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ABSTRACT 

The Effect of Culture, Gender, and Self-Construals 011 Friendship and Intimacy 

in Face-to-Face and Computer-Mediated Environments 

by 

Leman PlI1ar Tosun 

The rise or the Interne! ami the introduction of computers as interpersonal eOlllmunication 

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 race-to-I~lce rriendships were compared with regard to individuals' descriptions 

of their friends and intimacy in their friendship. The study examined the effect of culture 

(J::Ipanese and Turkish), gender, and sclf-construals (independent and interdependent) 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 for their face-to-face friends was higher than for their Internet 

friends. The intimacy level of males for Internet friends was higber than that of females. In 

terms of culture, the Turkish pmticipants were found to have higher overall intimacy levels 

than the Japanese participants. Males in the Japanese and females in the Turkish sample had a 

higher intimacy leveL Independent and interdependent selves were not found to differ in 

terms of intimacy levels. With regard to friend descriptions, the Turkish participants used 

personal descriptions more than the Japanese, whereas the Japanese participants used 

reialional descriptions more than the Turkish participants. In gener~l, females used relational 
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descriptions more than men. In terms of face-to-face and Internet friendship, the Japanese 

participants llsed personal descriptions for face-to-face friendsJ110re than Internet friends 

whereas the Turkish participants lIsed personal descriptions in face-to-face and Internet 

environments to the same degree. 
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KISAOZET 

Y(jz YUzc Orlamda vc Bilgisaym Ortamlllda KOIWriJn, Cillsiyctin vc Ucnligin 

Arkada~hk ve Yakmhk Uzerine Etkisi 

Leman Pinal' Tosun 

Internet kullanu11lnll1 artl~l ve bilgisayarlann ki~ilerarasl ileti~iJn araCl olarak giinH.ik 

hayatllTIlza ginnesiyle birlikte, biJgisayar\a itcti~im uzerine pek <;ok sosyal ara~tlrma yapllmaya 

ba~landl. Ancak, kUlturel ozeIliklel'in bireylerin bilgisayar araclliglyla yUriittUkleri ki~ileral'asl 

ili~kileri iizerine etkisi heniiz yeterince 9ah~tlmamJ~ bir konudur. Bn yah~mada, Internet 

arkada~hklan ve yiiz ylize arkada;hklar, bireylerin arkada~ tammlan ve arkada~lanna duyduklan 

yak1l111k aylsmdan kar~tla~tUllnl1~ttr. KiHtUrUn (Japon ',le TUrk ktiltUrleri), cinsiyetin ve benligin 

(bag1l11S1Z ve km91hkh bagmtth benlik) yiiz yUze arkad39lara ve internet arkada~lanna yonelik 

yakmhga ve bu arkada~lan 1am111la111aya olan etkisi incelel1mj~tir. Katlhmcilar 98 Turk, 46 Japon 

Universite ogrencisidir. Sonuylar, katllullcllann yHz yUze arkada~larma yonelik yakmhkJanmn 

internet arkada:;;lanna yonelik yakmhklanndan fazla oldugunu gostenni9tir. Erkeklerin internet 

arkada~lanna yonelik yakmhkiannll1 klzlannkinden, luzlann ytizyUze arkada91anna yonelik 

Y8kmhkanml1 erkeIderinkinden yliksek oldugu vull1nmu~tur. Her iki Wr arkada~lanna yonelik 

yakmltk a91S1l1dan, TUrk katdllncllar Japon kahtu11cllara g6re claim ytiksck yaklllhk dcgcrlerinc 

sahip bulunmu~tur. Japon katilllllCllar arasll1da erkekler, TUrk katlhmcllar arasmda ise klzlar 

daha yUksek yakm11k puam elde etl11i~tir. Japon katlllmclar arasmda crkekler, TUrk katlhmcllar 

arasldna ise IGzlar daha ytiksek yakmhk degerleri elde etmi~tir. 
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Arkada~lara yonelik yakll1hk dcgcrleri Uzerinde benligin etkisi bulunmmm~tll·. Arkada~hk 

tammlan aylsmdan, TUrk katllllncilar ki~isel tannniamalan Japon katthmcllardan daha yok 

ktlllntmll~lmdlr. Japon kattllll1ctlar isc ili~kisC\ tal\ll11lamalan TUrk kattlllllctlardall dalla ~,ok 

kullannll~lardlr. Genelde, kIzlar erkeklerden dalm yok ili~kisel tan11111a111a kulla11l11l;:;lardlr. 

Internet l\t'kHda~llgl vc yUz, yllz,c arkmla~lIk ,1<;ISII1(\all, JlIpOIl katillillctlar yHz yUz,c arkada~lan i<;in 

internet arkada~lan iyin kullandlklanndan daha yok ki~isel talllmlama kullamrken, Turk 

kaltltmctlar Internet arkada91an \Ie yHz yOze arkada~lml iyill hCl11cn hCl1lcl1 qit oranda ki9iscl 

talllmlamalar kullamTI1~tH. 
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Introduction 

Since the rise of the 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 technology. As the Internet became more widely used among 

lay people, especially among teenagers and college students, the social usc of CMC has 

gained importance as a research topic. However, the effect of cultural characteristics on 

individuals' perception of interpersonal relations in face-to-I~lcc 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 senses are used 

(Jettmar & Rapp, 1996). 

