scale, which is a measure tapping individualism-collectivism orientations in six 

different relational settings (i.e., spouse, parents, relatives, neighbours, friends, and 

co-workers). The validation study of Goregenli (1995) revealed a predominantly 

collectivist orientation in certain relational settings, and a predominantly 

individualist orientation in others. 

According to Kaglt91ba~1 (1996), most of the theorizing in self-psychology 

relies on the underlying assumption that interpersonal relatedness and agency are two 
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opposing poles of a unidimensional continuum. Consequently, in such traditional 

dichotomies, individualism and collectivism are conceptualized as mutually 

exclusive categories, increases in one implying decreases in the other. For 

Kaglt91ba~1 (1996) however, self-construal is best conceptualized as a two 

dimensional phenomenon, rather than one. These dimensions are interpersonal 

distance (at the two opposing poles reside separateness and relatedness), and agency 

(at the two poles reside autonomy and heteronomy). Accordingly, one's position in 

one dimension might or might not have bearing on one's position in the other 

dimension, for example, it is possible to be both autonomous and related. In 

Kaglt91ba~1's (1996) theorizing, in industrializing societies like Turkey, traditional 

values of interdependence coexist with agency needs. In the family, material 

autonomy of members influences the socialization pattern so that agency which is 

functional in urban life is encouraged. At the same time however, family members 

are emotionally tied together. This pattern supports the development of the 

"autonomous-relational" self, which implies the co-existence of autonomy and 

interpersonal relatedness within the same self. 

With a large sample of students from different universities in Istanbul, the 

current study seems to confirm the above argument. The difficulty of dividing 

participants into three groups as people having predominantly relational, individual, 

and collective self-construal suggests that participants might have difficulty rank 

ordering the three response items (relational, individual, and collective) of the RIC 

statements as one having more importance than the others, possibly pointing to co­

existence of different dimensions within the same self. 
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Limitations and Future Directions 

In this study, above average effect was employed as the measure of self­

enhancement. This method is criticized on several grounds by some researchers. For 

example, it has been argued that while making comparative judgments, what people 

actually engage in is only self-evaluation, not a true comparison (Klar & Giladi, 

1999). It has also been claimed that it is not possible for this measure to differentiate 

between people who really self-enhance and those who diminish the other (Krueger, 

1998; Sinha, & Krueger, 1998; for a fuller discussion of the subject see also Kwan, 

John, Kenny, Bond, & Robins, 2004). Nevertheless, it is a widely applied method in 

cross-cultural research on self-enhancement; and it has been utilized in the current 

study for comparison purposes. 

In order to examine the influence of self-construal on different personality 

traits, participants were grouped as high or low on the three self-construals, and 

between group comparisons were carried out for the three types of traits (relational, 

individual, and collective). A better way of comparing the predictions of the content 

and the process views would be to categorize participants into three groups as people 

who are high on relational, individual, and collective self-construal, respectively, and 

compare these groups' level of self-enhancement on relational, individual, and 

collective traits. Unfortunately however, the present data did not allow for such a 

categorization. For the current sample, all three self-construal scores were correlated 

positively with each other; hence dividing the participants into two groups as having 

predominantly individual or collective self-construal, even without considering the 

relational self-construal, left more than two thirds of the whole sample out of the 

analyses. With a three-set division, such a small sample size would be left that it 

would be impossible to carry out the analyses. If such a division were possible 



though, both between and within group comparisons among the three self­

enhancement measures could be carried out. Indeed, cross-cultural and within­

culture studies on self-enhancement employ both measures (e.g., Sedikides et aI., 

2003); and this would be an advantage for comparison purposes. 
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Examination of abstract and context-specific self-enhancement revealed 

increasing level of self-enhancement for increasing level of specificity. On the other 

hand, these results can be considered as a methodological artifact. In order to vary 

the context systematically across the three measures of self-enhancement (abstract, 

home, and school), the same traits were used in all three scales. Only those traits 

semantically applicable to different contexts as well as abstract descriptions were 

selected. Even though applicability to abstract description was also considered, it 

might be argued that applicability to different contexts makes an adjective context­

dependent by definition. Therefore, it is highly possible that most of the traits used 

in the current study were more easily interpretable for a specific context rather than 

for general personality descriptions. Consequently, seeming low levels of self­

enhancement on abstract traits might simply reflect the difficulty of comprehension 

of the meaning of these traits as abstract personality characteristics. An alternative 

way of comparing abstract and context-dependent self-enhancement could be to use 

different trait adjectives for different measures. For example, contextually invariant 

traits such as intelligent, creative, etc. could be used in abstract measure. It should be 

kept in mind however, as cross-cultural research on self-concept consistently shows 

(e.g., Cousins, 1989), these kinds of abstract self descriptions carry autonomous 

connotations which is more meaningful in the independent self-system. Therefore, in 

such a measure that employs different traits, confounding differential importance 

given to personality characteristics with context specificity, remains a possibility. 
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One point must be also mentioned before concluding. As the results of the 

regression analyses revealed, approximately 11.8 %, 12.8 %, and 10.9 % of the 

variance in self-enhancement on abstract, home, and school-context traits, 

respectively, was explained by the linear effect of self-construals. This leaves 

approximately 90 % of the variance in self-enhancement unexplained. Since the 

current sample consisted solely of university students, future studies should examine 

other variables that are possibly related to self-enhancement such as educational 

level, socio-economic status, and generation, so that a more complete picture is 

obtained. 

Conclusion 

This study examined the relationship between self-enhancement and self­

construal and perpetuated the debate between culture as a process and culture as a 

content view. On the one hand, by showing that each self-construal had unique 

contributions to self-enhancement on traits that are differentially desirable for the 

particular self, this study pointed to the fact that self-enhancement is a universal 

tendency that is expressed in different ways in different self-systems. On the other 

hand, individual self-construal was a consistent predictor of self-enhancement for all 

three types of traits, which is in line with the predictions of culture as a process view. 

Drawing on the findings of the cross-cultural literature on self-concept, this 

study employed both abstract and context-specific self-enhancement measures in an 

effort to show that low levels of self-enhancement of the collective self might be due 

to the abstract nature of personality characteristics on which people self-enhance. 

Contrary to predictions, irrespective of self-construal, self-enhancement was greater 

for context-specific traits than for abstract traits. Nevertheless, this finding is very 



important in showing that self-enhancement increases with context-specificity. 

Moreover, similar levels of self-enhancement for individual and collective self­

systems both on abstract and context -specific measures support the idea that self­

enhancement is a basic tendency that exists universally. 
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APPENDIX A: YONERGE VE DEMOGRAFiK SORULAR 

I Anketno: 

Bu bir master tez yah~lllaSl iyin yapllan bir ara~tIrmadlf. Size verilen bu anket ye~itli 

boliimlerden olu~maktadlr. Her sayfanm ba~mda, sorulan nasIl cevaplandlracagmlzl 

anlatan yonergeleri llitfen dikkatli bir ~eki1de okuyunuz. Bu anketteki sorulann dogru 

cevaplan yoktur. Onemli olan sizin sorulan diiliist olarak cevaplandmp anketi 

eksiksiz bir ~ekilde doldurmamzdlr. Vereceginiz cevaplar ara~tlfmacl dl~mda kimse 

tarafmdan goriilmeyecektir. Cevaplann kime ait oldugunun anla~Ilmamasl iyin 

sizden isminiz istenmemektedir. Ara~tIrmaya katkllarmizdan dolaYl te~ekkiir ederiz. 

