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ABSTRACT

The Bifect of Culture, Gender, and Self-Construals on Friendship and Intimacy

in Face-to-Face and Computer-Mediated Environments

by

Leman Pinar Tosun
The rise of the Internet and the introduction of computers as interpersonal communication
tools into our lives led to much social research on computer-mediated communication.
However, the effect of cultural characteristics on individuals’ perception of interpersonal
relations in computer-mediated settings is still an understudied topic. In this study, computer-
mediated and face-to-face friendships were compared with regard to individuals’ descriptions
of their friends and intimacy in their friendship. The study examined the effect of culture
(Japanese and Turkish), gender, and self-construals (independent and interdependenf) on
individuals’ intimacy levels for and descriptions of their Internet and face-to-face friends.
The participants were 98 Turkish and 46 Japanese university students. The results showed
that participants’ intimacy level {or their face-to-face friends was higher than for their Internet
friends. The intimacy level of males for Internet friends was higher than that of females. In
terms of culture, the Turkish participants were found to have higher overall intimacy levels
than the Japanese participants. Males in the Japanese and females in the Tuckish sample had a
higher intimacy level. Indépendent and interdependent selves were not found to differ in
tez‘m.s of intimacy levels. With regard to {riend descriptions, the Turkish participants used
personal descriptions more than the Japanese, wheteas the Japanese participants used
relational descriptions more than the Turkish participants. In general, females used relational
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descriptions more than men. In terms of face-to-face and Internet friendship, the Japanese
participants used personal descriptions for face-to-face {riends.more than Internet friends
whereas the Turkish participants used personal descriptions in face-to-face and Internet

environments to the same degree.



KISA OZET

Yiiz Yiize Ortamda ve Bilgisayar Ortamimnda Kitlttiriin, Cingiyetin ve Benligin

Arkadaslik ve Yakinlik Uzerine Etkisi

Leman Pinar Tosun

Internet kullaniminin artist ve bilgisayarlarin kisilerarasi iletigim aract olarak giinliik
hayatimiza girmesiyle birlikte, bilgisayarla iletisim tizerine pek ¢ok sosyal arastirma yapilmaya
baglandl. Ancak, kiiltiirel szelliklerin bireyierin bilgisayar aracihgiyla yiriittiikleri kigilerarast
iliskileri iizerine etkisi heniiz yeterince ¢alisiimamis bir konudur. Bu galismada, Internet
ark,adathklah ve yiiz ylize atkadaslikiar, bireylerin arkadag tanunlart ve arkadaslarina duyduklan
yakmlﬂ( agisindan kargilasturdmistie. Kiltiivdin (Japon ve Tiirk kiiltiirleri), cinsiyetin ve benligin
(bagimsiz ve karsihikl bagintili benlik) yiiz yiize arkadaglara ve Internet arkadaslarina yonelik
yakinliga ve bu arkadaglari tanumlamaya olan etkisi incelenmisgtir. Katilumeilar 98 Tiirk, 46 Japon
{iniversite dgrencisidir. Sonuglar, katihimcilarn yliz yiize arkada,slarmab yonelik yakinhiklarinm
hltemét arkadaslarina yénelik yakinliklarindan fazla oldugunu géstermistir. Erkeklerin Internet
arkadaglarina yonelik yakiliklarnn kizlarinkinden, kizlarin ytizyiize arkadaglarina yonelik
yakmlikarmin erkelderinkinden yitksek oldﬁgu vulunmugtur. | Her iki tiir arkadaslarina yonelik
yakinlik agisindan, Tiirk katinneilar Japon kalitimetlara gore daha yliksek yakinhik degerlerine
sahip bulunmustur. Japon katihmcilar arasmda erkekler, Tiirk katihimeilar arasinda ise kizlar
daha yiiksek yakinlik puan elde etmistir. Japon katilumclar arasinda erkekler, Ttirk katilimcilar
arasidna ‘ise kizlar daha yiiksek yakinlik degerleri elde etmisgtir.

vi



Arkadaslara yonelik yakmhk degerleri izerinde benligin étkisi bulunmamastir. Arkadaglik
tanimlart agisindan, Tirk katihimeilar kigisel tammlamalar Japon katilimcilardan daha ¢ok
kultannuglacdire, Japon katthmetlar ise iligkisel tannmlamalarg Tark kathmetlardan daha ¢ok
kullannuglardir. Genelde, klzl.ar_ erkeklerden daha gok iligkisel tammmlama kullanmuglardir.
Internet arkadaghfn ve yliz ylize arkadaghk agisindan, Japon kathunelar yiiz ylize arkadaglan igin
internet arkadaslari i¢in kullandiklarindan daha gok kisisel tanimlama kullamrken, Tiirk
kattlimetlar Internet arkadaglan ve yiiz yiize arkadaglar igin hemen hemen céil oranda kigiscl

tanumlamalar kullanmigtir.
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Introduction

Since the rise of tl}e Internet and the introduction of computers into our lives as
interpersonal communication tools in the 1970s, much social research has been conducted
on computer-mediated communication (CMC). Early CMC research was mostly on the
task-oriented use of CMC techinology. As the Inteinet became more widely used among
lay people, cspecially among teenagers and college students, the social use of CMC has
gained importance as a research topic. However, the e.l:"fect‘of cultural characteristics on
individuals™ pereeption of interpersonal relations in face-to-face and computer-mediated
settings is still an understudied topic. |

Social Psychology of Computer-Mediated Communication

Computer-mediated communication refers to a type of interpersonal

communication which is facilitated through the use of a computer network or

conferencing system. In contrast, face-to-face communication describes an interpersonal

communication setting in which all individuals in the interaction share a common place
and time context and can engage in communication where all five seﬁses are used
(Jettmar & Rapp, 1996).

The Internet was born in 1969 as a way of linking a few university and defense
laboratories. Now it has grown into a glob‘al network connecting millions -of people
through e-mail and discussion groups. With the growth of the Internet, people are using
computers not only as a general-purpose tool for gathering and distributing information,
but also to communicate with others and to perform long-distance group work. Thus,

“personal computers” are turning into “interpersonal computers” (Tesler, 1991; as cited



in Greller, 1993). The need for thinking beyond the technical effects of this new
technology and considering its social and cultural effects has increased drastically.
Several studies compared the effects of computer-medi—ated communication and face-to-
face communication on conformity, aggression, helping behavior, impression formation,
and decision making in groups (Kiesler & Sproull, 1992; McGuire, 1983; Mickelson &
Walther, 1993; Thompsen & Ahn, 1997; Smilowitz, Corﬁpton, & Flitz, 1988; as cited in
Wallace, 1999). When a difference was found, it was explained by the characteristics of .
computer-mediated communication such as the rapid and easy exchange of information,
the lack of aural and visual {eedback (eye contact, tone of voice, head nodding, distance
and other nonverbal cues), the lack of social context cues (the context where the
communication takes place and the physical appearance of the communicators),
anonymity (the fact that real identitics can be hidden in the virtual environment), and the
Jack of shared norms governing its use (e.g., how to begin and end a discussion or an e-

mail).

Computer-Mediated Interpersonal Relations
The interpersonal relations that are initiated and maintained through computer-
nicdialcd communication take several names in the literature such as 91_1_11_119_ relationships,
electronic relationships and virtual relationships. Lea and Spears (1995; as cited in
Chenault, 1998) claim that while many scholars work on romance, friendship, and
marriage among ‘ ‘young, white, middle class, heterosexual Westerners whose
relationships are conducted in the open”’ (p.‘ 11), other types of relationships are

neglected. Computer-mediated relationships are among these understudied relationship

types.



Since all personal relations take place in a social context, it is important to take
the social context into account when studying personal relationships. The social presence
theory assumes that the feeling of being “present” in an environment is very low in a
medium in which a variety of cues are ““filtered out’” (Short, Williams, & Christie, 1976).
The social context cues theory, derived from the social presence theory for specific use in
computer-mediated communication, assumes that communicators perceive the social
context of a communication through static and dynamic cues (Sproul & Kiesler, 1986).
Static cues emanate from a person’s appearance and artifacts such as a personal office, a
clock, or a table. Dynamic cues emanate from nonverbal behaviors such as nodding,
frowning, and smiling. When social cues are strong in a medigm, behaviors tend to be
other-focused, differentiated and controlled. When they are weak, a person’s feeling of
anonymity produces relatively self-centered and unregulated behavior.

According to both the social presence theory and the social context cues theoty,
the reduction of contextual, visual, and aural cues should cause communication in
computer-mediated settings to be more impersonal and nonconforming than
communication in {ace-to-face settings. There is empirical evidence showing that people
in c'omputer-mediated communication groups engage in more verbal aggression and
nonconforming behavior than in face-to-face groups (Dubrovsky, Kiesler, & Sethna,

1991; as cited in Parks, 1996; Kiesler & Si)l‘OUll, ]992;. as cited in Wallace, 1999). Such
agpressive behavior is called ““flaming”’. Some researchers claim that aural and visual
context cues of the physical environments are replaced with ‘‘emoticons’ (emotive
icons, smileys, graphical symbols of emotion and meaning such as : ) or :-) or :() and

“cmotings”’ (narrative descriptions of conversational nonverbal behaviors such as



writing “hehehe” for expressing laughing) in computer-mediated environments. Through
the use of these symbols, the relationships developed online are much like the ones
developed in face-to-face communities (Chenault, 1998; Metz, 1994). However, other
researchers consider computer-mediated relationships as casual, temporary and lacking
depth since the social context cues are eliminated in computer-mediated environments
(Culnan & Markus, 1987, Lea & Spears, 1995, Sproul & Kiesler, 1986; as cited in
Chenault, 1998). The debate between the two conﬂicting views still continues. The idea
that emoticons help people to express one’s feelings and understand others’ feelings in
the communication is valid only il'ull‘thc individuals in the communication have
sufficient Internet experience to understand and to use those symbols. It is hard to say
that all the Internet users share the same ideas about the meanings of emoticons. They
are not yet as easily readable as facial expressions, voice tones, and gazes that people use
in face-to-face communication. It may take a long time until emoticons come up with
widely shared meanings.
Friendship

Friendship is important for various positive outcomes inclﬁding emotional well-
being, instrumental and informational assistance, stimulation, and feelings‘of acceptance
(Solans, 1986; Stea, Thompson, & Blieszner, 1988; as cited in Holladay & Kerns, 1999).
Friends meet our material needs (by préviding help and support), cognitive needs (by
providing stimulation in the form of shared experiences), and socio-emotional needs (by
giving love and esteem) (Fischerk 1982a; as cited in Fehr, 1996). Although f{riendships
have such important functions in our lives, there is no single definition of {riendship that '

social scientists agree upon. It is difficult to define friendship because ““friend”” is not a



categorical label like ““cousin” 01:. ““colleague’’; rather, it is a relational term that tells us
something about the quality of a relationship (Alan, 1989; as cited in Fehr, 1996).
Almost all of the definitions of friendship that experts “give include the concept of
voluntarism, interdependence, intimacy, and assistance. Hence, Fehr’s (1996) definition
gives us a good summary of various conceptualizations of fricndship: ““It is a kind of
voluntary interdependence in which two parties i}rovide assistance and intimacy to each
other’” (p. 7).