The Internet was born in 1969 as a way oflinking a few university and defense 

laboratories. Now it has grown into a global network connecting millions of people 

through e-mail and discussion groups. With the growth of the Internet, people arc using 

computers not only as a general-purpose tool for gathering and distributing information, 

but also to communicate \vith others and to perform long-distance group work. Thus, 

"personal computers" arc turning into "interpersonal computers" (Tesler, 1991; as cited 
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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 comparyd the effects of computer-mediated 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 &Alm, 1997; Smilowitz, Compton, & 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 feedback (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 identities can be hidden in the virtual environment), and the 

lack of shared norms governing its use (e.g., how to begin and end a discussion or an e­

m.ail). 

Computer-Mediated Interpersonal Relations 

The interpersonal relations that are initiated and maintained through computer­

mediated communication take several names in the literature such as online relationships, 

elect.ronic relationships and yiltual 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. 



3 

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 velY low in a 

medium in \vhich a variety of cues are "filtered out" (Short, Williams, & Christie, 1976). 

The social context cues theory, derived from the social presence theory for specific usc in 

computer-mediated conullunic3tion, assumes that communicators perceive the social 

context of a communication tlu·ough static and dynamic cues (Sproul & Kiesler, 1986). 

Static cues emanlltc frol11 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 arc strong in a medium, 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 theOlY, 

the reduction of contextuaJ, visual, and aural cues should cause communication in 

computer-mediated settings to be more impersonal and nonconforming than 

communication in face-to-face settings. There is empirical evidence showing that people 

in computer-mediated communication groups engage in more verbal aggression and 

nonconforming behavior than in face-to-face groups (Dubrovsky, Kiesler, & SeOma, 

199] ; as cited in Parks, 1996; Kiesler & Sproull, ] 992; as cited in \Vallace, 1999). Such 

aggressive behavior is called "flaming". Some researchers claim that aural and visual 

context cues of the physical environments are replaced with "emoticons" (emotive 

icons, smiicys, graphical symbols ofcmotiol1 and meaning such as: ) or :-) or :() and 

"emotings" (narrative descriptions of conversational nonverbal behaviors such as 
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writing "hehehe" for expressing laughing) in computer-mediated environments. Through 

the usc 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 emotieons help people to express one's feelings and understand others' feelings in 

the cOl11lllUniealioll is valid only if all the individuals ill the communication have 

suf[icient Internet experience to understand and to use those symbols. It is hard to say 

that aU 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 including emotional well­

being, instrumental and informational assistance, stimulation, and feelings of acceptance 

(SoJans, 1986; Stea, Thompson, & Blieszner, 1988; as cited in Holladay & Kerns, 1999). 

Friends meet our material needs (by providing help and suppOli), 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 friendships 

have such important functions in our lives, there is no single definition of friendship that 

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



categorical label like "cousin" or "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 fi:iendship that experts -give include the concept of 

voluntarism, interdependence, intimacy, and assistance. Hence, FeIu"s (1996) definition 

gives liS n good summary of various conceptualizations of fricndship: "It is a kind of 

voluntary interdependence in which two parties provide assistance and intimacy to each 

other" (p. 7). 

"Friend" is a very frequently used word in the daily life of individuals. 

5 

Descriptions of a friend differ according to factors 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 another's company are 

found to be emphasized in adults' conception of friendship (McCarthy, 1989; as cited in 

Fehr, 1996). 

\Vhat is central to a friendship differs between the sexes; for men, the essence of a 

close friendship is doing activities, but for women it is talking together (Elbedour & 

Shulman, 1997). Men's friendships 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 ,",vomen, 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 PerceQtion of Friends1liQ 

6 

Behavior in a close relationship 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 [onnation, structural and interactional 

characteristics of a friendship, and phases of a friendship (Fehr, 1996; Holladay & Kerns, 

1999), cross-cultural comparisons of friendship are rare in the social sciences literature. 

Belman, T'viurphy-Bennan, and Pachauri (1988; as cited in Fehr, 1996) studied gender 

differences in intimacy of friendship 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 

Indian men have more intimate friendships than American men. Shweder and Bourne 

(1984; as cited in Markus & Kitaya111a, 1991) examined the descriptions of close 

acquaintances in Indian and the American cultures. It was found that the Indians were 

more situationally specific and more relational than the Americans in their descriptions of 

dose acquaintances. It might be reasoned that the dispositional rather than the situation 

specific descriptions of close acquaintances require abstract thinking and since their 

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



study shovved 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 situations 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 collectivistic tendencies. Individualistic cultures focus on 

dispositional characteristics of individuals in their social relations including friendship, 

,vhereas in collectivistic cultures, individuals focus on social roles of their friends (Dion, 

Park, & Dion, 1990; Triandis, 1994) 

7 

Social perception is also related to inclivicluallevel factors such as ic1iocentrism 

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, Villeral, 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 be examined at the individual level. 