1. Cinsiyetiniz 
Kadm 

Erkek 

2. Ya~mlz: __ 

3. Universiteniz: 

4. Boliimiiniiz: 

-----

------
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APPENDIX B: iLiSKiSEL, BiREYCi VE TOPLULUK<;U BENLiK OL<;EGi 

Uitfen a~agldaki on sorunun, u~er ~lkkm sizi ne kadar dogru tarif ettigi, size ne kadar 

uygun oldugu a~1S1ndan degerlendiriniz. Degerlendirmenizi a~agldaki ol~ege gore, 
her ~lkkm onundeki yere 1 'den 7'ye kadar bir rakam yazarak yapmlZ. 

Beni hi~ tarif etmiyor 
ediyor 

Beni tam tarif 

Bana hi~ uymuyor 
uyuyor 

123 4 5 6 7 

1- Onemli bir ki~isel karar almak durumunda kaldlglmda, 

__ a- birlikte oldugum ki~i veya en yakm arkada~lmla konu~urum. 

__ b- kendime ger~ekten en ~ok ne yapmak istedigimi soranm. 

__ c- ailemle ve akrabalanmla konu~urum. 

2- Bence hayatta en onemli ~ey, 

__ a- ait oldugum gurubun iyiligi i~in ~ah~maktlr. 

__ b- tutarh ve kendime kar~l durust olmaktlr. 

Bana tam 

__ c- benim i~in onemli olan insanlarla iyi i1i~kiler i~inde olmaktu. 

3- <;ocuklanma ~unlan ogretirdim: 

__ a- ait oldugu gruba sadlk olmayl. 

__ b- arkada~lanm onemsemeyi ve onlara kar~l duyarh olmayl. 

__ c- kendilerini bilmeyi ve birey olarak potansiyellerini geli~tirmeyi. 

4- Kendimi ~oyle bir insan olarak gorfuiim: 

__ a- iyi bir e~ veya arkada~. 

__ b- grubumun iy bir uyesi. 

c- iradeli biri. 

5- En ~ok onemsedigim ~ey: 

a- kendimle olan ili~kim. 

b- belli bir insanla olan i1i~kim. 

__ c- grubumla ili~kim. 



6- Bir ki~iyi bir i~yeri i9in iyi bir 9ah~an olarak tammlanm, eger 

__ a- kendisine verilen i~le ilgili ki~isel sorumluluk duyuyorsa. 

__ b- 9ah~ma arkada~lanyla iyi anla~lyor ve i~birligi yaplyorsa. 

__ c- 9ah~ma gurubunun ve i9inde bulundugu kurumun iyiligi i9in 9ah~lyorsa. 

7 - Bence onurlu bir insan olmamn yolu 

__ a- ki~isel ili~kisi olan insanlara sadlk olmaktlr. 

· __ b- ait oldugu gruplara (aile, 9ah~ma grubu, dini ve sosyal gruplar) sadlk 

olmaktlf. 

__ c- kendisiyle geli~memektir. 

8- Beni en 90k tatmin eden: 

__ a- grubum (okul, klUp, mahalle, vb.) i9in bir ~eyler yapmaktlf. 

__ b- onemsedigim bir kimse i9in bir ~eyler yapmaktlf. 

__ c- kendim i9in bir ~eyler yapmaktlf. 

9- Gurur duyardlm eger, 

__ a- yakm bir arkada~lm yaptlgl bir i~ten dolaYl gazetede oviilfuse. 

__ b- grubum yaptlgl bir i~ten dolaYl gazetede oviilUrse. 

__ c- yaptlglm bir ~eyden dolaYl gazetede Ovtiltirsem. 

10- Bir konsere gittigimde, 

__ a- mtizikten keyif almamn 90k ki~isel bir deneyim oldugunu dti~tinfuiim. 
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__ b- bana e~lik eden insanlar (e~, arkada~, konuk) keyif ahrsa ben de keyif almm. 

__ c- birlikte oldugum grubun bir par9as1 olmaktan keyif ahnm. 
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APPENDIX C: SOYUT BENLiK ODCLENDiRME ENV ANTERi 

A~aglda bir insam tammlamada kullamlabilecek bazl ki~ilik ozellikleri slralanml~t1r. 

Sizden istedigimiz, kendinizi okulunuzdaki sizinle aym cinsiyetteki diger 

ogrencilerle karsIlastumamz ve bu ozelliklerin sizde ne kadar bulundugunu 

degerlendirmenizdir. Her bir ki~ilik ozelliginin diger ogrencilerle 
karsIlastlnldlgmda sizi genel olarak ne kadar iyi tammladlglm olyegi kullanarak 

belirtiniz. LUtfen hiy bir maddeyi bo~ blrakmaymlz. 

-3 -2 

bu ozellik 
ba~kalanna gore bende 

«ok daha az var 

1. Tedbirli 

2. i~birligine yatkm 

3. Dikkatli 

4. Pratik 

5. Gayretli 

6. Cesur 

7. Etkili 

8. Konu~kan 

9. Sade 

10. Serinkanh 

11. Co~kulu 

12. Huzurlu 

13. DUzenli 

14. Ozverili 

15. Hareketli 

16. Prensip sahibi 

17. Hazlrceva.p 

18. AylksozlU 

-1 o 1 2 3 

bu ozellik bende 
ba~kalanyla e~it 

derecede var 

bu ozellik 
ba~kalarma gore bende 

«ok daha fazla var 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
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APPENDIX D: BAGLAM HAZIRLAMA ALI~TIRMASI - EV 

A~aglda <;e~itli durumlar tarif edilmi~tir. Sizden, bu durumlan hayal etmenizi ve 

ardmdan gelen sorulan cevaplamamzl istiyoruz. Her soruyu, aynlan bo~ satulan 

ge<;meyecek ~ekilde kiSaca cevaplaymlz. Sorulann dogru cevaplan buluninamaktadu. 

Onemli olan sorulan duriist olarak cevaplandmp, hi<; bir soruyu atlamamamzdlr. 

~u anda evinizde, ailenizle birlikte oldugunuzu hayal edin. Eger ailenizle birlikte 

ya~amlyorsamz, onlarla birlikte oldugunuz zamanlan hayal edin. Odalan, e~yalan, 

size tamdlk gelen her~eyi gozunuzde canlandlrmaya <;ah~m. 

Evin salonunda ya da oturma odasmda ne ttlr e~yalar var, ne renkteler? 

Varsa annenizi, babamzl, karde~lerinizi, ya da diger aile fertlerini hayal edin. 

Evde sizinle birlikte ka<; ki~i oturuyor? Ltitfen herbir aile ferdinin size olan akrabahk 

durumunu belirtiniz (ornegin, babaanne, klzkarde~, buytikbaba gibi). 

Suadan bir ak~am, genelde birlikte yaptlgmlz ~eyleri du~tintin (orne gin yemek 

yemek, TV izlemek gibi). 

~u anda ailenizin yamnda bir ak~am ge<;iriyor olsaydmlz hep birlikte ne yaplyor 

olurdunuz? 

Duydugunuz sesleri, konu~malan, du~uncelerinizi ~u anda oradayml~ gibi kafanlzda 

canlandlrmaya <;ah~m. 

Tum aile biraradayken genellikle hangi konular hakkmda konu~ursunuz? Liitfen 

klsaca tarif ediniz. 
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APPENDIX E: MANipULASYON KONTROLU - EV 

Yukandaki sorulan cevaplandmrken aile ortammlZ kafamzda ne kadar canlandl? 