“Friend’ ” is a very frequently used word in the daily life of individuals.
Descriptions of a friend differ according to {actors such as age, gender; and culture.
While it is relatively common for children to refer to the person’s physical characteristics
or possessions when asked why a particular person is their friend (Furman & Bierman,
1983), adolescents’ conceptualization of friendship expands to include relational factors
such as loyalty and intimacy (Berndt, 1988; as cited in Fehr, 1996). Empirical studies
show that only a few changes occur in the conception of friendship after adolescence.
Features such as trust, intimacy, sociability, and enjoyment of one anothet’s company are
found to be emphasized in adults’ conception of friendship (McCérthy, 1989; as cited in
Fehr, 1996).

What is central to a friendship differs between the sexes; for men, the essence of a
close friendship is doing activities, but ifor women it is talking together (Elbedour &
Shulman, 1997). Men’s fiiendships are claimed to be activity-based, whereas women’s
are affectively based. However, the standard depiction of men’s friendships as side-by-
side and the depiction of women’s friendships as face-to-face are being challenged now.

A recent analysis showed that for both men and women, the primary aim of a friendship



was talking, the second was doing tasks, and the third was relationship issues (Duck &
Wright, 1983; as cited in Fehr, 1996). Another study revealed that women were both
expressive and instrumental in their relations whereas men were only instrumental
(Wright & Scanlon, 1991; as citcd in Fehr, 1996).

Culture and the Perception of Friendship

Behavior in a close‘rc‘lati(mship is shaped by the structural circumstances and
cultural definitions of that relationship. Societal norms, roles, understandings, and
customs are responsible for many of the behavioral regularities within a specific type of
relationship (Blumstein & Kollock, 1988; as cited in Berscheid, 1994). The role of
cultural and social context is most often ignored in the scholarly literature of friendship.
Although there is much research on friendship formation, structural and interactional
characteristics of a friendship, and phases of a friendship (Fehy, 1996; Holladay & Kerns,
1999), cross-cultural comparisons of friendship are rare in the social sciences literature. -
Berman, Murphy-Berman, and Pachauri (1988; as cited in Fehr, 1996) studied gender
differences in intimacy of {riendship in India and the U.S.. They found that gender
differences in intimacy of friendships were not as marked in India as in the U.S. since
Tndian men have more intimate friendships than American men. Shweder and Bourne
(1984, as cited in Markus & Kitayamva, 1991) examined the descriptions of close
acquaintances in Indian and the American éultures. It was found that the Indians were
more situationally specific and more rejational than the Americans in their descriptions of
close acquaintances. It might be reasoned that the dispositional rather than the situation
specific descriptions of close acquail'lténces require abstract thinking and since their

educational level is lower, Indians have less ability for abstract thinking. However, the



study showed that Indians provided concrete descriptions of close acquaintances
regardless of their social and educational levels. Miller (1984; as cited in Markus &
Kitayama, 1991) also showed that Americans evaluated si{uations in terms of the
dispositional characteristics of actors, whereas for Indians, the social roles of the actors
were more important. Such effects of culture on social perception can be examined by
individualistic and collecti‘vistic tendencies. Individualistic cultures focus on
dispositional characteristics of individuals in their social J:éla1i011s including friendsbhip,
whereas in collectivistic cultures, individuals focus on social roles of their {riends (Dion,
Park, & Dion, 1990; Triandis, 1994)

Social perception is also related to individual level factors such as idiocentrism
and allocentrism that mediate between culture and behavior. Because it is confusing to
refer to cultural-level individualism-collectivism and individual-level individualism-
collectivism, Triandis, Leung, Vilieral, and Clack (1985; as cited in Yamaguchi,
Kuhlman, & Sugimori, 1995) proposed the term “idiocentrism” for individualism and
“allocentrism” for collectivism at the individual level. In the literature, the term
idiocentric is variously defined as individualist, egocentric, separate, autonomous, and
self-contained, whereas the term allocentric is defined as collective, sociocentric, holistic,
contextualist, connected, and relational (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). The effects of
culture on the perception of friendship can bé examined at the individual level.
Verkuyten and Masson (1996) conducted a cross-ethnic study on the Dutch, Moroccan,
Tufkish, and South European adolescents in the Netherlands. Their study showed that
allocentrism was related to greater sensitivity to {riends, using more ascribed features in

describing friends, and having fewer friends but seeing the relationship as closer.



In the friendship literature, it is argued that people need consensual validation,
which is satisfied by having [riends with similar characteristics. However, similarity can
be defined in different ways. Collectivist in-groups are defined in terms of social or
ascribed attributes such as ethnicity, religion, and race, whercas individualist in-groups
are defined in terms of achieved attributes such as personal beliefs, attitudes, abilities,
and values (Triandis, 1994). There is also empirical evidence showing that people in
collectivist cultures pay less attention to individuating fgatllres such as physical
attractiveness than do people in individualist cultures (Dion, Park, & Dion, 1990; as cited
in Verkuyten & Masson, 1996).

In the context of computer-mediated friendships, individuals can evaluate each
other only with their verbal behaviors since social context cues are eliminated in contrast
to the face-to-face friendships. Internet friends probably inform each other about their
social position (what they do, where they come from, etc.), however, if they meet only in
computer-mediated environments and never come face-to-face, there may not be much
possibility to learn whether the information they have about their {friend’s social position
is true. Hence, social attributes of the other lose importance. Even when friends meet
each other both in face-to-face settings and in the computer-mediated environment, if
they meet in the computer-mediated environment more than they meet in the face-to-face
settings, personal attributes will be more séﬂient than their social attributes. Thus, in the
present study, it is hypothesized that when individuals are asked to describe their Internet
friends, they will tend to mention the personal attributes (e.g., s/he is trustworthy, kind,
smart, etc.) more than the social attributes (e.g., s/he is a college student, s/he is from

Izmir, s/he is a member of a dance club, etc.). However, in describing their face-to-face



friends, they may mention their friend’s social attributes as well as personal
characteristics since these are also salient to them.

The influence of cultural individualism/collectivism on individuals’ behavior is
mediated through the way individuals conceive of themselves (Gudykunst, 1997). The
most widely used conceptualization of self-construal is the distinction between
independent and interdependent self-construals (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). The
independent self-construal involves the view that an individual’s self is a unique,
independent entity, whereas the interdependent self-construal involves the view that an
individual’s self is a part of a social relationship. People have both independent and
interdependent self-construals (Singelis, 1994). However, the members of individualistic
cultures are socialized to rely predominantly on their independent self-construals,
whereas the members of collectivistic cultures are socialized to rely predominantly on
their interdependent self-construals (Gudykunst, 1997). There is lack of research in the -
literature that examines the effect of self-construals on the description of a friend, which
the present study attempts to document.-

Intimacy

Close relationships such as those between fiiends are recognized as the
cornerstones of interpersonal behavior. The concept of intimacy has a central role in the
literatﬁre of close relationships. The deﬁﬁition of intimacy depends on the perspective
adopte‘d.r While Erikson (1950; as cited in Broucke, Vandereycken, & Vertommen, 1995)
defined intimacy as a fusion of identities between two people who deeply care about each
other, some approaches equated the term ““intimacy’” with the level of self-disclosure or

the degree of physical proximity, yet others perceived it as a broader construct referring



10

to the equality of an ongoing relationship (Broucke, Vandereycken, & Vertommen,
1995). Basically, ideas about the definition of intimacy are divided into three (Okman-
Fisck, 1994). According to the [irst view, intimacy is attributable to the individuals. The
second view claims that it is the relationship that is intifnate or not, rather than the
individuals. The third view focuses on single interactions rather than individuals or
relationships. If one acceptsAthe first view (intimacy as an individual attribute), then
measuting intimacy means measuring an individual’s preference or readiness to
experience closeness, warmth, and communication. If one accepts the second view
(intimacy as a relational attribute), then cognitively, affectively, and behaviorally the
relationship is considered to be a single unit, therefore, rather than the individual

capacities of partners in the relationship, it is the quality of the relationship that should be

measured.

The present study approaches intimacy as a relational attribute. Intimacy is a
product of a relationship; it is something different from the sum of the individuals’
abilities of being intimate. Moreover, taking a relational perspective does not ignore the
individual. It is the individuals who build and sustain relationships. -In the present study,
it is assumed that the intimacy level of a relationship will be related to the self perception

‘of the individuals involved in the rélationship. If the individuals in the relationship view
the self as interdependent with the surrom;ding context and it is the “self-in-relation-to-
other” thét is focal to them, then it is hypothesized that the intimacy level of their
relationship will be higher than if they have a conception of self as autonomous and

independent.

o
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Whitbourne and Weinstock (1979; as cited in Broucke, Vandereycken, &
Vertommen, 1995) argued that while committed to the relationship, partners may keep
their own identity to different extents (mutual intimacy), or submissive partner may
absorb the dominant partner’s identity (merger), or a meaningful involvement with the

other person may be lacking (isolate status). Therefore, intimacy should be considered as

a continuum rather than a discrete category.

It is argued that intimacy is a process of reciprocity of self-disclosure in which
cach individual feels his or her innermdst self validated, understood, and cared for by the
other (Aron, Aron, & Smallon, 1992). Intimacy is a concept often considered as
synonymous with closeness. Aron, Aron and Smollan (1992) argued that the notion of
closeness as an overlap of selves has been popular among psychologists starting with
James. There are many studies in the literature in which concepts such as attachment,
intimacy and closeness were viewed as interconnected selves (e.g., Bakan, 1966; Jung, -
1959; Maslow, 1967; and McCall, 1974, as cited in Aron et al., 1992). Based on these
- precedents for thinking of close relationships as including the other in the self, Aron et al.
(1992) developed a single item, pictorial measure of closeness and ﬁsed it as a measure
of interpersonal closeness.