V crkuy1.en and Masson (1996) conducted a cross-ethnic study on the Dutch, Moroccan, 

Turkish, and South European adolescents in the Netherlands. Their study showed that 

allocentrism was related to greater sensitivity to friends, using more ascribed features in 

describing friends, and having fewer friends but seeing the relationship as closer. 
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In the friendship literature, it is argued that people need consensual validation, 

which is satislied by having friends with similar charaderistics. 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, whereas individualist in-groups 

are defined in terms of achieved attributes such as l)ersonal belief:<; attitudes abilities 
t '" 

and values (Triandis, 1994). There is also empirical evidence showing that people in 

collectivist cultures pay less attention to individuating features 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 iIi 

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-ta-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 salient 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 arc also salient to thelll. 
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The influence of cultural individualism/collectivism on individuals' behavior is 

mediated through the way individuals conceive of thelllselves (Uudykunst, 1(97). 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 (Singeiis, 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 friends are recognized as the 

cornerstones of interpersonal behavior. The concept of intimacy has a central role in the 

literature of close relationships. The definition of intimacy depends on the perspective 

adopted. 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 
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to the equality of an ongoing relationship (Broucke, Vandercycken, & Vertommen, 

1995). Basically, ideas about the definition of intimacy are divided into three (Okman-

Fi~ck, 1994). According to the first view, intimacy is attributable to the individuals. The 

second view claims that it is the relationship that is intimate or not, rather than the 

individuals. The third view focuses on single interactions rather than individuals or 

relationships. If one accepts the first view (intimacy as an individual attribute), then 

measuring 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, affcctivc1y, 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 relationship. lfthe individuals in the relaHonship view 

the self as interdependent with the surrounding context and it is the "self-in-re1ation-to-

other" that 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. 
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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 

each individual feels his or her innermost self validated, understood, and cared for by the 

other (Aron, Aron, & Smallon, 1992). Intimacy is a concept often considered as 

synonymous with closeness. Aron, Aro11 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; lung, 

1959; Maslow, 1967; and McCall, 1974; as cited in Aron et a1., 1992). Based on these 

precedents for thinking of close reiatiOllships as including the other in the self, Aron et a1. 

(1992) developed a single item, pictorial measure of closeness and used it as a measure 

of interpersonal c.Iosencss. 

Culture and Intimacy 

Cultures differ in the ways in which their members 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, 1998). Both the conception and the 
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manirestation orintimacy me 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 Isr~eli 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 ofIsraeli 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 from the object. 

For that reason, the relationship between the self and the other, or between the subject 

(lnd tbe object is assumed to be much closer among allocentrics than idiocentrics (Markus 

& Kitayama, 1991). 

\Vith regard to gender di fferenccs, 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). 



Females are more other-oriented, expressive and intimate in their friendships, whereas 

males are more self-oriented and foclIsed on doing things together. 

The Present Study 
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The aim of the present study is to contribute 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 impOltant 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. Idiocentrics, 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 significant 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 then~ to focus on others' personal characteristics rather than on the 
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social characteristics, 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 face-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-construals. 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. If a 

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 

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

face ti-iends will be examined. 



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 
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culture is difficult to classify as either collectivist or individualistic (Anamur, 1998; 

Goregenli, 1997; Haskuka, 2001; Klliy, 2000). In the present study, it is expected that the 

hpancse will have higher interdependent self-construals than the Turkish participants. 

Hence, Japanese palticipants will be more likely to describe their friends with social 

characteristics and less with personal characteristics than the Turkish participants. As 

mentioned above, the nature of the computer-mediated environment is expected to lead 

people to focus on personal characteristics of others. Since the nature of the computer­

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 fijends 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 ofInternet friends and face-to-face friends 

because the Japanese rely on their interdependent self-construals more than the Turkish 

do. 

Individuals in collectivistic cultures pay more attention to context (emotional 

expressions, touching, difference between bodies, eye contact, level of voice) when they 

cOlll.ll1unicate than individuals in individualistic cultures (Gudykunst 1983; as cited in 

Triandis, 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 cliltures. (Gudykunst, Matsumoto, Ting-Toomey, 

Nishida, Kim, & Heyman, \(96) Because orits lack of social context cues, it can be 

claimed that computer-mediated environment will be a less convenient communication 

medium for mcmbcrs of collectivistic culturcs. Guclykunst ct a!. (1996) found that 

independent/interdependent self-construals are individual level factors that mediate the 

innuence or cultural individualism/collectivism on high/low context communication. In 

the present study, it is expected that individuals will feel less intimacy towards an 

Internet friend than a face-to-face IHend because ofthe nature of the computer-mediated 

environment. 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 envirolUl1ent is a low context 

communicat.ion environment. 

In the present study, the intimacy level of females in face-to-face friendships is 

expected to be higher than that of males. Computer-mediated communication 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 the relations of females than that of 

the males. 
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Research QJ.lestions and Hypotheses: 

Q~1.estion 1: How do computer-mediated friendships differ from face-to-face friendships? 