Llitfen a~aglda belirtiniz: 

1 
aile ortamlm 
kafamda hi~ 
canlanmadl 

2 3 4 5 6 7 
aile ortamlm 

kafamda ~ok net 
canlandl 

Yukandaki sorulan cevaplandmrken kendinizi ne kadar evinizde, ailenizin yamnda 

hissettiniz? Llitfen a~aglda belirtiniz: 

1 
His: 

ailemleymi~ gibi 
hissetmedim 

2 3 4 5 6 7 
Aynen ailemin 

yanmdayml~ gibi 
hissettim 
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APPENDIX F: BAG-LAM BAG-IMLI BENLiK GO<;LENDiRME ENV ANTERi -

EV 

A~aglda bir insam tammlamada kullamlabilecek bazl ki~ilik ozellikleri sualamm~tu. 

Sizden istedigimiz, kendinizi okulunuzdaki sizinle aym cinsiyetteki diger 

ogrencilerle karSllastumamz ve bu ozelliklerin sizde ne kadar bulundugunu 

degerlendirmenizdir. Her bir ki~ilik ozelliginin dH!er ogrencilerle 

karsIlastlnldlgmda sizi ne kadar iyi tammladlgml Ol<;egi kullanarak belirtiniz. Bu 

kar~lla~t1rmaYl yaparken kendinizi genel haliniz1e degil, evde, ailenizin yanmda 

o1dugunuz ~eki1de (evde, ailenizin yamnda nasIlsamz oyle) dii~iiniin. Liitfen hi<; bir 

maddeyi bo~ buakmaymlz. 

-3 -2 

bu ozellik 
ba~kalanna gore bende 
bende yok daha az var 

1. Tedbirli 

2. i~birligine yatkm 

3. Dikkatli 

4. Pratik 

5. Gayret1i 

6. Cesur 

7. Etkili 

8. Konu~kan 

9. Sade 

10. Serinkanh 

11. Co~ku1u 

12. Huzurlu 

13. Diizenli 

14. Ozverili 

15. Hareketli 

16. Prensip sahibi 

17. Hazucevap 

18. A<;lksoz1ii 

-1 o 
bu ozellik bende 
ba~kalanyla e~it 

de recede var 

1 2 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

3 
bu ozellik 

ba~kalanna gore 
yok daha fazla var 
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APPENDIX G: BAGLAM HAZIRLAMA ALISTIRMASI - OKUL 

A~aglda ye~itli durumlar tarif edilmi~tir. Sizden, bu durumlan hayal etmenizi ve 

ardmdan gelen sorulan cevaplamanlZl istiyoruz. Her soruyu, aynlan bo~ satIrlan 

geymeyecek ~ekilde kIsaca cevaplaYlmz. Sorulann dogru cevaplan bulunmamaktadu. 

Onemli olan sorulan durust olarak cevaplandmp, hiy bir soruyu atlamamamzdlr. 

Slradan bir okul gunu, derse girmek uzere kampuste yUrtidugUnuzu hayal edin. 

Binalan, varsa agaylan, size tamdlk gelen ~eyleri gozUnuzde canlandumaya yah~m. 

Kendinizi nerede hayal ediyorsunuz? Hangi binaya girmek uzeresiniz? Etraflmzda 

neler var? 

Derse giderken, okulda slk slk biraraya geldiginiz arkada~larlmzla kar~Ila~tIgmlzl 

hayal edin. Okulda genellikle beraber vakit geyirdiginiz arkada~ grubunuz kay 

ki~iden olu~uyor? Bu ki~ilerin cinsiyetleri ne? Klsaca belirtiniz. 

Derse girmeden once genelde yaptIgmlz ~eyleri du~UnUn (omegin kantine ugramak, 

bir ~eyler yeyip iymek, ya da arkada~lanmzla sohbet etmek gibi). 

Farz edin ki derse girmenize daha vakit var; ne yaplyor olurdunuz? 

Okul arkada~larmlzla bir aradasmlz. Duydugunuz sesleri, konu~malan, 

du~uncelerinizi ~u anda oradayml~ gibi kafamzda canlandlrmaya yah~m. Okul 

arkada~larmlzla genellikle neler hakkmda konu~ursunuz? Lutfen klsaca tarif ediniz. 



75 

APPENDIX H: MANipULASYON KONTROLU - OKUL 

Yukandaki sorulan cevaplandmrken okul ortammlZ kafamzda ne kadar canlandl? 

Uitfen a~aglda belirtiniz: 

1 
okulortamlm 
kafamda hi~ 
canlanmadl 

2 3 4 5 6 7 
okul ortamlm 

kafamda ~ok net 
canlandl 

Yukandaki sorulan cevaplandmrken kendinizi ne kadar okulda, arkada~lanmzm 

yanmda hissettiniz? LUtfen a~aglda belirtiniz: 

1 2 
Hiy 

arkada~lanmlayml~ 
gibi hissetmedim 

3 4 5 6 7 
Aynen arkada~lanmm 

yanmdayml~ gibi 
hissettim 
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APPENDIX I: BAGLAM BAGIMLI BENLiK GV<;LENDiRME ENV ANTERi -
OKUL 

A~aglda bir insam tammlamada kullamlabilecek bazl ki~i1ik ozellikleri slfalanml~tlf. 

Sizden istedigimiz, kendinizi okulunuzdaki sizinle aym cinsiyetteki dig;er 

ogrencilerle karsIlastlrmamz ve bu ozelliklerin sizde ne kadar bulundugunu 

degerlendirmenizdir. Her bir ki~ilik ozelliginin diger ogrencilerle 
karsdastIrddlgmda sizi ne kadar iyi tammladlglm 0lgegi kullanarak belirtiniz. Bu 

kar~Ila~tlfmaYl yaparken kendinizi genel halinizle degil, okulda, arkada~larImzm 
yamnda oldugunuz ~ekilde (okulda, arkada~larImzm yanmda nasdsamz oyle) 

dU~Unun. Lutfen hi9 bir maddeyi bo~ blrakmaymlz. 

-3 -2 

bu ozellik 
ba~kalanna gore bende 

'(ok daha az var 

1. Tedbirli 

2. i~birligine yatkm 

3. Dikkatli 

4. Pratik 

5. Gayretli 

6. Cesur 

7. Etkili 

8. Konu~kan 

9. Sade 

10. Serinkanh 

11. Co~kulu 

12. Huzurlu 

13. Duzenli 

14. Ozverili 

15. Hareketli 

16. Prensip sahibi 

17. Hazlfcevap 

18. A91ksozlii 

-1 o 1 2 3 

bu ozellik bende 
ba~kalanyla e~it 

derecede var 

bu ozellik 
ba~kalanna gore bende 

'(ok daha fazla var 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
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APPENDIX J: 1) PILOT STUDY 

In order to differentiate among personality characteristics that are meaningful 

for people high on individual, relational, and collective self-construals, a pilot study 

was conducted with 116 Bogazi<;i University students (81 females, 30 males). Five 

participants did not report gender. The mean age was 20.15 (SD = 1.63) ranging 

from18 to 27. Participants first filled out the RIC scale (Kashima & Hardie, 2000), 

then rated a list of trait adjectives as will be described below. 

For this pilot research, Cronbach's alpha of the relational, individual, and the 

collective subscales of RIC was .77, .69, and .87, respectively. These alpha levels are 

comparable to those reported by Fi~ek (2003, personal communication). 