Culture and Intimacy

Cultures differ in the Ways'in which their men_.lbers communicate with each other.
This difference is expected to manifest itself in the topic of intimate relationships (Smith
& Bond, 1993). Since friendship is a close relationship maintained within the context of
all other realities of life, specific cultural values may be influential in the perception and

the expression of friendship (Fehimoglu-Sinan, 1993). Both the conception and the
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manifestation of intimacy are shaped by culture. There are a few cross-cultural studies
focusing on interpersonal intimacy in same-sex relationships. Elbedour and Shelman
(1994) examined adolescents’ conceptions of intimacy in Israeli Jewish and Israeli
Bedouin adolescents. Israeli Jewish adolescents were found to rate their friends lower
than Israeli Bedouins in closeness and respect. The differences between the two samples
were attributed to the cultural characteristics of Israeli Jewish who are more individualist
and Israeli Bedouins who are more relational. It is claimed that collectivists disclose
more within the in-group and less toward the out-group than do individualists. Intimacy
is not widely found in individualistic cultures and relationships are mostly casual.
Individualists make friends more easily and quickly than collectivists but they are less
intimate with their friends than collectivists (Triandis, 1994). These societal level
assumptions can be carried to the personal level. Verkuyten and Masson (1996) found
that the allocentrics’ level of closeness with their best friend was significantly higher than -
that of the idiocentrics.

Allocentrism is tied to a monistic philosophical tradition, Whereas idiocentrism is
a product of a dualistic Western thinking in which the self is separated ﬁ'om the object.
For t}iat reason, the relationship between the self and the other, or between the subject
and the object is assumed to be much closer among allocentrics than idiocentrics (Markus
& Kitayama, 1991).

With regard to gender differences, it is well documented that intimacy is more
emphasized by women than men among both adolescents (Elbedour & Shulman, 1997,

Jones & Dembo, 1989) and adults (Periman & Fehr 1988; as cited in Fehr, 1996).
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Females are more other-oriented, expressive and intimate in their friendships, whereas

malcs arc more sell-oriented and focused on doing things together.

The Present Study

The aim of the present study is to contribule to the understanding of the role of
computer-mediated communication in interpersonal relations. The study compares face-
to-face friendships with computer-mediated friendships with regard to individuals’
description of their friends and intimacy in their relationship. The study also examines .
the effect of culture on face-to-face and computer-mediated relations. At the cultural
level, individualism-collectivism is an important distinction, but at the individual level,
independent/interdependent self-construals (Markus & Kitayama, 1991) are popular
conceptualzations. Hence, in the present study, the effect of self-construals, culture and
gender on the descriptions of and the intimacy with face-to-face and computer-mediated
friends are examined.

Based on the literature review and theoretical formulations, it is predicted that
individuals will describe their Internet friends more with their personal attributes and less
with their social attributes than their face-to-face friends. Idiocentriés, who rely mostly
on.their independent self-construals, tend to focus on personal qualities of others. The
nature of the computer-mediated environment also leads people to focus on personal
characteristics of others. Thus, a signiﬁ(ﬁn‘t difference is not expected in the descriptions
of face-to-face and Internet friends made by people endorsing mostly independent self-
construals. However, people relying mostly on interdependent self-construals tend to
focus on ascribed qualities of others. Since the nature of the computer-mediated

environment forces them to focus on others’ personal characteristics rather than on the
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social charac‘teris;dcs, it is expected that people endorsing mostly their interdependent
self-construals will describe their Internet friends more with their personal attributes, but
less with their social attributes than they describe their fa;:e—to—face friends.

In the present study, another variable of interest is gender. There is empirical
evidence that females are more allocentric and other-oriented than males (Major,
McFarlin, & Gangnon, 1984; Yamaguchi, Kuhlman, & Sugimori, 1995). Allocentrism
and other-orientedness are highly related with interdependent self-construal; hence, in the
present study, it is expected that women will be higher on the interdependent self-
construal than men. It was mentioned above that people endorsing mostly
interdependent self-construals are expected to describe their friends more with social
characteristics and less with personal characteristics than people relying mostly on their

independent self—conslruals. Therefore, it is possible to reason that females describe their
friends more with social characteristics than men do. However, Verkuyten and Masson
(1996) found that women used more personal descriptions than men did. Kashima,
Yamaguchi, Kim and Choi’s (1995) study on self-construals also showed that there was
not a great deal of parallelism between gender and culture differences. In the present
study, the sex differences in self-construals will be examined. The nature of computer-
mediated communication makes people focus on the personal attributes of others. Ifa
significant difference is found between the sexes on the use of personal versus social
descriptions of friends, whether the gender that uses social descriptions for‘ face-to-face

fiiends shows a greater difference in the way it describes the Internet friends and face-to-

face friends will be examined.
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Individuals from more collectivist cultures endorse mostly their interdependent
sclf-construals than individuals from less collectivist cultures (Gudykunst, 1997).
Japanese culture is a typical collectivist culture (Hofstede, “1980), whereas Turkish
culture is difficult to classify as either collectivist or individualistic (Anamur, 1998;
Goregenli, 1997; Haskuka, 2001; Kilig, 2000). In the present study, it is expected that the
Japanese will have higher interdependent sclf—consu"uals than the Turkish participants.
Hence, Japanese participants will be more likely to describe their friends with social
characteristics and less with personal characteristics than the Turkish participants. AsA
mentioned above, the nature of the computer-mediated environment is expected to lead
people to focus on personal characteristics of others. Since theAnature of the compﬁter-
mediated environment forces them to focus on others’ personal characteristics rather than
the social characteristics, it is expected that both Turkish and Japanese participants will
describe their Internet fiiends more with their personal, but less with their social
attributes than they describe their face-to-face friends. However, the difference between
the Japanese descriptions of their Internet and face-to-face friends will be more than the
difference between the Turkish descriptions of Internet friends and fac.e—to—face friends
because the J apanese rely on their interdependent self-construals more than the Turkish
do.

Individuals in collectivistic culturesqpay more attemion to context (emotional
expressions, touching, difference between bodies, eye contact, level of voice) when they
communicate than individuals in individualistic cultures (Gudykunst 1983; as cited in
Triandjs, 1984). Hence, in collecitivistic cultures, high context communication, a style

which involves the use of implicit and indirect messages in which meanings are
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embedded in the socio-cultural context, predominates. In contrast, low context
communication involves the use of explicit and direct messages and is used
predominantly in individualistic cultures. (Gudykunst, Matsumoto, Ting-Toomey,
Nighida, Kim, & Heyman, 1996) Because .ofits lack of social context cues, it can be
claimed that computer-mediated environment will be a less convenient communication
medium for members of collgclivistic cultures. Gudykunst et al. (1996) found that
independent/interdependent self-construals are individual level factors that mediate the
influcnce of cultural individualism/collectivism on high/low Con(cxt communication. In
the present study, it is expected that individuals will feel less intimacy towards an
Internet friend than a face-to-face {riend bécause of the nature of the computer-mediated
envirdnment. However, this difference will be higher for people relying more on their
interdependent self-construal since the interdependent self-construal is related with high
context communication, but the computer-mediated environment is a low context
communication environment,

In the present study, the intimacy level of females in face-to-face {riendships is
expected to be higher than that of males. Computer-mediated comr_nuﬁication does not
carry nonverbal messages. This leads it to be inappropriate for initiating and maintaining
intimate relations. Since females have more intimate relations in face-to-face
environments than males do, the nature of the computer-mediated environment that leads
to non-intimate relations will be more recognizable in tﬁe relations of females than that of

the males.
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Research Questions and Hypotheses:

Question 1: How do computer-mediated friendships differ from face-to-face friendships?

Hypothesis 1A: Individuals will describe their Internet friends more with their personal

attributes and less with their social attributes than their face-to-face friends.

Hypothesis 1B: Individuals will report feeling more intimacy with their face-to-face

friends than their Internet friends.

Question 2: How do self-construals affect computer-mediated and face-to-face
friendships?

Hypothesis 2A; Individuals endorsing mostly an interdependent self-construal will

describe their friends more with their social attributes and less with their personal

attributes than individuals endorsing mostly an independent self-construal.

Hypothesis 2B; When describing their Internet friends, individuals with a higher
interdependent self-construal will use fewer social attributes and more personal attributes
than when describing their facc—to—face- friends, whereas individuals with a higher
independent self-construal will use personal qualities to the same extent _in their
descriptions of both Internet and face-to-face friends.

Hypothesis 2C: Individuals endorsing mostly an interdependent self-construal will report

more intimacy with their face-to-face friends and less intimacy with their Internet friends
than individuals endorsing mostly an independent self-construal.

Hypothesis 2D: The difference between the intimacy that individuals with a higher

interdependent self-construal feel towards their face-to-face and Internet friends will be



greater than the difference between the intimacy that individuals with a higher

independent self-construal feel towards their face-to-face and Internet friends.

Question 3: How does gender affect individuals’ computer-mediated and face-to-face

friendships?

Hypothesis 3A: The effect of gender on the descriptions of computer-mediated and face-

to-face {riends will be an exploratory side of the study.

Hypothesis 3B: The gender that uses more social descriptions for face-to-face friends will

show more difference in the way it describes Internct and face-to-face friends.

Hypothesis 3C: Females will likely feel more intimacy towards their friends than males.

Hypothesis 3D: The difference between the intimacy that females feel towards their face-

to-face and Internet friends will be greater than the difference that males feel towards

their face-to-face and Internet friends.

Question 4: How does national culture affect individuals® computer-mediated and face-
to-face friendships?

Hypothesis 4A: The Japanese participants will use less personal and more social

descriptions than the Turkish participants.

Hypothesis 4B: The difference between the Japanese descriptions of their face-to-face

friends and Internet friends (both personal and social) will be greater than the difference
between the Turkish descriptions of face-to-face and Internet friends.
Hypothesis 4C: The Japanese participants will feel more intimacy towards their friends

than the Turkish participants.
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Hypothesis 4D: The difference between the intimacy that the Japanese participants feel
towards their face-to-face and Internet fiiends will be higher than ﬂle difference between
the intimacy that the Turkish participants feel towards their face—to—face and Internet
friends.

Hypothesis 4E: The Japanese participants will have higher interdependent self-construal

and lower independent self-construals than the Turkish partticipants.
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Method
Participants

There were two groups of participants, those who repbrted having Internet
fricndships and those who reported no such friendships.