Hypothesis IA: Individuals will describe their Internet friends more with their personal 

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

fupothesis IB: Individuals will report feeling more intimacy with their face-to-face 

friends than their Internet friends. 

Question 2: How do self-col1struals affect computer-mediated and face-to-face 

friendships? 

Hypothesis 2A: Individuals endorsing mostly an interdepend<?nt 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: vVhen describing their Internet friends, individuals with a higher 

interdependent self-construal will use fewer social attributes and more personal attributes 

than when describing their face-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. 

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

interdependent self-construal feel towards their face-to-face atld 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? 
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Hypothesis 3A: The effect of gender on the descriptions of computer-mediated and [ace­

to-face friends 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 Internet and face-to-face friends. 

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

HYDothesis 3D: The difference between th.e 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? 

fuQothesis 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 friends will be higher than the 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 participants. 



Method 

Participants 

There were two groups of participants, those who rep~rted having Internet 

Cricndships and thosc who rcporlcu no such rriendships. 
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The participants with Internet friendships were 98 Bogaziyi University students in 

Turkey (61 females, 37 males) and 43 Keto University students in Japan (20 females, 23 

males). The age of Turkish participants ranged from 17 to 34 years with a mean of20.33 

and a standard deviation of 2.34. The age of Japanese participants ranged from 18 to 36 

years with a mean of 21.3 5 and a standard deviation of 3 .32. Overall, the age ofthe 

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 sameuniversities. The age of· 

the participants without Internet friends ranged from 17 to 2S years with a mean of 19.82 

and a standard deviation of 1.37. 

Instrllments 

The questionnaire consisted of four sections: Demographic questions, the Self­

Construal Scale (SCS; Singelis, 1994), two sections on Internet and face-to face 

friendship, each of which included a description of friends, and the Inclusion of Olhers in 

the Self Scale (lOS; 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 friend 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 questionsrelated to the participants' face-to-face friends were asked in the 

face-to-face friend section of the questiOlU1aire. These questions consisted of the 

participants' age, gender, and nationality of face-to-face friends and how often the 

participants communicated with them in several media (face-to-face, phone, e-mail, 

cilatrooms, Intcrnet discussion groups and others) during a week (See Appendix A). 

The Self-Construal Scale (SCS) 

The Self-construal was measured by the Self-Construal Scale (SCS; Singelis, 

1994) that measures an iudi vidual's interdependent and independent self. lts most recent 

version consists of 30 items that make up two subscales: 15 items tap the independent 

self(qucstions 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 "1 

strongly disagree" (1) to "1 strongly agree" (7) with higher scores indicating a higher 

independent/interdependent self construal. These scales consider independent and 

interdependent self-construals as two separate 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 (Singeiis, 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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CAtaca, 2001, personal communication). In another 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 administered on an employee 

sample from 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 (Hesap'Y1, 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). 

Pesq:mtion 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 coli eclion, 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 lennis dub), or relational characleristics (e.g., we 

laugh a lot when we are together! we are classmates! s/he understands me better than 

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

The intimacy level of participants for their Internet and face-to-face friends was 

measured by Inclusion of Others in the Self (lOS) Scale developed by Aron and Aron 

(1992). It is a single item, pictorial measure intended to tap directly people's sense of 

interpersonal connectedness. In the lOS 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 lOS Scale demonstrated alternate-form 

and test-retest reliability (r = .86 for friendship); convergent validity with the 

Relationship Closeness Scale (r = .22), The Sternberg Intimacy Scale (r = AS), 

discriminant validity with Anger-Sadness Circles (r = -.07); minimal social desirability 

correlations (r = -A); and predictive validity for whether romantic relationships were 

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

Procedure 

The friend description item and the lOS were originally developed in English. 

They were translated from English into Japanese and into Turkish, and back translated by 

bilinguals. Before the distribution of tile questionnaire, 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, chatrool11s, 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 onlnternet friendship. The 

[ntcrnet friendship section began with the instruction that the participants should think 

about their closest friend with whom they communicated only or mostly through the 

Internet. 1t was stated that they could think of a same sex friend or an opposite sex 

friend, but they should not think of a friend with whom they were having a romantic 

relntionship at the time or one that they were romantically involved with in the past. All 

of the participants were asked to refer to this particular friend while responding to the 

Internet friend 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 questionnaires were conducted in classrooms in the presence oHhe 

researcher and the participants were given extra credit for their introductory psychology 

course. Most of the Japanese questionnaires were conducted in classrooms as weU, but 

sorne of the Japanese participants were reached bye-mail. All ofthe Japanese students 

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

Characteristics onIle Turkish and the Japanese Samples 

The Turkish sample 

The Turkish sample was composed 01'99 students (61 females and 37 males, 1 

gender unidentified), and they described one Internet friend and one face-to-face friend 

each. Their age ranged from 17 to 34, with a mean of20.38 years. Of the 99 Internet 

friends, 71 were Turkish and the rest were from 17 different countries such as Saudi 

Arabia, United Kingdom, Romania, China, Canada, the U.S., India, Argentina, Germany, 

Australia, Azerbaijan, and Turkmenistan. The most common way of communication was 

via e-mail (81.8 %) and the second was chatting on the net (69.4 %). The nationality of 

face-to-face friends was much Jess varied (mostly Turkish and the others were from the 

U.S., China, Macedonia, and Mongolia). The age and sex distribution ofInternet and 

face-to-face friends and the length of time they have been friends are reported in Table 1. 