In order to create the list of trait adjectives to measure self-enhancement, 164 

positively valenced personality characteristics were selected from a list of Turkish 

trait adjectives of the five-factor model (Somer, 1998). Additional 22 positively 

valenced trait adjectives that were not applicable to the five factor model were also 

added. Participants were asked to rate a total of 185 items in terms of the importance 

of having each personality characteristic on a scale ranging from 1 (not important at 

all) to 7 (very important) (the trait list is presented at the end of this Appendix, 

section 2). 

Three selection criteria were employed in choosing among the items. The first 

criterion was that the importance scores of personality characteristic be positively 

correlated with one self-construal score but not with others. With regard to relational 

traits, a total of 17 items that were correlated positively with the relational self­

construal score but were not correlated with the other two self-construals emerged as 

a possible pool of relational self-enhancement items. Intercorrelations among these 

items and self-construal scores are presented in Table 21. 
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Because the same items were going to be used both in the abstract and the 

~ontext-specific self-enhancement measures, applicability to context was the second 

selection criterion. Some personality characteristics are contextually more variable 

than others, yet others are more of a trait type and not applicable to different 

contexts. For example, adjectives like creative, attractive, and intelligent are not 

context dependent. Expressions like "I'm intelligent in general, but I'm not usually 

intelligent at home" contradict with laymen theories of personality, hence seems 

unnatural. In order to satisfy this criterion, the initial pool of 17 relational items were 

presented to 3 raters who were asked to rate each item's applicability to home and 

school contexts in a yes-no format. Nine personality characteristics were rated as 

applicable to different contexts by at least 2 of the 3 raters. These were dikkatli 

(careful), hareketli (active), konu~kan (talkative), dengeli (balanced), giizel konu~an 

(talented as a speaker), huzurlu (serene), co~kulu (ebullient), ozverili (self­

sacrificing), and eglenceli (amusing). 

The third selection criterion was the mean importance score and the standard 

deviation of each item. To obtain comparable desirability levels among the three 

groups of personality characteristics (i.e., relational, individual, and collective), items 

with low mean importance scores were not included. Similarly, items with standard 

deviations lower than .95 were not eligible. Means and standard deviations of all 17 

relational items are presented in Table 22. 



Table 21 

Intercorrelations among the Relational Personality Characteristics and Self-Construal Scores 

1. Dikkatli 
2. Hareketli 
3. Esnek 
4. Konu~kan 
5. Dengeli 
6. MaceracI 
7. Hayal gUcli kuvvetli 
8. <;:ekici 
9. OUzel konu~an 
10. Vicdanh 
11. Huzurlu 
12. ilgi yekici 
13. Co~kulu 
14. <;:arplcl 
15. Ozverili 
16. Eglenceli 
17. Sempatik 
18. RIC Relational 
19. RIC Individual 
20. RIC Collective 

Note. *Q < .05 (2-tailed) 
**12 < .01 (2-tailed) 

1 2 3 
.38** .04 

.02 

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 
.06 .44** .26** .25** .15 .21*.11 .29** .15 .02 .13 .07 .12 .15 .19* .11 
.46**.15 .48**.28**.48**.46**.14 .36**.46**.49**.42**.05 .44**.44**.20* .08 
.07 .21* .13 .22* -.01 -.04.25**.15 -.05 -.02 -.05.37**.16 .17 .20* .02 

.04 .29**.21* .21* .23*.13 .15 .23* .54**.28**-.02.52 .33 .19* .05 
.05 .01 .01 .13 .24** .30** -.03 .06 -.02 .22* .05 .03 .24* .16 

.39**.36**.27**.09 .17 .34**.41**.35**.13 .49**.43**.21* .14 
.25**.23* .16 .18 .27**.21* .30**.33**.31**.33**.23* .18 

.54**.13 .13 .57**.33**.56**.05 .41**.45**.22* .07 
.30**.19* .48**.33**.43**.12 .28**.35**.26**.14 

.37** .12 .15 .10 .40** .12 .20 .27** -.06 
.lO .29** .10 .22*.31 .26**.22* .15 

.32**.74**.13 .38**.48**.23* .11 
.38** .12 

.12 
.46** .47** .26** .12 
.42**.43**.26**.11 
.11 .32**.23* -.03 

.67**.24** .13 
.34**.17 

.33* 

20 
.12 
.13 
.07 
.10 
.09 
.08 
.07 
-.06 
.06 
.18 
.14 
-.01 
.11 
-.02 
.15 
.11 
.17 
.58** 
.26** 

-..J 
\0 
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Table 22 

Descri:Qtive Characteristics of the Relational Items 

M SD Actual 
Range of Scores 

Dikkatli 5.66 1.05 3-7 

Hareketli 5.28 1.17 1-7 

Esnek 5.72 0.98 3-7 

Konu~kan 5.20 1.28 2-7 

Dengeli 6.05 0.93 3-7 

Maceracl 4.54 1.54 1-7 

Hayal gucu kuvvetli 5.16 1.58 1-7 

<;ekici 4.97 1.54 1-7 

Guzel konu~an 5.78 1.17 1-7 

Vicdanh 6.12 1.10 2-7 

Huzurlu 5.78 1.14 2-7 

ilgi yekici 5.14 1.46 1-7 

Co~kulu 5.37 1.12 2-7 

<;arplcl 4.71 1.45 1-7 

Ozverili 5.77 1.06 2-7 

Eglenceli 5.74 1.01 3-7 

Sempatik 5.85 1.07 2-7 

Considering all the criteria, 6 personality characteristics were selected to form 

the relational subscale of the self-enhancement measure. These are dikkatli (careful), 

hareketli (active), konu~kan (talkative), huzurlu (serene), co~kulu (ebullient), and 

ozverili (self-sacrificed). 

With regard to individual traits, fourteen items that were correlated positively 

with the individual self-construal score but were not correlated with the other two 

self-construals formed the pool of individual self-enhancement items. 

Intercorrelations among these items and self-construal scores are presented in Table 

23. 



Table 23 
Intercorrelations among the Individual Personality Characteristics and Self-Construal Scores 

1 
1. Giri~ken 

2.. Geni~ gorii~lii 
3. Serinkanh 
4. Yenilik<;i 
5. Modem 
6. Yaratlcl 
7. Hazlfcevap 
8. Prensip sahibi 
9. A<;lk sozlii 
10. Pratik 
11. Etkili 
12. Ara~tlf1Cl 
13. ileri gorii~lu 
14. Aktif 
15. RIC Relational 
16. RIC Individual 
17. RIC Collective 

Note. *p :s .05 (2-tailed) 
**u< .01 (2-tailed) 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
.43** .30** .24** .19* .30** .26** .26** .12 

.31**.34**.14 .42**.17 .06 .15 
.27** .24**.21 * .09 .08 .20* 

.40** .54**.31 ** .22* .19* 
.28** .26** .08 .14 

.25** .08 .18 
.12 .08 

.08 

10 11 12 13 14 15 
.38** .35** .26** .42** .45**.10 
.27** .27** .26** .44** .23* .08 
.33** .37** .28** .37** .37** .02 
.36** .33** .45** .46** .45**.11 
.44**.36**.07 .57**.31**.17 
.35** .30** .29** .45**.41 ** .11 
.34** .34** .05 .39** .43**.10 
.18 .04 .29**.14 .31**.07 
.15 .17 .20* .16 .19* .10 

.31 ** .35** .48** .46**.18 
.24** .40** .38** .09 

.23* .38** .15 
.39** .14 

.11 

16 17 
.21* .17 
.22* .01 
.19* -.05 
.27* .04 
.34** .12 
.27** .05 
.21 * .09 
.20* .16 
.20* .16 
.21 * .14 
.20* .07 
.21 * .18 
.40** .06 
.30** .15 
.33** .58** 

.26** 

00 -
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Among these 14 items, 8 were rated as applicable to different contexts by at 

least 2 of the 3 raters. These 8 personality characteristics were giri~ken (assertive), 

serinkanh (cool-headed), hazlrcevap (good at repartee y, prensip sahibi (principled), 

ar;zk sozlii (frank), pratik (practical), etkili (effective), and aktif(dynamic). 