The participants with Internet friendships were 98 Bogazi¢i University students in
Turkey (61 females, 37 males) and 43 Keio University students in Japan (20 {females, 23
males). The age of Twikish participants ranged from 17 to 34 years with a mean of 20.38
and a standard deviation of 2.34. The age of Japanese participants ranged from 18 to 36
years with a mean of 21.35 and a standard deviation of 3.32. Overall, the age of the
participants ranged from 17 to 36 years with a mean of 20.69 and a standard deviation of
2.71.

Those with no Internet friendships were 32 Japanese (22 females, 10 males) and
56 Turkish (39 females and 17 males) participants from the same universities. The age of
the participants without Internet friends ranged from 17 to 25 years with a mean of 19.82
and a standard deviation of 1.37.

The questionnaire consisted of four sections: Demographic questions, the Self-
Construal Scale (SCS; Singelis, 1994), two sections on Internet and face-to face
friendship, cach of which included a dcscriblion of friends, and the Inclusion of Others in
the Self Scale (I0S; Aron & Aron, 1992). |

Demographic questions

In the first section, the participants were asked about their age, gender and how

often they used Internet during a week. Some demographic questions related to the
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participants’ Internet friends were asked in the Internet fiiend section. These questions
consisted of the age, gender, and nationality of Internet friends, and how often the
participants communicated with them in several media (face-to-face, phone, e-mail,
chatrooms, Internet discussion groups and others) within a week. Likewise, some
demographic questions-related to the participants’ face-to-face friends were asked in the
face-to-face friend section of the questionnaire. These questions consisted of the
participants’ age, gender, and nationality of face-to-face friends and how often the
participants communicate.d with them in several media (face—tio-face, phone, e-mail,

chatrooms, Internet discussion groups and others) during a week (See Appendix A).

The Self-Construal Scale (5CS)

The Seif—construal was measured by the Self-Construal Scale (SCS; Singelis,
1994) that measures an individual’s interdependent and independent self. Its most recent
version consists of 30 items that make up two subscales: 15 items tap the independent
self (questions 1, 2, 5,7, 9, 10, 13, 15, 18, 20, 22, 24, 25, 27, 29) and 15 items tap the
interdependent self (questions 3, 4, 6, 8, 11, 12, 14, 16, 17, 19, 21, 23, 26, 28, 30) (See
Appendix B). The participants were asked to respond on a 7-point Likert scale from “I
strongly disagree” (1) to “I strongly agree” (7) with higher scores indicating a higher
independent/interdependent self construal. These scales consider independent and
interdependent self—construqls as two separarte aspects of the self. In this regard, each
participant has an interdependent and an independent self score. For the 24-item version,
Cronbach alpha for the independent and interdependent subscales were .70 and .74,
respectively (Singelis, 1994). For a 22-item Turkish version, Cronbach’s alpha for the

independent and interdependent subscales were .60 and .71 for a university sample
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(Ataca, 2001, personal communication). In anotber study, additional items of the latest
version of SCS (questions 2, 5, 7, 12, 24, 30) were translated into Turkish and back-
translated into English, and this 30-item version was adminiustered on an employee

- sample {rom various business sectors (Hazar, 2002). Cronbach alpha was found to be .65
and .75 for the independent and the interdependent self-construals, respectively. In
another study with university students using the latest Turkish version of the scale,
Cronbach alpha was found to be .62 for the independent self-construal and .72 for the
interdependent self-construal (Hesapgt, 2001). The Japanese translation and the
reliability analysis of the 30 item SCS were done by Sato and Cameron (1999). The
coefficient alphas for the interdependent and independent subscales of SCS were .75 and
.67, respectively, for a Japanese university student sample (Sato & Cameron, 1999).

Description of friends

The participants were asked to describe their closest Internet friend and face-to-
face friend. The instruction was: ‘‘Imagine that you have to describe your friend to a
person whom you have never met before. What would you say?”’ (See Appendix C).
After data collection, the responses were coded as personal characteristics (e.g., s/he is
beautiful/intelligent/tall), social characteristics (e.g., s/he is from Istanbul/a student in
Bogazici University/ member of the tennis club), or relational characteristics (e.g., we
laugh a lot when we are togethet/ we are ciassmales/ s/he understands me better than

other people).
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Inclusion of Others in the Self Scale (I0S)

The intimacy level of participants for their Internet and face-to-face friends was
measured by Inclusion of Others in the Self (I0S) Scale developed by Aron and Aron
(1992). Itis a single item, pictorjal measure intended to tap directly people’s sense of
interpersonal connectedness. In the I0S Scale, respondents select the picture that
describes their relationship from a set of Venn-like diagrams each representing different
degrees of overlap of two circles (See Appendix D). The degree of overlap progresses
linearly and creates a seven-step, interval-level scale. It is used to measure romantic
relations, friendship and family relations. The IOS Scale demonstrated alternate-form
and test-retest reliability (r = .86 for friendshi p); convergent validity with the
Relationship Closeness Scale (¢ = .22), The Sternberg Intimacy Scale (r = .45),
discriminant validity with Anger-Sadness Circles (¢ = -.07); minimal social desirability
correlations (¢ = -.4); and predictive validity for whether romantic relationships were

intact 3 months later (Aron & Aron, 1992).

Procedure
The friend description item and the IOS were originally developed in English.
They were translated from English into Japanese and into Turkish, and back translated by
bilinguals. Before the distribution of the qiwstionnaire, the participants were asked if they
currently had an Internet friend. An Internet friend was defined as a friend with whom
they interacted more often in computer-mediated settings (through e-mail, chatrooms, or
discussion groups) than in face-to-face settings or by phone. The participants who had an

Internet friend were given the questionnaire. The participants who had no Internet friend
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were given the same questionnaire without the section on Internet friendship. The
Internet friendship section began with the instruction that the participants should think
about théir closest friend with whom they communicated only or mostly through the
Internet. Tt was stated that they could think of a same sex friend or an opposite sex
friend, but they should not think of a 'ﬁ:'iend with whoin they were having a romantic
relationship at the time or one that they were romantically involved with in the past. All
of the participarits were asked to refer to this particular friend while responding to the
Internet fijend section (See Appendix A). In the face-to-face friendship section,
participants were asked to think of their closest face-to-face friend and respond
accordingly. The face-to-face friend was defined as a friend with whom the participant
interacted more often in a face-to-face environment or by phone than in computer-
mediated settings (See Appendix A).

The Turkish questiounaires were conducted in classrooms in the presence of the
researcher and the participants were given extra credit for their introductory psychology
course. Most of the Japanese questionnaires were conducted in classrooms as well, but
some of the Japanese participants were reached by e-mail. All of the Japanese students

participated in the study as volunteers. The procedure took approximately 20 minutes.



25

Results

Characteristics of the Tuzkish and the Japanese Samples

The Turkish sample

The Turkish sample was composed of 99 students (61 females and 37 males,
gender unidentified), and they described one Internet friend and one face-to-face friend
cach. Their age ranged from 17 to 34, with a mean of 20.38 years. Of the 99 Internet
friends, 71 were Turkish and the rest were from 17 different countries such as Saudj
Arabia, Uriil.cd Kingdom, Romania, China, Canada, the U.S., India, Argentina, Germany,
Australia, Azerbaijan, and Turkmenistan. The most common way of communication was
via e-m-ail (81.8 %) and the second was chatting on the net (69.4 %). The nationality of
face-to-face friends was much less varied (mostly Turkish and the others were from the
U.S., China, Macedonia, and Mongolia). The age and sex distribution of Internet and
face-to-face friends and the length of time they have been friends are reported in Table 1.
Of the 96 Internet friendships, 40 were same sex (22 female-female, 18 male-male), and
56 of them were cross-sex friendships. Seventy-six of 96 Turkish face-to-face
friendships were same-sex (50 feimale-female, 26 male-male), and 20 were cross-sex
friendships. Chi square test resulis revealed that the frequency of same-sex friendéhips
was significantly higher than cross-sex friequhi ps in the face-to-face environment,

72 (1, N = 96) = 29.63, p < .001, whereas there was no significant difference between the
frequency of same-sex friendships and cross-sex friendships in the computer-mediated

environment, 2 (1, N =96) = 1.65,p> .05.

& Botarici (inivorsivosi Knnnhanesi &



26

Table 1.

Characteristics of Internet and Face-to-Face Friends in the Turkish sample

Internet friend (N = 96) Face-to-face friend (N = 96)
N M SD Min Max N M SD Min Max
Age 21.51 3.79 17.00 39.00 20.47 2.29 17.00 34.00
Sex. _
Male 40 36
Female 56 ' 60
Unidentified 3 3

For how long have you
known each other?

(in years) 337 343 A0 15.00 521 400 .08 24.00

The Japanese sample

The Japanese sample was composed of 43 students (20 females and 23 males), and they
described one Internet friend and one face-to-face {riend each. Their age ranged from 18 |
to 36, with a mean of 21.35 years. Of the 43 Internet {riends, 29 were Japanese and the
rest were from the U.S., Korea, China, and Mexico. The most popular way of
cominunication was via e-mail (90.6%). Thirty eight of 43 face-to-face friends (79%)
were Japanese. The age and sex distribution of Internet and face-to-face friends énd the
length of time they have been friends are reported in Table 2. Of the 43 Japanese Internet
friendships, 20 were same-sex (9 female-female, 11 male-male), and 23 were cross-sex
friendships. The age and sex distribution of Internet and face-to-face friends and the
length of time they have been friends are reported in Table 2. Of the 43 Japanese face-to-
face fricndships, 33 were same-sex friendships (15 female-female, 18 male-male) and 9

were cross-sex relationships. Chi square test results revealed that the frequency of same

Table 2,
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Table 2.

Characteristics of Internet and Face-to-Face Friends in the Japanese Sample

Internet friend (N = 43) Face-to-face friend (N = 4 3)
N M SD Min Max N M SD  Min Max

Age 21.37 3.22 16.00 32.00 21.27 336 18.00 40.00
Sex

Male 22 23

Female 21 19

Unidentified - _ 1
For how long have
you known each
other?(in years) 3.79 331 030 15.00 349 333 05 17.00

sex friendships was significantly higher than cross-sex friendships in the face-to-face
environment, 2 (1, N = 96) = 13.65, p <.001, whereas there was no significant
difference between the frequency of same sex friendships and cross—seﬁ friendships in the
con@uter—mediated environment, x2 (1, N = 96) = .22, p >.05.

Descriptive Characteristics of the Variables Used in the Study

The sample size, mean, standard de'\;iation, range, and Cronbach’s alpha of the
variables used in the study for Japanese and Turkish females and males are given in
Table 3.