Ofthe 96 Internet friendships, 40 \vere same sex (22 female-female, 18 male-male), and 

56 ofthem were cross-sex friendships. Seventy-six of96 Turkish face-to-face 

friendships were same-sex (50 female-female, 26 male-male), and 20 were cross-sex 

friendships. Chi square test results reveaJed that the frequency of same-sex friendships 

was significantly higher than cross-sex friendships in the face-to-face environment, 

y.) (1, tl = 96) = 29.63, R < .001, whereas there was no significant difference between the 

frequency of same-sex friendships and cross-sex friendships in the computer-mediated 

environment, i2 (1, N = 96) = 1.65,]2> .05 . 

. ' . t·l . pr~.itP~i I( nt.iiohAOp.si ~ 
~ BOOI:t7If~\ . '"'' ., 
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Table 1. 

Characteristics of Il1~ernet and Face-lo-Face Friends in the Turkish sample 

Internet friend (tT = 96) Face-to-face friend (N = 96) 

SD Min Max M SD Min Max 

Age 21.51 3.79 17.00 39.00 20.47 2.29 17.00 34.00 

Sex 
Male 40 
Female 56 
Unidentified 3 

For how long have you 
known each other? 
(in years) 3.37 3.43 .40 15.00 

The Japanese sample 

36 
60 
3 

5.21 4.00 .08 24.00 

The Japanese sample was composed of 43 students (20 females and 23 males), and they 

described one Internet friend and one face-to-face friend each. Their age ranged from 18 

to 36, with a mean of21.35 years. Ofthe 43 Internet friends, 29 were Japanese and the 

rest were from the U.S., Korea, China, and Mexico. The most popular way of 

communication was via e-mail (90.6%). Thirty eight of 43 face-to-face friends (79%) 

were Japanese. The age and sex distribution oflnternet and face-to-face friends and the 

length ofHme 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), ancl23 were cross-sex 

friendships. The age and sex distribution ofInternet and face-to-face friends and the 

length oftime they have been friends are reported in Table 2. Orthe 43 Japanese face-to-

face friendships, 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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Characteristics ofInternet and Face-to-Face Friends in the Japanese Sample 

Inteniet friend (N = 43) Face-to-face friend (N = 43) 

N M SD Min Max N M SD Min Max 

Age 21.37 3.22 16.00 32.00 21.27 3.36 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 3.31 0.30 15.00 3.49 3.33 .05 17.00 

sex friendships was significantly higher than cross-sex friendships in the face-lo-face 

environment, X2 (l, N = 96) =:= 13.65, .Q < ,001, whereas there was no significant 

difference between the frequency of same sex friendships and cross-sex friendships in the 

computer-mediated environment, X2 (1, N = 96) = .22, Q >.05. 

Descriptive Characteristics of the Variables Used in the Study 

The sample size, mean, standard deviation, 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 4.73 .50 1-7 .46 20 4.58 .50 1-7 .73 20 2.98 1.28 1-7 
Male 23 4.68 .74 1-7 .75 23 4.32 .74 1-7 .75 22 3.66 1.53 1-7 
Total 43 4.70 .63 1-7 .66 43 4.44 r" .OJ 1-7 .74 42 3.33 1.44 1-7 

Turkish 
Female 61 5.18 .57 1-7 .60 61 4.87 .75 1-7 .80 61 4.97 0.93 1-7 
Male 37 4.72 .62 1-7 .63 37 4.89 .53 1-7 .58 36 4.58 1.44 1-7 
Total 98 5.01 .62 1-7 .66 98 4.88 .61 1-7 .75 97 4.82 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 
j\;lale 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 



divided into four groups based Oll the respective medians of independent and 

interdependent scores for each cultural group. The Turkish participants whose 

independence score was lower· 
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than the median (5.03) and whose interdependence score was higher than the median 

(4.93) were classified as interdependent. Those participants whose independence score 

was higher than 5.03 and whose interdependence score was lower than 4.93 were 

classified as independent. 'rhose participants whosc independence score was higher than. 

5,03 and whose interdependence score was higher than 4.93 were classified as both 

independent and interdepend~.!1h 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 interdependcnt. The Japanese sample was also divided into 4 

groups using the Japanese medians (4.93 for 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, the 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/her friend. Therefore, 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 \vere Turkish and 
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Table 4. 

The Distribution of Independent and Interde~ndent Self Construals in the Japanese and 

the Turkish Sat1:!J21es 

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 graduate student was given instructions 

about how to code the friend descriptions. She was asked to code each description as 

either social, personal, or relational description depending on the following criteria: 

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/her uniqueness. 
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Relational description: If the respondent described the characteristics of their friendship 

such as where and how s/he met his/her friend, what they do together and why they 

maintain their 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 011 social items 

was .81, and the proportion of the agreement 011 relational was .90. I-Ience, 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 friends was: 

The number of personal descriptions for Internet friends 
l"-'h-e-n-t-u-n-b-e-r-o-=-f-(-p-e-rs-o-n--:-al + social+ relational) descriptions for Internet friends 

All participants had three different description scores for Internet friends and 

three di fferent description scores for face-to-face friends each ranging [rom 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 111easure 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 5. 