Considering also the mean importance scores and the standard deviations of 

these items (see Table 24) 6 personality characteristics were selected to form the 

individual subscale of the self-enhancement measure. These are serinkanh (cool-

headed), hazlrcevap (good at repartee), prensip sahibi (principled), a9lk sozlii 

(frank), pratik (practical), and etkili (effective). 

Table 24 

Descri12tive Characteristics of the Individual Items 

M SD Actual 
Range of 

Scores 
Giri~ken 5.97 0.98 3-7 

Geni~ gorti~lti 6.44 0.79 3-7 

Serinkanh 5.68 1.12 2-7 

Yenilik9i 5.90 0.94 3-7 

Modern 5.96 1.09 2-7 

Yaratlcl 5.91 1.02 2-7 

Hazlfcevap 4.59 1.52 1-7 

Prensip sahibi 5.41 1.33 2-7 

A91k sozlti 6.09 0.95 3-7 

Pratik 5.65 1.08 3-7 

Etkili 5.65 1.20 2-7 

Ara~tmcl 5.46 1.32 1-7 

ileri gorti~lti 6.13 0.90 3-7 

Aktif 5.78 0.99 3-7 
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Regarding the collective traits, a total of 22 items that were correlated 

positively with the collective self-construal score but were not correlated with the 

other two self-construals formed the possible pool of collective self-enhancement 

items. Intercorrelations among these items and self-construal scores are presented in 

Table 25. 

Among these 22 items, 16 were rated as applicable to different contexts by at 

least 2 of the 3 raters. These 16 personality characteristics were baglmlz ( dependent), 

tedbirli (prudent), otoriter (authoritarian), tutucu (conventional), kuralcl 

(conformist), sade (plain), miicadeleci (resistant), geleneksel (traditionalist), cesur 

(courageous), akll ba~mda (sensible), gayretli (diligent), diizenli (tidy), i~birligine 

yatkm (cooperative), muhaJazakar (conservative), problemsiz (trouble-free), and 

mazbut (a person of a reclusive-conservative life). 

Descriptive characteristics of the collective items are presented in Table 26. 

As can be seen in Table 26, unlike the individual and relational item pools, there are 

many items in the collective pool with mean importance scores lower than 4, and 

standard deviations greater than 1.5. These items with extreme scores were not 

eligible. 



Table 25 

Intercorrelations among the Collective Personality Characteristics and Self-Construal Scores 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 
1. Baglmh - .03 .19* .24* .40* .23* .17 .13 .40** .22* .14 .23* .13 .12 .31 ** .13 .15 
2. Adil .32** .06 -.00 .11 .20* .14 .12 .20* .15 .28** .19* .29** .17 .29** .23 
3. Tedbirli .40** .15 .40** .11 40** .21 * .45** .29** .44** .45** .43** .43** .38** .50** 
4. Otoriter .27** .56** .06 .24* .06 .25** .35** .32** .39** .29* .19* .27** .24** 
5. Tutucu .33** .17 .23* .48** .22* .17 .24** .10 .18 .19* .23* -.04 
6. Kuralcl .18 .25** .31** .30** .27** .33** .26** .29** .32** .40** .19* 
7. Sade .10 .19* .24* .05 .21* .10 .13 .20* .24* .12 
8. Mi.icadeleci .19* .24** .38** .42** .25** .37** .25** .39** .31 ** 
9. Geleneksel .24** .14 .32** .06 .20* .26** .20* .10 
10. Tutumlu .15 .39** .26** .28** .44** .40** .29** 
II. Cesur .36** .31** .26** .20* .34** .24* 
12. Akh bll!/mda .10 .26** .43** .38** .33** 
\3. Lider ruhlu .63** .37** .40** .42** 
14. Gayretli .37** .64** .46** 
IS. Di.izenli .46** .39** 
16. Azimli .43** 
n. i~birligine yatkm 
18. Gen;ek9i 
19. Rekabet9i 
20. Muhafazakar 
21. Problemsiz 
22. Mazbut 
23. RIC_Relational 
24. RIC_Individual 
25. RIC Collective 

Note. *Q. < .05 (2-tailed) 
**Q. < .0 I (2-tailed) 

18 19 20 21 22 
.01 .04 .37** -.05 .24* 
.16 -.02 .06 .04 .08 
.44** .29** .24** .13 .04 

.26** .37** .26** .10 -.00 
-.01 .12 .61** .09 .28** 
-18 .29** .36** .12 .17 
.10 -.06 .15 .19* .11 
.29** .35** .15 .17 .11 
.08 .02 .61** .01 .10 
.30** .21* .24** .28** .13 
.30** .37** .20· .10 .12 
.38** .14 .29** .19* .18 
.35** .44** .08 .06 .06 
.28** .34** .Il .04 .09 
.30** .20* .31 .21* .33** 
.23* .37** .21* .14 .19 
.48** .31 ** .04 .13 .06 

.34 -.01 .17 -.03 
.05 .22* .04 

.13 .18 
.12 

23 24 
.04 .03 
.17 .16 
.10 .13 

.09 .10 
.071 -.03 

.09 .12 

.17 -.07 

.02 .14 

.14 -.13 
.11 .17 
.18 .10 
.12 .12 
.07 .17 
.03 .04 
.14 .14 
.17 .13 
.14 .16 
-.03 .12 
.07 .18 
.15 -.15 
.16 .16 
.15 .09 

.33** 

25 
.20* 
.29** 
.23* 
.19* 
.21* 
.26** 
.21* 
.28** 
.29** 
.35** 
.21* 
.22* 
,21* 
.21* 
.26** 
.31 ** 
.24** 
.20* 
.23* 
.22* 
.24** 
.35** 
.58** 
.26** 

00 
oj::. 
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Table 26 

Descri12tive Characteristics of the Collective Items 

M SD Actual 
Range of 

Scores 
Baglmh 2.89 1.73 1-7 

Adil 6.59 0.63 4-7 

Tedbirli 5.55 1.13 3-7 

Otoriter 3.78 1.62 1-7 

Tutucu 2.20 1.27 1-6 

Kuralcl 3.49 1.48 1-7 

Sade 4.96 1.41 1-7 

Miicadeleci 5.74 1.12 1-7 

Geleneksel 3.26 1.52 1-7 

Tutumlu 4.99 1.13 1-7 

Cesur 5.57 1.13 2-7 

Akh ba~mda 6.30 0.97 1-7 

Lider ruhlu 4.86 1.43 1-7 

Gayretli 6.08 1.04 2-7 

Diizenli 5.18 1.53 1-7 

Azimli 5.73 1.19 2-7 

i~birligine yatkm 5.51 1.12 3-7 

Gen;ek<;i 5.72 1.17 2-7 

Rekabet<;i 4.36 1.67 1-7 

Muhafazakar 2.56 1.52 1-7 

Problemsiz 4.38 1.58 1-7 

Mazbut 3.15 1.32 1-7 
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Considering all the criteria, 6 personality characteristics were selected to form 

the collective subscale of the self-enhancement measure. These are tedbirli(prudent), 

sade(plain), cesur(courageous), gayretli(diligent), diizenli(tidy), and i~birligine 

yatkzn( cooperative). 