Independent and interdependent self-construal scores were calculated by adding

relevant items of the Self Construal Scale (SCS; Singelis, 1994). The participants were



Table 3.

Descriptive statistics of variables

Independent Interdependent Intimacy
self construal self construal
Possible Possible Possible
N M SD Range Alpha N M SD  Range Alpha N M SD Range
of Scores of Scores of scores
Japanese
Female 20 473 .50 1-7 46 20 458 .50 1-7 73 20 2.98 1.28 1-7
Male 23 468 74 17 75 23 432 74 1-7 75 22 366 1.53 1-7
Total 43 470 .63 1-7 .66 43 444 63 1-7 74 42 333 144 1.7
Turkish " '
Female 61 5.18 57 1-7 .60 61 487 .75 1-7 .80 61 497 093 1-7
Male 37 472 62 17 .63 37 489 53 1-7 .58 36 458 1.44 1-7
Total 98 501 .62 1-7 .66 98 4.88 .67 1-7 75 97 482 1.15 1-7
Personal Social - Relational
Description Description Description
score score score
Japanese
Female 19 .35 31 0-1 19 .04 .11 0-1 19 19 61 0-1
Male 21 43 38 0-1 21 .16 28  0-1 21 21 41 0-1
Total 40 .39 35 0-1 40 .10 22 0-1 40 40 .51  0-1
Turkish ' _
Female 61 .73 35 0-1 61 .05 14 0-1 61 61 22 0-1
Male 37 .86 26 0-1 37 .05 10 0-1 37 37 .10 0-1
Total 98 .78 32 0-1 98 .05 .12 0-1 98 98 .17 0-1
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divided into four groups based on the respective medians of independent and

interdependent scores for each cultural group. The Turkish participants whose

independence score was lower -

than the median (5.03) and whose interdependence score was higher than the median
(4.93) were classified as interdependent. Those participants whose independence scote
was higher than 5.03 and whose interdependence score was lower than 4.93 were
classified as independent. Those participants whose independence score was higher than

5.03 and whose interdependence score was higher than 4.93 were classified as both

independent and interdependent, whereas those whose independence score was lower
than 5.03 and whose interdependence score was lower than 4.93 were classified as

neither independent nor interdependent. The Japanese sample was also divided into 4

groups using the Japanese medians (4.93 {or independence and 4.47 for interdependence)
in the same way. The distribution of these four groups according to the samples are
shown in Table 4.

In terms of friend descriptions, it was originally planned to code the open-ended
descriptions of friends as personal and social descriptions. However, thé nature of the
data necessitated an additional category in which the descriptions were related to neither
the personal nor the social characteristics of individuals, but to the characteristics of the
relationship between the participant and his/ber friend. Thereflore, participants’
descriptions of their friends were divided into three categories rather than two: personal,
social, and relational descriptions. Two coders, the researcher and a graduate student

who was blind to the aim of study, coded the descriptions. The coders were Turkish and
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Table 4.

The Distribution of Independent and Interdependent Self Construals in the Japanese and

the Turkish Samples

N Independent interdependent  both independent neither
and independent
interdependent nor
interdependent
Japanese 43 10 (% 23.26) 9 (% .20.93) 12 (% 27.90) 12 (%27.90)
Turkish 98 26 (% 26.53) 28 (% 28.57) 23 (% 23.47) 21 (% 21.42)
Total 141 36 (% 25.53) 37 (% 26.24) 35 (% 24.82) 33 (% 23.40)

English speaking individuals. Therefore, Japanese participants’ responses, which were in
Japanese, were translated to English by an English/Japanese bilingual. The coders coded
the original responses of Turkish participants, which were in Turkish language, and the
English translations of Japanese responses. The graduale student was given instructions
about how to code the friend descriptions. She was asked to code each description as
either social, personal, or 1‘clati§mxl description depending on the following crileria:

Social description: If the respondent described the friend by the family, school, country,

club, institution that s/he belongs to, his/her social status, or emphasized his/her shared

characteristics with the group.

Personal description: If the respondent described the friend’s physical or personality

characteristics, tastes, aims, desires, personal attitudes and beliefs, the characteristics that

differentiated him/her from the others, or his/ber uniqueness.
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Relationa] description: If the respondent described the characteristics of their friendship
such as where and how s/he met his/her fiiend, what they do together and why they
maintain théir friendship.

The coding of the two coders was then compared. The proportion of the number
of items that both coders classified as personal to the total number of items classified as
personal by at least one coder was .97, the proportion of the agreement on social items
was .81, and the proportion of the agreement on relational was .90. Hence, since the
interrater reliability was so high, the coding of the researcher was used for the analyses.
Individuals varied in terms of the number of descriptions they provided for their friends.
An individual’s description score was calculated by taking the proportion of the number
of each kind of description (personal, social, and relational) to the number of all of the
descriptions for face-to-face friend and Internet friend. For example, an individual’s

personal description score for Internet {riends was:

The number of personal descriptions for Internet friends
The number of (personal + social+ relational) descriptions for Internet friends

All participants had three different description scores for Internet friends and
three different description scores for face-to-face {riends each ranging from 0 to 1. The
mean and standard deviation of these descriptions for the combined Japanese and Turkish

samples are shown in Table 5.

The Effect of Culture and Gender on Independent and Interdependent Self Construals

A repeated measure analysis of variance was used to examine the effects of

culture (Japanese x Turkish) and gender on independent and interdependent self-
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Table 3.

The Descriptive Statistics of Personal, Social, and Relational Descriptions for Internet
and Face-to-Face Friends

M SD
Personal description scores for Internet friend .67 .39
Social descriptions scores for Internet friend .09 10
Relational descriptions scores for Internet friend 23 35
Personal descriptions scores for face-to-face friend .68 .39
Social descriptions scores for fa.ce-to—face‘ friend 05 A7
Relational descriptions scores {or face-to-face friend 27 37

construals. The between subjects test results showed that both culture, I (1,k 137) = 16.18,
p <.001 and gender, F (1, 137) = 4.80, p <.05 had a main effect on self construal. Both
the independent (M = 5.01, SD = .62) and the interdependent (M = 4.88, SD = .67)self 7
construals of the Turkish sample were higher than the Japanese sample

(M =4.71, SD = .66 and M = 4.44, SD = .72, respectively). Females

(M = 5.07, SD = .58) had a higher independent self construal than males

(M =4.71, SD = .66). Within subject test results showed that there was a three-way
interaction of self construal, culture, and gender, F (1, 137) =4.22, p <.05. Turkish
female participants had a higher independent self construal (M = 5.18, 5D = .57) than an
interdependent self construal (M = 4.87, SD = .75). Japanese female and male

partiéipants had a higher independent self construal (M = 4.73, SD = .50, and M = 4.68,



33

SD = .74, respectively) than an interdependent self construal ( M = 4.58, SD = .67, and
M =4.32, 3D =75, respectively), Turkish males had a higher interdependent self
construal (M = 4.89, 8D = .53) compared to the ind@pendeﬂ self construal (M = 4.72, SD
=.62). The Turkish and the Japancse participants’ independent and interdependent self
construals according to gender can be seen in Figure 1.

Results Concerning the Hypotheses

The Effect of Culture, Gender, and Self Construals on Intimacy

A2X2 (Culture x Gender) repeated measures analysis of variance was used to
examine their effects on intimacy for face-to-face and Internet {riends. The between
subjects test analysis revealed that Turks (M = 4.82, SD = 1.15) had higher overall
intimacy scores than the Japanese (M = 3.33, SD =1.44), F (1, 129) = 41.40, p < .001.
This was the reverse of the expected effect of culture on intimacy. There was also a
significant interaction effect of culture and gender, F (1, 129) = 5.30 p <.05 on overall -
intimacy. The Japanese males (M = 3.66, SD = 1.53) were found to have higher intimacy
scores than the Japanese females (M = 2.98, SD = 1.28), whereas the Turkish females

(M =4.97, SD = .93) were found to have higher intimacy scores thaﬁ the Turkish maleé
(_I‘LI; 4.58 SD = 1.44). Hence, the hypothesis concerning the effect of gender on
intimacy was not supported, but an unexpected culture by gender interaction waS

detected. This interaction can be scen in Figure 2.
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Supporting the related hypothesis, the within subjects analysis showed that

intimacy for face-to-face friends (M = 4.86, 5D = 1.58) was higher than intimacy for
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Internet friends (M = 3.98, SD = 1.74), F (1, 129) = 24.84, p <.001. A significant effect
of interaction of friendship type by gender was found, F (1, “129) =06.22, p <.05. Male
participants’ intimacy for Internet friend (M = 4.13, SD = 1.76) was higher than female
patticipants’ (M = 3.87, SD = 1.73), whereas female participants’ intimacy for face-to-
face friends (M = 5.05, SD = 1.12), was higher than male participants’ (M = 4.19,
SD = 1.62). This interaction can be seen in Figure 3. No interaction between friendship
type and culture was found.

In order to test the hypothesis concerning the effect of self construal on intimacy,
a repeated measures analysis of variance was used. Between and within subject analysis
revealed no significant difference among the 4 groups in terms of intimacy scores. The
mean and standard deviation of intimacy scores for face-to-face and Internet friends by
culture and the 4 groups based on self construals can be seen in Table 6.

A simultancous muliiple regression was conducted in order to examine the effect
of independent and interdependent self construr!s on intimacy. The analysis revealed a
significant finding, F(2,138) = 7.38, p <.001. Only the interdependent self construal
made a unique significant contribution to the prediction. The direction of the regression
coefficient indicated that as the interdependent self construal increased, overall intimacy
also increased. The predictors accounted for a total of 8.5% of variance. The result of
multiple regression analysis can be seen in Table 7.

In order to test the effects of intimacy difference scores, the difference between

each participant’s intimacy score for Internet and face-to-face friends was calculated and
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Intimacy by Friendship Type and Gender
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The Descriptive Statistics of Intimacy Scores for Face-to-Face and Internet Friends by

Culture and 4 Groups Based on Self Construals

Independent Interdependent Both independent  Neither
and independent
interdependent nor
interdependent
M sb M s M sSD M  SD
Japanese Face-to-face :
friend 330 149 4775 149 436 1.69 3.08 1.08
Internet ’
friend 3.60 201 400 1.07 242 1.68 2.17 1.27
Turkish  Face-to-face
friend 5.21 1.35 527 131 552 1.20 5.29 1.31
Internet
friend 4,08 141 444 178 455 134 4.52 1.75
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Table 7.