The Descri12tive Statistics of Personal, Social, and Relational Descri12tions for Internet 
and Face-to-Face Friends 

M 

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 face-to-face friend .05 .17 

Relational descriptions scores for face-la-face friend .27 .37 

construals. The between subjects test results showed that both culture, E (1, 137) = 16.18, 

11 < .001 and gender, E (1, 137) :=: 4.80, 12 < .05 had a main effect on self construal. Both 

the independent (M :=: 5.01, S12 = .62) and the interdependent (M = 4.88, SD = .67)self 

construnls 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 

(Iv1 = 4.71, SD = .66). Within sUL"ject test results showed that there was a three-way 

interaction of self construal, culture, and gender, E (1, 137) = 4.22, 12 < .05. Turkish 

female participants had a higher independent self construal (M = 5.18, SD = .57) than an 

interdependent self construal (M = 4.87, SD = .75). Japanese female and male 

participants had a higher independent self construal (M = 4.73, SD = .50, and M = 4.68, 
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SD = .74, respectively) than an interdependent self construal ( M = 4.58, SD = .67, and 

M = 4.32, SD = .75, respectively), Turkish males had a higher interdependent self 

construaj (M = 4.89, SD = .53) compared to the independent self construal (M = 4.72, SD 

= .(2). The Turkish and the Ji.1panesc participants' independent (lnd interdependent self 

construals according to gender can be seen in Figure J. 

R~sults Concerning the Hypotheses 

The Effect of Culture, Gender, and Self Construals on lntim~ 

A 2 X 2 (Culture x Gender) repeated measures analysis of variance was used to 

examine their effects on intimacy for face-to-face and Internet friends. 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), E (1, 129) = 41.40, 12 < .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 12 < .05 on overall 

intimacy. The Japanese males (Iv! = 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 than the Turkish males 

0\/1 = 4.58 SD = 1.44). I-Lence, the hypothesis concerning the effect of gender on 

intirnacy was not supported, but an unexpected culture by gender interaction was 

detected. This interaction C811 be seen in Figure 2. 
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Supporting the related hypothesis, the w'ithin subjecls analysis showed that 

intimacy for face-to-face friends (M = 4.86, SD = 1.58) was higher than intimacy for 
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Internet friends (M = 3.98, SD = 1.74), E (1,129) = 24.84, 12 < .001. A significant effect 

of interaction of friendship type by gender was found, E (1, 129) = 6.22,12 < .05. Male 

participants' intimacy for Internet friend (M = 4.13, SD = 1.76) was higher than female 

participants' (M = 3.87, 3D = 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 tenns 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 simultaneous multiple regression was conducted in order to examine the effect 

of independent and interdependent self constru;' 1s on intimacy. The analysis revealed a 

significant finding, F(2,138):::: 7.38, 12 < .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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The Descriptive Statistics of Intimacy Scores for Face-to-Face and Internet Friends b'y 

Culture and 4 Groups Based on Self Construals 

Independent Interdependent Both independent Neither 
and independent 

interdependent nor 
interdependent 

M S1) tv! SD. M SD M .8D 
Japanese F ace-to-face 

friend 3.30 1.49 4.75 1.49 4.36 1.69 3.08 l.68 
Internet 
friend 3.60 2.01 4.00 1.07 2.42 1.68 2.17 l.27 

Turkish Face-to-face 
friend 5.21 1.35 5.27 1.31 5.52 1.20 5.29 1.31 
Internet 
friend 4.08 1.41 4,44 1.78 4.55 1.34 4.52 1.75 



Table 7. 

Summary of Multiple Regression A~~Jor Self-Construals on Overall Intimacy 

Variable 

Independent 
self-construal 

Interdependent 
self-construal 

Note. R2 = .085 
* P < .001 

.33 

.53 

.18 .15 

.16 .26* 

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 
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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 had,! (131) = 1.99,12 < 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 

difference scores were not supported whereas the hypothesis related to the effect of 

gender on intimacy difference scores was suppOltecl. 

The Comparison of Personal, Relational and Social Descriptions by Culture 

A 3 X 2 (Description type x Culture) repeatec1measures 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) = 17.20,12-< .001. Personal description scores (M = .67, SI! = .37) were 
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higher than social CM = .07, SD = .16) and relational (M = .27, SD = .35) description 

scores; and relational description scores were higher than social description scores. A 

description type by culture interaction was found, F (1, 136) = 36.77, 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 (f\1 = .51, SD = .39). The interaction between friend 

description types and culture can be seen in Figure 4. 

The Effect of CultWe, Gender, and Self Construals 011 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 friends. 