First, separate reliability analyses were conducted for the relational, 

individual and collective self-enhancement scales. Cronbach's alpha of the relational, 

individual and collective scales were .65, .58, and .68, respectively. Cronbach's 

alpha for the full scale was .83. Second, a one-way repeated measures ANOVA was 

conducted to compare the mean desirability levels of the three groups of items. Main 

effect ofthe repeated factor was not significant, E(2, 230) = .263,.Q = .769, indicating 

that the desirability level of relational (M = 5.51), individual (M = 5.51), and 

collective (M = 5.47) items were comparable. 

The order of the items was completely randomized before using the scale in 

the main study. 
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APPENDIX J: 2) SIFAT LisTESi 

A~aglda bir insam tammlamada kullamlabileeek bazl ki~ilik ozellikleri maddeler 

halinde slfalanml~tlf. Uitfen a~aglda slralanml~ ki~mk ozelliklerinin bir insanda 

bulunmasmm SiZCE NE KADAR ONEMLi oldugunu2 her maddenin yanmdaki Ol<;egi 

kullanarak i~aret1eyiniz. Liitfen hi<; bir maddeyi bo~ blfakmaYlmz. Ara~tIrmamlza 
katIldlgmlz i<;in te~ekkiir ederiz. 

_ 1_ _ 2 _ _3_ 4 _5_ _6 _ _ 7 _ 

hi<; onemli <;ok 

degil onemli 

1. Sessiz 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. Dayamkh 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. Ihmh 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. <;ekingen 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. Heyeeanh 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. i<;edoniik 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. Hayalci 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. Giri~ken 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. Baglmh 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. Atllgan 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11. Geni~ gorii~lii 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12. Canh 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

13. Adil 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

14. Miitevazi 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

15. Canayakm 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

16. Serinkanh 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

17. Sosyal 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

18. Kendini tamyan 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

19. Fedakar 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

20. Sanat<;l ruhlu 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

21. Sleak 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

22. Arkada~ eanhsl 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

23. <;ah~kan 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

24. Duygulanm ifade eden 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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_1 _ _ 2 _ _ 3_ 4 _5_ _6 _ _ 7_ 

hiy onemli yok 

degil onemli 

25. Karizmatik 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

26. Dikkatli 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

27. Hareketli 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

28. Sorumluluk sahibi 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

29. Kontrollii 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

30. Ho~goriilii 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

31. Baglmslz 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

32. Faal 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

33. Tedbirli 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

34. AClmaSlZ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

35. Ciddi 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

36. Aylk 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

37. Yenilikyi 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

38. Goziipek 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

39. Degi~iklige aylk 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

40. Modern 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

41. Yaratlcl 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

42. Esnek 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

43. Delidolu 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

44. Konu~kan 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

45. Dengeli 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

46. Kapah 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

47. Sevimli 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

48.0rjinal 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

49. Hazlfcevap 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

50. Otoriter 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

51. Diiriist 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

52. Tutucu 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

53. Samimi 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

54. MaceraCl 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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1 _2 _ _ 3_ _ 4_ _5 _ _6 _ _ 7_ 

hi90nernli 90k 
degil onernli 

55. Utanga9 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

56. Hayal giicii kuvvetli 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

57. Sakacl 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

58. Kuralcl 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

59. A91kgoz 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

60. Degi~ikligi seven 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

61. Sade 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

62. Serseri 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

63. iddiaslz 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

64. Miicadeleci 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

65. Merharnetli 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

66. Agn ba~h 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

67. Ho~sohbet 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

68. Degi~ik 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

69. Ne~e1i 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

70. C;ok yonlii 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

71. Durgun 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

72. Prensip sahibi 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

73. iddiacl 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

74. Cornert 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

75. Duygulu 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

76. Verirnli 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

77. A91k sozlii 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

78. Uzla~lcl 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

79. Gelenekse1 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

80. Derin dii~iinen 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

81. Ba~ma buyruk 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

82. Terbiye1i 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

83. Dl~a doniik 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

84. Giri~irnci 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 



_1_ __2 _ _ 3_ 

hi90nemli 
degil 

85. Pratik 1 

86. Tutumlu 1 

87. Sevecen 1 

88. Ba~kalanm dii~iinen 1 

89. Temkinli 1 

90. Dakik 1 

91. Baskm 1 

92. <;ekici 1 

93. HiiziinlU 1 

94. Disiplinli 1 

95. Yetenekli 1 

96. Kendi halinde 1 

97. inandmcl 1 

98. Programh 1 

99. Cesur 1 

100. Akh ba~mda 1 

101. Aydm 1 

102. Lider ruhlu 1 

103. Gayretli 1 

104. insancll 1 

105. ikna edici 1 

106. ilgileri geni~ 1 

107. Diizenli 1 

108. AnlaYl~h 1 

109. Sayglh 1 

110. GLizel konu~an 1 

111. Azimli 1 

112. Vicdanh 1 

113. Agzl slkl 1 

114. Etkili 1 

_ 4_ _5 _ 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

_6 _ 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

_ 7_ 

90k 

onemli 

90 
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hiy onemli 

degil 

_2 _ 

115 . i~i slkl tutan 

116. Vefakar 

117. Belirgin 

118. HIrsh 

119. iyi huylu 

120. Guvenilir 

121. Becerikli 

122. iradeli 

123. Uysal 

124. Amayh 

125. Zeki 

126. Mutlu 

127. Supheci 

128. istekli 

129. Sadakatli 

130. Karma~lk 

131. KayglSlz 

132. i~birligine yatkm 

133. Diny 

134. Haddini bilen 

13 5. Geryekyi 

136. Rekabetyi 

137. Duyarh 

138. Saldlrgan 

139. Emin 

140. Tutarh 

141. AkIlh 

142. Sakin 

143. Israrci 

_ 3_ 4 _5_ 

12345 

1 2 3 4 5 

12345 

12345 

1 2 3 4 5 

12345 

1 2 3 4 5 

12345 

12345 

12345 

1 2 3 4 5 

12345 

1 2 345 

12345 

12345 

12345 

12345 

12345 

12345 

12345 

12345 

12345 

12345 

12345 

12345 

12345 

12345 

12345 

1 2 3 4 5 

_6_ 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

_7_ 
yok 

onemli 
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hi90nemli 
degil 

_ 2_ 

144. Ara~tlflCI 

145. Sabuh 

146. Rahat 

147. SorgulaYlcl 

148. A19ak goniillii 

149. 019ii1ii 

150. Huzurlu 

151. isyankar 

152. Uyumlu 

153. iyimser 

154. Dikba~h 

155. Muhafazakar 

156. itaatli 

157. Problemsiz 

158. Kararh 

159. Kendine giivenen 

160. ilgin9 

161. Espiritiiel 

162. Asi 

163. i~ bitirici 

164. Politik 

165. Mazbut 

166. Yumu~ak ba~h 

167. Hatu~inas 

168. ileri gorii~lU 

169. Kanaatkar 

170. ilgi gekici 

171. Pozitif 

172. Sert 

173. Co~kulu 

_3 _ _ 4_ _5 _ _6 _ 

123 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

123 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

123 4 5 6 7 

123 4 5 6 7 

123 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1234567 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1234567 