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Self-Construals on Overall Intimacy

Variable B SEB 13.
Independent

self-construal 33 A8 15
Interdependent

self-construal .53 .16 26*
Note. R* =.085

* p <.001

a t-test was conducted to compare Japanese and Turkish samples in terms of these
intimacy difference scores. No significant difference was found. Another t-test was
conducted to compare the intimacy difference scores of males and females. Females were
found to have a greater difference between their intimacy scores for Internet and face-to-
face friends than males bad, t (131) = 1.99, p < 0.5. Lastly, a one-way analysis of
variance was conducted to compare the intimacy difference scores of 4 groups based on
independent and interdependent self construals. No significant difference was found.
Therefore, the hypotheses related to the effects of culture and self construals on intimacy
diffefence scores were not supported whereas the hypothesis related to the effect of

gender on intimacy difference scores was supported.

The Cdlnparison of Personal, Relational ana Social Descriptions by Cultute

A 3 X 2 (Description type x Culture) repeated measures analysis of variance was
used to examine the effect of culture on personal, social, and relational descriptions. The
within subjects analysis showed that there was a main effect of friendship description

type, F (1, 136) =17.20, p < .00 1. Personal description scores (M = .67, SD = .37) were
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higher than social (M =.07, 8D = .16) and relational (M = .27, SD = .35) description
scores; and relational description scores were higher than social description scores. A
descriptiony type by culture interaction was found, F (1, 1363 =36.7T,p< .001.. Personal
description score was the highest one among the three types of friendship descriptions for
the Turkish sample (M = .78, SD = .32), whereas relational description score was the
highest one for the Japanese sample (M = .51, 5D =.39). The interaction between friend
description typés and culture can be seen in Figure 4.

The Effect of Culture, Gender, and Self Construals on Friend Descriptions

In order to test the hypotheses concerning friendship descriptions, repeated
measures analysis of variance was used to examine the effect of culture, gender, and self
construals on the personal, social, and relational description scores for face-to-face and
Internet {riends.

The Effect on Personal Descriptions

A 2 X 2 (Culture x Gender) repeated measures analysis of variance was used to
examine their effects on personal descriptions for face-to-face and Internet friends. The ‘
test of between subjects analysis showed that there was a main effect éf culture on
peréonal description scores, F (1, 119)=36.82,p<.001. T he Turkish participants had
bigher personal description scores (M = .78, SD = .39) than the Japanese participants
(M = .39, 8D = .35). Hence, the hypothesils concerning the effects of culture on
description scores was partially supported. The test of within subjects analysis revealed
that there was a significant difference between the personal descriptiéns of Internet and

face-to-face friends, I (1, 189) = 5.11, p < .05. Personal description scores for face-to-



Figure 4.

Personal, Social, and Relational Friend Descriptions by Culture
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face friends (M = .70, SD = .37) were higher than for Internet friends (M = .67,

39

SD = .39). Hence, the finding did not support the related hypothesis. A friendship type

by culture interaction was found, F (1, 246) = 6.66, p <.05. The Japanese participants’
personal description score for face-to-face friends (M = .48, SD = .39) was higher than
their personal description score for Internet friends (M = .33, SD = .35 ), whereas the

Turkish participants’ personal description score for Internet friends (M = .79, SD = .33)

was not significantly different from their personal description score for face-to-face

friend friends, (M = .78, SD =.33). No friendship type by gender interaction was found.

The interaction effect of friendship type and culture on the personal description can be

seen in Figure 5.
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Figure 5

Personal Description Score by Friendship Type and Culture
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The difference between each individual’s personal description scores for Internet
friends and face-to-face friends was calculated and a t-test was conducted to compare the
Japanese and the Turkish samples in terms of these difference scores. The difference -
scores of the Japanese sample was found to be greater than the difference scores of the
Turkish sample, t (121) = 2.87, p <.01. Hence, the hypothesis related to the effect of
cqlture on the difference score of descriptions was supported.

A repeated measures analysis of variance was used to examine the effect of
.independent and interdependent self construals on personal descriptions. No significant
difference was found among the 4 groups.

The Effect on Relational Descriptions

A 2 X 2 (Culture x Gender) repeated measures analysis of variance was used to
examine their effects on relational descriptions for face-to-face and Internet friends. The

test of between subjects analysis showed that there was a main effect of both culture,
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F (1, 119)=129.03, p <.001 and gender, F (1, 119) = 5.85, p=.01 on relational
description scores. Japanese participants’ relational description scores
(M = .51, SD = .39) were higher than Turkish participants; M= .17,SD = .29). The
female participants’ relational description scores (M = .31, SD = .36) were higher than
males’ (M = .21, SD = .34).

The test of within subjects analysis revealed that there was a relational description
score by culturé interaction effect on relational descriptions, F (1, 119)=11.29, p < .01,
The Japanese participants’ relational description scores for Internet friends
(M = .53, SD = .39). were higher than their relational description scores for face-to-face
friend friends (M = .41, SD= .41). However, the Turkish participants’ relational
descriptions for face-to-face friends (M= .18, SD= .30) were higher than for Internet
friends (M = .14, SD= .27). The interaction effect of friendship type and culture on
relational description scores can be seen in Figure 6.

The difference between each participant’s relational description scores for
Internet and face-to-face friends was calculated and a t-test was conducted to compare the
Japanese and the Turkish samples in terms of these difference scores.‘ No significant
différence was found.

A repeated measures analysis of variance was used to examine the effect of
independent and interdependent self construals on relational description scores. No
significant difference was found between the groups in terms of relatioﬁal descriptions.

The Effects on Social Descriptions

A repeated measures analysis of variance was used to examine the effect of
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Figure 6.

Relational Description Scores by Friendship Type and Culture
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culture and gender on social descriptions. No significant difference was found between
the groups.

The difference between each participant’s relational description scores for
Internet friends and face-to-face friends was calculated and a t-test was conducted to
compare the Japanese and the Turkish samples in terms of these difference scores. No
significant difference was found. Again, a repeated measures analysis of vatiance was
used to examine the effect of 4 groups based on independent and interdependent self
construals. No significant difference was found.

Other findings

Data were collected from a group of students who did not have any Internet
friends in order to examine whether the characteristics of individuals with and without an
Internét friend differed or not. It was found that participants wita and without an Internet

friend differed in terms of how often they used the Internet, t (227) = 3.81, p <.001. The



having an Internet friend (M =2.92, SD = 1.09) than participants having no Internet
friend (M = 2.36, SD = 1.06). No significant difference was found in terms of gender of
participants with (81 female, 60 male) and without (61 female, 27 male) an Internet
friend, xz (3, N =227)=13.24, p> .05. Participants with and without an Internet friend did
not differ in terms of independent (M =4.91, SD =.64; M_=4.82, SD = .59,
respectively), t (227) = 1.17, p > .05 and interdependent self construals (M = 4.74,

SD =.71; M = 4.73, SD = .59, respectively ), t (227) = 1.14, p > .05. The intimacy
scores for their face-to-face-friends of participants with (M = 4.86, SD = 1.57) and
without (M = 4.48, SD = 1.56) an Internet friend were not found to be different, t (217) =

1.76,p > .05.
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Discussion
Iirst, independent and interdependent self construals with regard o the effect of
culture and gender were ex‘?..lmined. The effect of culture on independent self construal
was as expected: The Turkish participants had higher independence scores than the
Japanese. In contrast to the expectations, Turks had higher interdependence scores as

well. The effect of gender on the independent self was also found: Females had higher

iﬁdependence scores than males,

Goregenli (1997) claims that ““Turkish culture can not be placed on one or the
other side of the individualism-collectivism dichotomy”’ (p. 792). The high scores of the
Turkish sample, on both the independent and the interdependent self construals supports
this claim. On the other hand, the reason why the Japanese sample scored lower than the
Turkish sample might be the moderation response style of the Japanese, in which there is
a reluctance to use extreme scale values (e.g., Hui & Triandis, 1989; Kashima, Siegal,
Tanaka, & Kashima, 1992). The finding about females having higher independence
scores than males might seem surprising at first glance since females are usually thought
to be more interdependent and less independent than males. However, there is an
empirical finding that males and females differed in the predicted way in some
individualistic cultures, but that there was an unpredicted and significant gender
differences in some collectivistic cultures (Watkins et al., 1998). Neither the Turkish nor
the Japanese culture is known to be individualistic; this might be the reason for finding
gitls more independent than males in contrast to the expectations.

‘Second, the effect of culture, gender, type of {riendship and self construals on

intimacy was examined. In contrast to the predictions, the Turkish participants had higher
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intimacy than the Japanese participants. No gender effect was found, but an unexpected
culture-gender interaction effect was detected. Males had higher intimacy than females
in the Japanese sample, whereas females had higher intima(;y scores than males in the
Turkish sample. With regard to the comparison of Internet and face-to-face friends, the
intimacy for face-to-face friends was higher than the intimacy for Internet friends as
predicted. In terms of gender, males’ intimacy for their Internet friends was higher than
that of females,v whereas females’ intimacy for their face-to-face friends was higher than
males.

The Japanese participants’ low intimacy relative to the Turkish participants was
surprising in view of the usual description of Japan as a collectivist or an interdependent
society. There can be several explanations for this: First of all, the Turkish sample was
found to be more interdependent than the Japanese sample. The Turkish sample was also
found to be more independent than the Japanese, but perhaps interdependence is more
relevant to intimate relationships than independence; hence, the higher interdependence
of the Turkish sample might be an explanation of their higher intimacy. Second, Uleman,
Rhee, Bardoliwalla, Semin and Toyama (2000) studied the closeness of Euro-American,
Asidn—American, Turkish, Japanese and Dutch college students to several kinds of in-
groups by using Aron-type circles of closeness scaie. The Japanese sample had the lowest
éloseness scores for any kind of in-group, including friends. In their study, it was
concluded that closeness was not central to Japanese céllectivism. Uleman et al. (2000)
used Kagitcibasi’s (1997; as cited in Uleman et al., 2000) distinction between the
normative and the refational I-C to cxplain the surprising low scores of the Japancse

sample and concluded that perhaps the Japanese culture was normatively collectivist
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(attitudes and norms tie them through expectations and obligations) but relationally
individualist (they have distant relationships). Third, a moderation response style of the
Japanese partticipants might b'fc the factor responsible for the finding.