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-ta-face and Internet friends. The 

test of between sul~jects analysis showed that there was a main effect of culture on 

personal description scores, E (1, 119) = 36.82,12 < .001. The Turkish participants had 

higher pe.rsonal description scores (M = .78, So. = .39) than the Japanese participants 

(M = .39, S12. = .35). Hence, the hypothesis 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 descriptions of Internet and 

race-to .. face friends, E (1, 189) = 5.11,12 < .05. Personal description scores for face-to-



Personal, Social, and Relational Friend Descriptions by Culture 

0.8 
0.78 

0.6 0.51 

0.39 
0.4 .. 

0.2 
0.17 

Turkish Japanese 

o personal 

asocial 

1m relational 

face friends (Iv!:::: .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 founel, E (1,246) = 6.66, 12 < .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. 



40 

Personal Description Score by Friendship Type and Culture 

I/) 
Q) 
&.. 
0 
0 1 I/) -
t: 

;.8 - :'.78 0 0 0:.79 :p 
a. J.6 .;;: 
0 

.;.4 -
'.48 \II __ 

I/) ---Q) ---II! ';.33 
"tl ,.2 -

-e-Turkish I 
- -II! - Japanese J 

til 
t: D-o 
(f) 

face-ta-face Internet ... 
Q) 
0.. friends friends 

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 

culture 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 com;truals on personal descriptions. No significant 

difference was found al110ng 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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E (1,119) = 29.03, 11 < .001 and gender, t (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 culture interaction effect on relational descriptions, .E (1, 119) = 11.29,12 < .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 = AI, SD= AI). However, the Turkish participants' relational 

descriptions for face-to-face friends (M= .18, SD= .30) were higher than for Internet 

friends (M = .14, SQ,= .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 

difference was found. 

A repeated measures analysis of variance was used to examine the efTect of 

independent and interdependent self construals on relational description scores. No 

significant difference was found between the groups in terms of relational descriptions. 

The Effects on Social Descriptions 

A repeated measures analysis of variance was used to examine the effect of 
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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-lo-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 ofval'iance was 

used to examine the effect of 4 groups based on independent and interdependent self 

construals. No significant difference was found. 

Other findiQg§ 

Data were collected fro111 a group of students who did not have any Internet 
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friends in order to examine whether the characteristics of individuals with and without an 

Internet friend differed or not. It was found that participants witil and without an Internet 

friend differed in terms of how often they used the Internet, 1 (227) = 3.81, 12 < .001. The 
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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 telms of gender of 

participants with (81 female, 60 male) and without (61 fem~le, 27 male) an Internet 

friend, "l (3, N = 227) = 3.24, 12 > .05. Palticipants with and without an Internet friend did 

not differ in terms of independent (M = 4.91, SD = .64; M = 4.82, SD = .59, 

respectively), 1 (227) = 1.17,12 > .05 and interdependent self construals (M = 4.74, 

SD = .71; M = 4.73, SD = .S9, respectively), 1 (227) = 1.14,12 > .OS. The intimacy 

scores for their face-to-face-friends of participants with (M = 4.86, SD = 1.S7) and 

without (M = 4.48, ~D = 1.S6) an Internet friend were not found to be different, 1 (217) = 

1.76,12 > .05. 
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Discussion 

First, independent and interdependent self eonstruals with regard to the effect of 

culture and gender were examined. 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 

independence scores than males. 

Goregenli (1997) claims that' 'Turkish culture can not be placed on one or the 

other side ofthe individualism-collectivism dichotomy" (p. 792). The high scores ofthe 

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 aI., 1998). Neither the Turkish nor 

the Japanese culture is known to be individualistic; this might be the reason for finding 

girls more independent than males in contrast to the expectations. 

Second, the effect of culture, gender, type of friendship nnd 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 "vas higher than 

that of females, 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, 

Asian-American, Turkish, Japanese and Dutch college students to several kinds of in­

groups by using Aron-type circles of closeness scale. The Japanese sample had the lowest 

closeness scores for any kind of in-group, including friends. In their study, it was 

concluded that closeness was not central to Japanese collectivism. Uleman et al. (2000) 

used Kagitcibasi's (1997; as cited in Uleman ct al., 2000) distinction between the 

normative and the relational I-C to explain the surprising low scores of the Japanese 

sample and concluded that perhaps the Japanese culture was normatively collectivist 
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(attitudes and norms tie them through expectations and obligations) hut relationally 

individualist (they have distant relationships). Third, a moderation response style of the 

Japanese patticipants might be the factor responsible for the finding. 

In SUppOlt 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 Usenet news group 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 

communication gives an opportunity for a relationship that is totally based on verbal 

expressions. Therefore, the lack of traditional gating features in the Internet envirolUnent 

can be a positive feature in terms of friendship formation and maintenance for McKenna, 

Green and Gleason's (2002) sample, whereas it may have 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 for the sample having lower intimacy for their Internet friends than 

their face-to-face friends. 