1234567 

1234567 

1234567 

1234567 

1234567 

1234567 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1234567 

123 4 5 6 7 

1234567 

1234567 

1234567 

1234567 

1234567 

1234567 

1234567 

123 4 5 6 7 

123 4 5 6 7 

_ 7_ 

90k 
onemli 

92 
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_ 1_ _ 2 _ _ 3 _ _ 4 _ _5_ _6 _ _7_ 

hiy onemli yok 

degil onemli 

174. <;arplcl 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

175. Ozgiir 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

176. Sevgi dolu 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

177. Ozverili 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

178. Kibar 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

179. Zarif 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

180. Edepli 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

181. KatIhmcl 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

182. Aktif 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

183. Eglenceli 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

184. Sempatik 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

185. Komik 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 



APPENDIX K: YETiSKiN 6ZSA YGI BOYUTLARI ENV ANTERi -
HOSNUTLUK ALTOLC;EGi 
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A~aglda kendinizle ilgili bir taklm ozellikler slralanml~t1r. Bu ozelliklerinizden ne 
kadar MEMNUN oldugunuzu O'dan 10'a kadar olan olyekte gosteriniz 

o = hi~ memnun degilim .... 10 = ~ok memnunum 

1. Goriinu~ ve fizikselyekicilik 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

2. Fiziksel kondisyon, gUy ve yeviklik 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

3. Baklmhhk, giyim, genel gorunum 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

4. Begenilmek, popUler olmak, ba~kalarlyla iyi geyinebilmek ve sosyal ili~kilerde 
ba~arlh olmak 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

5. iyi bir insan olmak, arkada~ canllSl ve yardlmsever olmak 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

6. Sevgi dolu, yakm bir ili~ki iyinde olmak 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

7. Yasalara uyan, sorumluluk sahibi bir vatanda~ olmak 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

8. Ba~kalanna kar~l dfuiist olmak, dogruyu soylemek 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

9. Dogru bildiginiz ~eyleri ho~ kar~llanmasa bile soyleme cesaretini gostermek 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

10. Ailenizle olan ili~kileriniz; aile bireylerinin birbirlerini sevip saymasl ve kar~lhkh 
iyi duygular beslemesi 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

11. Aileye kar~l sorumluluklan yerine getirmi~ olmak; iyi anne-baba, iyi ogul veya 
klZ olmak 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

12. Zekamz; akllh olmak 
o 1 2 3 4 5 

13. Gordugunuz egitim suresi, akademik ba~an duzeyi 

6 

o 1 2 3 456 

7 8 9 10 

7 8 9 10 



14. Bilgili, kulturlu bir insan olmak; sahattan, muzikten ve dunya olaylanndan 
haberdar olmak 

o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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10 

15. Ozel yetenek veya becerilere (sanat, bilim, spor, muzik vs. ile ilgili) sahip olmak 
o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

16. <;ok para kazanmak, degerli mal ve mUlk sahibi olmak 
o 1 2 3 456 7 

17. Ba~anlanmz iyin takdir edilmek, yah~malanmzla saygl gonnek 

8 

o 1 2 3 4 5 678 

18. Ba~ladlgmlz i~i bitirmek, belirlediginiz ki~isel hedeflere kavu~mak 
o 1 2 3 4 5 678 

19. Y a~ammlzdaki olaylan ve insanlan etkileyebilmek 
o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

20. Ustun bir guce inanmak, manevi inanylanmz 
o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

9 10 

9 10 

9 10 

9 10 

9 10 
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APPENDIX L: INSTRUCTIONS AND DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONS 

I Questionnaire no: 

This study is being conducted for a master's thesis project. This questionnaire 

consists of several instruments. Please read the instructions on the top of each. There 

are no correct answers; it is very important that you respond honestly and 

completely. Be assured that your responses will be kept confidential. Please do not 

write your name on this form, to assure confidentiality. Thank you for your 

participation. 

1. Gender 
Female 

Male 

2. Age: __ 

3. University: ____ _ 

4. Department: _____ _ 



APPENDIX M: RELATIONAL, INDIVIDUAL, AND COLLECTivE SELF­

ASPECTS SCALE 
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Please evaluate each response item ofthe ten questions below, in terms ofthe degree 

to which each statement describes you. Please write a nuinber from 1 to 7 in front of 

each statement using the scale below. 

Not like me 
Not true of me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1- When faced with an important decision to make, 

__ a- I talk with my partner or best friend. 

__ b- I ask myself what I really want to do most. 

__ c- I talk to my family and relatives. 

2- I think it is most important in life to 

Like me 
Very true of me 

__ a- work for causes to improve the well-being of my group. 

__ b- have personal integrity/be true to myself 

__ c- have good personal relationships with people who are important to me. 

3- I would teach my children 

__ a- to be loyal to the group to which they belong. 

__ b- to be caring to their friends and attentive to their needs. 

, __ c- to know themselves and develop their own potential as a unique individual. 

4- I regard myself as 

__ a- a good partner and friend. 

__ b- a good member of my group. 

__ c- someone with his or her own will, individual. 

5- I am most concerned about 

__ a- my relationship with myself. 

__ b- my relationship with a specific person. 

__ c- my relationship with my group. 



6- I would regard someone as a good employee for a company if 

__ a- he or she takes personal responsibility for the task assigned. 

__ b- he or she gets on well and works cooperatively with other colleagues. 

__ c- he or she works for the development of the organization or the work group. 

7 - I think honor can be attained by 

__ a- being true to people with whom I have personal relationships. 

__ b- being true to my groups such as my extended family, work group, religious 

and social groups. 

__ c- being true to myself. 

8- The most satisfying activity for me is 

__ a- doing something for my group (e.g., my school, church, club, neighborhood, 

and community). 

__ b- doing something for someone who is important to me. 

__ c- doing something for myself. 

9- I would feel proud if 

__ a- my close friend was praised in the newspaper for what he or she has done. 

__ b- a group to which I belong was praised in the newspaper for what they have 

done. 

__ c- I was praised in the newspaper for what I have done. 

10- When I attend a musical concert 

__ a':.. I feel that enjoying music is a very personal experience. 

__ b- I feel enjoyment if my company (partner, friend, guest) also enjoys it. 

__ c- I feel good to be part of the group. 

98 
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APPENDIX N: INVENTORY OF ABSTRACT SELF-ENHANCEMENT 

Below is a list of trait adjectives that can be used for describing a person. Please 

evaluate each item in terms of the degree to which it describes you generally relative 

to the other students in your university of the same gender as you, using the scale 

below. Please do not leave any item unanswered. 

-3 -2 

I possess this attribute 

much less than 
others do 

1. Prudent 

2. Cooperative 

3. Attentive 

4. Practical 

5. Diligent 

6. Courageous 

7. Effective 

8. Talkative 

9. Plain 

10. Cool-headed 

11. Ebullient 

12. Serene 

13. Tidy 

14. Self-sacrificing . 

15. Active 

16. Principled 

17. Good at repartee 

18. Frank 

-1 o 
I possess this attribute 

as much as 
others do 

-3 -2 -1 0 

-3 -2 -1 0 

-3 -2 -1 0 

-3 -2 -1 0 

-3 -2 -1 0 

-3 -2 -1 0 

-3 -2 -1 0 

-3 -2 -1 0 

-3 -2 -1 0 

-3 -2 -1 0 

-3 -2 -1 0 

-3 -2 -1 0 

-3 -2 -1 0 

-3 -2 -1 0 

-3 -2 -1 0 

-3 -2 -1 0 

-3 -2 -1 0 

-3 -2 -1 0 

1 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

2 3 
I possess this attribute 

much more than 
others do 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 
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APPENDIX 0: CONTEXT PRIMING EXERCISE - HOME 

Given below are descriptions of various situations. Please imagine yourself in these 

situations and answer briefly the fallowing questions. There are no write answers for 

the questions. What matters is you respond honestly and completely. 