In support of the prediction, the study confirmed that face-to-face friends would
be liked more than Internet friends. However, the recent study of McKenna, Green and
Gleason (2002) showed that people do form close relationships on the Internet and they
develop intimacy at a faster rate than in face-to-face relationships. They suggested that .
the anonymity and lack of traditional *‘gating features” such as physical or social
characteristics in Internet interactions are what facilitate the strong friendships on the
Internet. Interestingly, the same characteristics of the Internet interaction was the source
of the prediction which was exactly opposite of the McKenna, Green and Gleason’s
(2002). Their sample consisted of the Usenét newsgroup members, and no information
about the cultural characteristics of the users was provided. Most probably, it was an
American sample and the contradictory findings of that study with the present study
might be due to the cultural differences of the samples. In the American culture, verbal
self-closure is a key element for intimate interpersonal relations and the Internet
connﬁunication gives an opportunity for a relationship that is totally based on verbal
expressions. Therefore, the lack of traditional gating features in the Internet environment
can be a positive feature in terms of friendship formation and maintenance for McKenna,
Green and Gleason’s (2002) sample, whereas it may ha\lle had a negative effect on the
samples of Turkish and Japanese students in the present study. The weakness of the

Internet environment in conversing indirect messages and non-verbal communication
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might be the reason fdr the sample having lower intimacy for their Internet friends than
their face-to-face friends.

Third, the effect of culturé, gender, friendship type anci self construals on friend
description scores was examined. It was found that the use of social descriptions was not
common, but, personal and relational descriptions were preferred more. For both
relational and personal descriptions, the main effect of culture was detected. Japanese
had more relational descriptions than the Turks, and the Turks had more personal
descriptions than the Japanese. For relational descriptions, there was also a gender effect
such that females had more relational descriptions than males. With regard to the
comparison of Internet and face-to-face friends, culture had an effect as follows. First,
the Japanese participants’ relational descriptions for Internet friends were higher than for
face-to-face friends. However, Turkish participants’ relational descriptions for face-to-
face friends were higher than their relational description scores for Internet friends.
Second, the Japanese participants’ personal descriptions for face-to-face friends was
higher than for Internet friends whereas Turkish patticipants’ personal descriptions for
Internet and face-to-face friends were not different.

The way the Turkish participants responded to the question related to friend
descriptions resembles the usual way that members of the cultures of independence
describe themselves and others; they were mostly personal descriptions. The Japanese
participants on the other hand, by using relational descriptions more frequently than
personal ones, act as usual members of a culture of interdependence. The ﬁhding related
to the Turkish participants’ preference for personal descriptions for friends were in

parallel with the result of a previous study examining the cultural effect on self



48

conceptions (Watkins, Adair, Akande, Gerong, Mclnerney, Sunar, Watson, Wen, &
Habtamu, 1998). In that study which included nine cultures, idiocentric self descriptions
wete the most common type.of descriptions in all cultures, iﬁcluding the Turkish culture.
Watkins et al. (1998) failed to confirm their hypothesis that the participants of
collectivistic cultures would use large group, small group and allocentric self descriptions
more than the participants of individualistic cultures, therefore questioned the
individualism-collectivism dimension as an explanation of cultural differences in self
conception. With regard to Internet and face-to-face {riendship, it was observed that for
their Internet friends, the Japanese participants used their favourite type of description,
relational description, even more than they used it for face-to-face friends. The Turkish
participants used their favourite type of description, personal descriptions, equally for
Internet and face-to-face friends. This result indicates that individuals’ preferred type of
description for friends are not qualitatively different between the Internet environment
and the face-to-face environment. This might be an indication that the unique qualities of
the Internet environment do not alter the person perception of the users.

The prediction about the effect of self-construals on intimacy and friend
descriiptions were based on the assumption that although all people carry both
independent and interdependent self components, one of these components is more
salient and central for each person. However, a considerable number of participants in
the sample had almost equally developed independent and interdependent self construals.
Since many participants carried the two sets of characteristics equally, there was a
problem of how to group the individuals as ““those who often endorse independent-self

construal’’ and ‘“those who often endorse interdependent-self construal’’. The sample
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was classiﬁe@ into four groups, however, they were small and the comparison of such
small groups does not produce meaningful and generalizable results. Therefore, a
multiple regression analysis was conducted to examine if intei‘dependcnt and independent
self-construals had a valuable contribution to the dependent variables of the study. It was
found that the interdependent sclf construal had a unique contribution to overall intimacy.
This result showed that controlling for the independent self construal, only the
interdependent self had an effect on an individual’s intimacy. Examining the cffects of
independent and interdependent self-construals separately yielded a more significant
finding than grouping people according to their independent and interdependent self
construals and examining the effects of these groups on several variables.

This study was a very first attempt to examine the effect of culture, gender and
self-construals on Internet and face-to-face friendships. Culture appeared as a factor
affecting the description of and the perceived intimacy of Internet and face-to-face
friendships. Self construal, on the other hand, did not produce any of the predicted
effects. The effect of gender was limited. The study showed the necessity for focusing
on cultural effects on the social relations conducted on the Internet. |

The present study had several limitations. First, the definition of Internet
friendship was very broad. Any friend that one communicates with via the Internet
channels more than face-to-face or with via phone was cqnsidered to be an Internet
friend. Perhaps, more restricted definitions of Internet friend (e.g., ‘pure’ Internet
friendship that is initially established on the Internet and involving no face-to-face
contact) would give results that support the predictions of the study. Internet

communication consists of different channels such as e-mail, chatrooms and discussion
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groups. Some channels require both parties to be connected on the Net at the same time
(synchronous communication channels), whereas the others provide a flexibility for
replying to the messages any time the individual wants to (asyhchronous communication
channels). Rather than being a single means of communication, the Internet can be
considered as a collection of different communication channels. Therefore, each of these
channels can be studied separately. For instance, the characteristics of e-mail friendship
and chatroom friehdship might be different and therefore, it might be better to examine, .
analyze and evaluate the effects of these different Internet communication channels
separately. Second, the study compared two cultural samples, Turkish and Japanese. In
order to examine the effects of culture on the issue in a more controlled way, there is a

need to study a diversity of cultures varying on individualism-collectivism.
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Appendix A: Demographic Questions
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Sex: Female Male

Nationality:

Age:

How often do you use the Internet?

0.

1.

Never

Less than 1 hour a week
1 to 5 hours a week

5 to 10 hours a week

10 to 20 hours a week

More than 20 hours a week
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The Second Section

The Internet Friendship

While responding to the items in this section, please think about your closest friend that
you only or mostly communicate through the Internet. You can think of a same sex or an
opposite sex friends, but you should not think of a friend with whom you are having a romantic
relationship with or one that you have been romantically involved with.

Please remember that during this section you have to think about a particular {riend of
yours that you communicate with more frequently through the Internet (through chat programs,

e-mail, the Internet discussion groups...etc.).as opposed to communicating throgh face-to-face

interaction and /or by telephone.

1. Your friend’s sex: TFemale ... Male ...
2. Your friend’s age:  .oeveveninninnens
3. Your friend’s job: .

4. Your friend’s nationality: .....c.ccoceviiiviennnnnine

5. For how long have you been knowing each other?...........cocceiunes



6. During a week, how long do you communicate with him or her through the ways

below? Please choose the option that is most appropriate for you by using the scale

below.

0. Never

1. Less than one hour a week

2. 1to 5 hours a week

3. 5to 10 hours a week

4. 10 to 20 hours a week

5. More than 20 hours a week
a. Chatting on the Net LOL 11 21 31 41 5]
b. Discussion groups on the Net tod 1t 2¢( 343 41 51
¢c. E-mail l0l 1l 2l 3I 4| 5]
d. Face-to-face l O‘ 1l 2! 73‘ »4I 5l
¢. Phone , (O Ly 2, 3 45,
£, Other 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5
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The Third Section

Face-to-Face Friendship

While responding to the items in this section, please think about your closest friend that
you only or mostly communicate face-to-face. You can think of a same sex or an opposite sex
friends, but you should nor think of a friend with whom you are having a romantic relationship
with or one that you have been romantically involved with.

Please remember that during this section you have to think about a particular friend of
yours that you communicate with more frequently through face-to-face interaction and /or by
telephone as opposed to communication via Internet (through chat programs, e-mail, the

Internet discussion groups...etc.).

1. Your friénd’s sex: Female ..o Male ..o
2. Your friend’s age:  .oooeveniiinenn

3. Your friend’s job: oo

4. Your friend’s nationality: .......ccoevivivninnnnnn.

5. For how Jong have you been knowing each other?................c.......
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6. During a week, how long do you communicate with him or her through the ways

below? Please choose the option that is most appropriate for you by using the scale

below.

8.
9.
10.

11,

" a. Face-to-face
b. Phone
¢ Chating on the Net

d. E-mail

e. Discussion groups on the Net

f. Other

Never

Less than one hour a week
1 to 5 hours a week

510 10 hours a week

10 to 20 hpurs a week

More than 20 hours a week

Lol 11 21 31 4] 5}

Lol 11 21 31 4i 5]
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INSTRUCTIONS

T !ns 15 a questionnaire that measures a variety of feelings and behaviors in various situations.
Listed below are a number of statements. Read each one as if it referred to you. Beside each

statement write the number that best matches your agreement or disagreement. Please respond to
every statement. Thank you.

1=STRONGLY DISAGREE 4=DON’T AGREE OR 5=AGREE SOMEWHAT
2=DISAGREE DISAGREE 6=AGREE
3=SOMEWHAT DISAGREE 7=STRONGLY AGREE

1. Tenjoy being unique and different from others in many respects.

2. I can talk openly with a person who I meet for the first time, even when this
person is much older than I am.

___3. Even when I strongly disagree with group members, I avoid an argument.
___ 4. Thave respect for the authority figures with whom I interact.
5. 1 do my own thing, regardless of what others think.

6. Irespect people who are modest about themselves.

7. 1feel it is important for me to act as an independent person.

8. T'will sacrifice my self interest for the benefit of the group I am in.

9. T'd rather say "No" directly, than risk being misunderstood.

10. Having a lively imagination is important to me.

11. I should take into consideration my parents' advice when making
education/career plans.

1201 feel my fate is intertwined with the fate of those around me.

___13. 1 prefer to be direct and forthright when dealing with people I've just met.
_14.1 feel good when I cooperate with others.

____15. L.am comfortable with being singled out for praise or rewards. -

16. If my brother or sister fails, I feel responsible.

17. 1 often have the feeling that my relationships with others are more important
than my own accomplishments.

18. Speaking up during a class (or a meeting) is not a problem for me.

19. I would offer my seat in a bus to my professor (or my boss).

20. I act the same way no matter who [ am with.

21. My happiness depends on the happiness of those around me.

22. 1 value being in good health above everything. '

23. I will stay in a group if they need me, even when I am not happy with the group.
24,1 try to do what is best for me, regardless of how that might affect others.

25. Being able to take care of myself'is a primary concern for me.

26. It is important to me to respect decisions made by the group.

27. My personal identity, independent of others, is very important to me.

28. It is important for me to mainiain harmony within my group.



29. 1 act the same way at home that I do at school (or work).

30. [ usually go along with what others want to do, even when I would rather do
something different.
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Imagine that you had to describe this friend to a person whom you have never met

before. What would you say?

1.




Appendix D: Inclusion of Others in the Self Scale(10S)
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Which of the schemas below do you think that expresses the relationship between you

and your friend most appropriately?

1.7 My friend 2. I My friend
3. I My friend 4. I My friend
5. I My friend 6. I My friend

7.1 \j My friend



Appendix E: The Turkish Version of the Questionnaire
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Elinizdeki anket, Bogazigi Universitesi Psikoloji Bolimii yiiksek  lisans
ogrencisinin arkadaghk tGzerine bir ¢alismasidir. 3 boliimden olugmaktadir. Liitfen biitiin

bsliimlerdeki sorularr eksiksiz doldurunuz. Katkiz igin simdiden tegekkiir ederiz.

Cinsiyet: Kadm Erkek Yas:

Ne kadar sikhikla Internet kullantyorsunuz?

0. Hig

Haftada bir saatten az
Haftada 1-5 saat arast
Haftada 5-10 saat aras:
Haftada 10-20 saat arast
Haftada 20 saatten fazla

Al
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o I. Boliim
Cesitli Durumlardaki Duygu ve Davramslar

Bu anlfette, g‘;esitl.i flurumlardaki duygu ve davramslariniz dlgiilmektedir. Asagida cesitli ifadeler
siralanmustir. Sizden istedigimiz, bu ifadenin sizin igin ne derece gegerli oldugunu degerlendirmenizdir.

Her ifadenin' yanna, ne kadar katilip katilmadigmizi belirten numarayi yaziniz. Liitfen her ifadeyi
degerlendiriniz. .

1- Kesinlikle katilimiyorum

2-  Katilmiyorum

3- Pek katilmiyorum

4-  Ne katiltyorum ne katilmiyorum
5- Biraz katiliyorum

6-  Kattliyorum

7- Kesinlikle katthiyorum

_1. Birgok yonden digerlerinden farkli ve 6zgiin olmaktan hoglanirim.
_2. Ik defa tamigtigim biriyle, bu kisi benden yasga ¢ok biiyiik olsa bile, agik¢a
konugabilirim.
3. Grup tyelerinin fikirlerine kesinlikle kaulmadigim zamanlarda bile,
miinakasadan kagimirum. ‘
_4. Temas halinde oldugum otorite sahibi kisilere saygi duyarim.
_5. Bagkalarmin ne digtindiigiine aldirmaksizin, kendi bildigimi yaparim.
_6. Kendileri hakkinda miitevazi olan insanlara saygi duyarim.
_7. Bagumsiz bir kigi olarak hareket etmek benim igin 6nemlidir.
_8. Gerektiginde grubumun yarar i¢in 6zveride bulunurum.
_9. Yanhs anlasilmaktansa, agik¢a ‘Hayi’ demeyi tercih ederim.
_10. Canlt bir hayal giictine sahip olmak benim i¢in 6nemlidir.
_11. Egitim/kariyer planlar1 yaparken, anne babamin tavsiyelerini dikkate
almalryim.
_12. Kendi kaderimin ¢evremdeki insanlarnin kaderiyle i¢ ige oldugunu
hissediyorum.

13. Yeni tanistigim insanlarla iligkilerimde agiksozlit olmayi tercih ederim.
:14. Baskalariyla igbirligi yaptigimda, kendimi iyi hissederim.

15. Oviilmek veya 6diillendirilmek i¢in 6ne ¢ikarilmaktan rahatsizlik duymam.
:16. Kardesim basarisiz olursa, kendimi sorumlu hissederim.
_17. Cogunlukla bagkalariyla olan iliskilerimin kendi basarilarimdan daha Snemli
oldugunu hissederim.

18. Derste (veya bir toplantida) s6z almaktan gekinmem.
19, Otohiiste yerimi hocama (veya patronuma) veritin.
20. Kiminle olursam olayim ayn sekilde davranirim.
" 21. Benim mutlulugum, gevremdekilerin mutluluguna baglidur.
" 22. Saplikli olmaya her seyin iistiinde deger veririm. ‘
" 23. Bir gruptan memnun olmadigim zaman bile, bana ihtiyaglar varsa o grupta
kalirim. o o

24. Bagkalarim nasil ctkileyebilecegime aldirmaksizin kendim igin en iyi olan
,§apmaya calisirim. o

75 Kendime bakabilmek benim igin baglica meselelerden biridir.
6. Grup tarafindan alinan kararlara sayg1 duymak benim igin 6nemlidir.
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_27. Baskalarina iligkin olmadan, kendi kigisel kimligim benim igin gok

onemlidir.

_28. Grubum i¢inde uyumu korumak benim i¢in énemlidir.

~29. Okulda (veya iste) nasil davraniyorsam, evde-de dyle davranurim.

_30. Bagka birgey yapmak istesem bile, genelde digerlerinin yapmak istedigi seye
uyarim.
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11. Bsliim

Internet arkadaslh:gx

Bu bolimdeki sorular, yalnizea veya ¢ogunlukla Internet ortaminda goristiigiiniiz

arkadaslarmuzdan size en yakin hissettiginiz, ancak su anda veya daha énce romantik bir

iliski icinde olmadiginiz bir kiz veya erkek arkadasmnizi diistinerek cevaplayiniz.
Unutmaymn! Bu boliin boyunca sorulant tek Dbir arkadagimzi  diistinerek

cevaplandirmalisiniz. Bu arkadagimizla her hafta Internet ortaninda (chat, e-mail, tartisma

gurubu...vs. yollariyla) birlikte gegirdiginiz siire, yiiz ylize goriigmek veya telefonlagmak

yollarryla birlikte gecirdiginiz siireden fazla olmali.

1) Arkadaginizin insiyeti: - Kadm Erkek
2) Arkadasimizin yast:

3) Arkadasimuz ne isle ugrasiyor?

4) Bu arkadasimizla ne kadar zamandir tanisiyorsunuz?

5) Bir bafla i¢inde ne kadar siireyle agagida siralanan yéntemleri kullanarak

gorisiiyorsunuz? Agagidaki Slgegi kullanarak size en uygun cevabi daire igine alimz.

0. Hig

1. Haftada 1 saat veya daha az
2. Haftada 1-5 saat arasi

3. Haftada 5-10 saat arast

4. Haftada 10-20 saat arasi

5. Haftada 20 saatten fazla

a. ’ at o 1, 2 3 4 5

a. Internet’te chat ™ | | | \ |
b. Internet’teki tartisma forumlarn { 0I 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 l 5 |

5 i 4

¢. E-mail | 0I 1J 2l 3 | | 5 \
d. Yiiz ylize gbriigme | 0‘ 1 | 2| 3 | 4l 5 ‘
e. Telefonla goriisme l_OI 1I ‘ 21 3| 4J 5 ‘
f. Diger (belirtiniz) di 1 g 2 | 3 | 4 | 5l
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6) Daha 6nce hig tanimadifiniz bir grup insana arkadagimzi tanitmaniz gerekseydi, onu

nasi tanttirduniz?

1.

7) Asagidaki semalardan hangisinin siz ve arkadaginiz arasindaki iligkiyi en dogru ifade

ettigini diigiintiyorsunuz? Size en uygun cevabi daire igine alimz.

1. Ben Q Q Arkadagim 2. Be

Arkadagim
3. Ben Arkadagim 4. Ben Arkadasim
5. Ben Arkadasim 6. Ben Arkadagim

7. Ben Arkadasim
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L Biliim

Yiiz yiize arkadashk

Bu bolimdeki sorulari, gogunlukla yiz yiize veya telefonda goriistiigiiniiz

arkadaslarimizdan size en yakin hissettiginiz, ancak su anda va da daha ¢nce romantik bir

iligki icinde olmadigimz bir kiz veya erkek arkadasinizi diisiinerek cevaplayniz.

Unutmaym! Bu bolim boyunca sorulari tek bir arkadagumuzi diigiinerek
cevaplandirmalisiiz. Bu arkadaginzla her hafta yiiz ylize ve/veya telefonda goriiserek
gecirdiginiz stire, Internet ortaminda (chat, e-mail, tartigma gurubu...vs. yollaryla)

birlikte gecirdiginiz siireden fazla olmal.

1) Arkadagimizin cinsiyeti: Kadin Erkek
2) Arkadasmizin yast:
3) Arkadaginiz ne isle ugrastyor?

4) Bu arkadagimizla ne kadar zamandir tanigiyorsunuz?
5) Bir hafta iginde ne kadar siireyle agagida siralanan yontemleri kullanarak
goriisiivorsunuz? Asagidaki dlgegi kullanarak size en uygun cevabi daire igine alimiz.

0. Hig

1. Haftada 1 saat veya daha az
2. Haftada 1-5 saat arast

3. Haftada 5-10 saat arast

4. Haftada 10-20 saat aras1

5. Haftada 20 saatten fazla

a. Yz ylize gorii 0 1 2.3 4 5

a. Yz ylize goriisine C | | | L2

b.Telefonla goriigme I O1 1 l 2 | 3 | 4 | 5 |
-mal 2 4 5

¢. E-mail ‘ | OI‘ 1 | | 3 | P

d. Interet’te chat l 0| 1l 21 3‘ 4l 5 |

e. Internet teki tartigma forumlar ‘ OI 1! 2| 3 | 4I 5 I

f. Diger (belirtiniz) l 0| I | 21 3 | 4 | SJ
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6) Daha dnce hig tanimadiginz bir grup insana arkadaginizi tanitmaniz
gerekseydi, onu nasil tanitirdinz?
1.

7) Asagidaki semalardan hangisinin siz ve arkadaginiz arasindaki iligkiyi en dogru

ifade cttigini diigiinityorsunuz? Size en uygun cevaby daire igine alimz.

1. Ben : O Arkadagim 2. Ben

Arkadagin
3. Ben Arkadasim 4. Ben Arkadasim
5. Ben © Arkadasim 0. Ben Arkadagsim

N

7. Ben k) Arkadasun
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