Imagine yourself in your home, together with your family. If you are living with your 

family, imagine the times when you were with them. Try to visualize the rooms, the 

furniture, and everything you are familiar with. 

What kinds of furniture are there in the living room? What is their color? 

Imagine your father, mother, siblings, or other family members. 

How many people constitute the household? Please specify the kinship place of each 

member in relation to yourself (e.g., my father's mother, my sister, my mother's 

mother). 

Think about the things you usually do together in the evenings (for example dining, 

watching TV). 

If you were spending an evening with your family, what would you do? 

Try to invoke the sounds you hear, the things you talk about, your thoughts, as 

vividly as possible. 

What do you usually converse about, when you are together with your family? Please 

describe briefly. 
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APPENDIX P: MANIPULA nON CHECK - HOME 

Please indicate below, the degree to which you visualized your family environment 

while answering the above questions: 

1 2 
I could not visualize 

my family environment 
at all 

3 4 5 6 7 
I visualized 

my family environment 
very vividly 

While answering the above questions did you feel like you were at home, with your 

family? Please indicate below: 

1 2 
I did not feel as if 

I were with my family 
at all 

3 4 5 6 7 
I felt 

very much as if I were 
with my family 
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APPENDIX Q: INVENTORY OF CONTEXT-SPECIFIC SELF-ENHANCEMENT 
-HOME 

Below is a list of trait adjectives that can be used for describing a person. Please 

evaluate each item in terms of the degree to which it describes you relative to the 

other students in your university of the same gender as you, using the scale below. 

While making this comparison, think of yourself not as you are in general, but as you 

are at home, with your family. Please do not leave any item unanswered. 

-3 -2 

I possess this attribute 

much less than 
others do 

1. Prudent 

2. Cooperative 

3. Attentive 

4. Practical 

5. Diligent 

6. Courageous 

7. Effective 

8. Talkative 

9. Plain 

10. Cool-headed 

11. Ebullient 

12. Serene 

13. Tidy 

14. Self-sacrificing 

15. Active 

16. Principled 

17. Good at repartee 

18. Frank 

-1 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

o 
I possess this attribute 

as much as 
others do 

-2 -1 0 

-2 -1 0 

-2 -1 0 

-2 -1 0 

-2 -1 0 

-2 -1 0 

-2 -1 0 

-2 -1 0 

-2 -1 0 

-2 -1 0 

-2 -1 0 

-2 -1 0 

-2 -1 0 

-2 -1 0 

-2 -1 0 

-2 -1 0 

-2 -1 0 

-2 -1 0 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 3 
I possess this attribute 

much more than 
others do 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 
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APPENDIX R: CONTEXT PRIMING EXERCISE - SCHOOL 

Given below are descriptions of various situations. Please imagine yourself in these 

situations and answer briefly the fallowing questions. There are no write answers for 

the questions. What matters is you respond honestly and completely. 

Imagine yourself walking through the campus making your way to the building 

where you will take the class. Try to visualize the buildings, the trees, and everything 

you are familiar with. 

Where do you imagine yourself? To which building are you about to enter? What 

kinds of things surround you? 

Imagine you have encountered your friends with whom you usually spend time with, 

in the campus. 

How many people constitute your friend group in the school? What is their gender? 

Please indicate briefly? 

Think about the things you usually do before taking the classes (for example 

stopping by the canteen, eating or drinking, conversing with your friends). 

Assume that you have time before the class, what would you do? 

You are together with your school-friends. Try to invoke the sounds you hear, the 

things you talk about, your thoughts, as vividly as possible. 

What do you usually converse about, when you are together with your school­

friends? Please describe briefly. 
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APPENDIX S: MANIPULA nON CHECK - SCHOOL 

Please indicate below, the degree to which you visualized your school environment 

while answering the above questions: 

I 2 
I could not visualize 

my school environment 
at all 

3 4 5 6 7 
I visualized 

my school environment 
very vividly 

While answering the above questions did you feel like you were at school, with your 

friends? Please indicate below: 

1 2 
I did not feel as ifI were 

with my friends 
at all 

3 4 5 6 7 
I felt 

very much as if I were 
with my friends 
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APPENDIX T: INVENTORY OF CONTEXT-SPECIFIC SELF-ENHANCEMENT 
-SCHOOL 

Below is a list of trait adjectives that can be used for de~scribing a person. Please 

evaluate each item in terms of the degree to which it describes you relative to the 

other students in your university of the same gender as you, using the scale below. 

While making this comparison, think of yourself not as you are in general, but as you 

are at school, with your friends. Please do not leave any item unanswered. 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
I possess this attribute I possess this attribute I possess this attribute 

much less than as much as much more than 
others do others do others do 

1. Prudent -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

2. Cooperative -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

3. Attentive -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

4. Practical -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

5. Diligent -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

6. Courageous -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

7. Effective -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

8. Talkative -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

9. Plain -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

10. Cool-headed -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

11. Ebullient -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

12. Serene -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

13. Tidy -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

14. Self-sacrificing -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

15. Active -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

16. Principled -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

17. Good at repartee -3 "-2 -1 0 1 2 3 

18. Frank -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 



APPENDIX U: ADULT SOURCES OF SELF-ESTEEM INVENTORY -
SATISFACTION SUBSCALE 
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Below is list of attributes you may possess. Plese indicate how SATISFIED you are 
with these attributes on the scale from 0 to 1 O. ~ 

o = not satisfied .... 10 = very satisfied 

1. Looks, physical attractiveness 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

2. Physical condition, strength, agility 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

3. Grooming, clothing, overall appearance 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

4. Being liked by others, your popularity, and ability to get along, your social skills 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

5. Being a good person, your friendliness and helpfulness to others 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

6. Having a close relationship with someone 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

7. Being a law abiding, responsible citizen 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

8. Being an honest and truthful person in your dealings with others 
o 123 4 5 678 9 10 

9. Having the courage of your convictions, speaking up for what you think is right, 
even when it is not popular to do so 

o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

10. Relationship with your family, being on good terms with your family, having 
good feelings to each other 

o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

11. Meeting or having met your responsibilities to your family, i.e., being good 
parent, spouse, son or daughter 

o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

12. Intelligence, how smart you are 
012 3 4 

13. Academic accomplishments, years of education 

5 

o 1 2 3 4 5 

6 

6 

7 8 9 10 

7 8 9 10 
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14. Being a cultured, knowledgeable person, knowing about art, music, world events 
o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

15. Having special talents or abilities 
'0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

16. Earning a great amount of money and acquiring valuable possessions 
o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

17. Recognition from others for your accomplishments and their respect for your 
work 

o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

18. Doing what you set out to do personally, meeting goals you set for yourself 

10 

o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

19. Having influence over the events or people in your life 
o 1 2 3 456 7 8 9 10 

20. Belief in a higher power, spiritual convictions 
o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
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