-
Third, the effect of culture, gender, friendship type and 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 pmticipants' 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 finding 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 
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conceptions (Watkins, Adair, Akande, Gerong, McInerney, Sunar, Watson, Wen, & 

Habtamu, 1998). In that study which included nine cultures, idiocentric self descriptions 

were the most common typc,of descriptions in all cultures, including 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 friendship, 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 ffiends. This result indicates that individuals' preferred type of 

description for friends are not qualitatively different between the Internet enviromnent 

and the face-to-face environment. This might be an indication that the unique qualities of 

the Intemet environment do not alter the person perception of the users. 

The prediction about the effect of self-construals on intimacy and friend 

descriptions 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 classified 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 interdependent and independent 

self-construals had a valuable contribution to the dependent variables of the study. It was 

found that the interdependent scI r construal had a unique contribution to overall intimacy. 

This result showed that controlling for the independent self construal, only the 

interdependent sdfhml <In erred Oil an individual's intimacy. Examining the elTects of 

independent and interdependent self-construals separately yielded a more significant 

iinding 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 considered to be an Internet 

friend. Perhaps, more restricted definitions ofIntemet 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 cOlmected 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 (asynchronous conm1Unication 

chatmels). 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 friendship might be different and therefore, it might be better to examine, . 

analyze and evaluate the effects of these different Internet communication chamlels 

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 vmying on individualism-collectivism. 
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Appendix A: Demographic Questions 



Sex: Female 

Nationality: 

Male Age: 

How often do you use the Internet? 

O. Never 

1. Less than 1 hour a week 

2. 1 to 5 hours a week 

3. 5 to 10 hours a week 

4. 10 to 20 hours a week 

5. More than 20 hours a week 
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The Second Section 

The Internet Friendship 
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While responding to the items in this section, please think about your closest friend that 

you only or mostly communicate thJough 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 friend of 

yours that you communicate with more frequently through the Internet (through chat programs, 

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

interaction and lor by telephone. 

1. Your friend's sex: female ................... Male ................ .. 

2. Your friend's age: 

3. Your friend's job: 

4. Your friend's nationality: ............................... . 

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



6. During a week, hoyv 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. I to 5 hours a week 

3. 5 to 10 hours a week 

4. 10 to 20 hours a week 

5. More than 20 hours a week 

a. Chatting on the Net 1 0 1 1 21 3 1 41 5 1 

b. Discussion groups on the Net 101 21 3 I 41 5 1 

c. E-mail 1 0 1 1 
1 21 3

1 41 51 

d. Face-to-face 
I °1 1 

1 21 3
1 41 51 

e. Phone ,0 1 1 21 3
1 41 51 

f. Other 1° , 1 1 21 3 1 41 5 1 
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The Third Section 

Facc-to-li'ace Friendship 
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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 notthink 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 lor by 

telephone as opposed to communication via Internet (through chat programs, e-mail, the 

Internet discussion groups ... etc.). 

1. Your friend's sex: Female ................... Male ................. . 

2. Your friend's age: 

3. Your friend's job: 

4. Your friend's nationality: ............................... . 

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



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. 

6. Never 

7. Less than one hour a week 

8. 1 to 5 hours a week 

9. 5 to 10 hours a week 

10.10 to 20 hours a week 

11. More than 20 hours a week 

a. Face-to-face I 01 21 31 41 51 

b.Phone Lal 21 31 41 51 

c Chating on the Net 
1

0 
I 

1 2, 3 , 4, 5 I 

d. E-mail 1 
0

1 1 1 21 3
1 41 5, 

e. Discussion groups on the Net , 0 1 
1 21 3 1 41 51 

f. Other 1 0 I 1 I 21 3 1 41 5 1 
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Appendix B: The Self-Construal Scale (SCS) 
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INSTRUCTIONS 

This is 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 
evelY statement. Thank you. 

1 =STRONGL Y DISAGREE 

2=DISAGREE 

3=SOMEWHAT DISAGREE 

4=DON'T AGREE OR 

DISAGREE 

5=AGREE SOMEWHAT 

6=AGREE 

7=STRONGLY AGREE 

__ 1. I enjoy 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. I have respect for the authority figures with whom I interact. 

5. T do my own thing, regardless of what others think. 

6. I respect people who are modest about themselves. 

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

8. I will sacrifice my self interest for the benefit of the group I am in. 

9. I'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. 

__ 12. I l'celmy 1~llc is intcrtwillcd with thc nltc orthosc arollnd mc. 
13. I prefer to be direct and forthright when dealing with people I've just met. 

__ 14. I feel good when I cooperate with others. 

15. I am comfortable with being singled out for praise or rewards. 

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

17. I 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 I am with. 

__ 21. My happiness depends 011 the happiness of those around me. 

22. I 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. I 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 maini.ain harmony within my group. 



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

__ 30. I usually go along with what others want to do, even when I would rather do 
something different. 
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Appendix C: Description of Friend 



Imagine that you had to describe this friend to a person whom you have never met 

before. What would you say? 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 
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Appendix D: Inclusion of Others in the Self ScaJe(IOS) 
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Which of the schemas below do you think that expresses the relationship between you 

and your friend most appropriately? 

1 I 0 0 Myfriend 2. I 

3. 1 Alyfriend 4. Myfriend 

5. 
CID 

1 Myfriend 6. I ([J) My friend 

7.1 

(: o Myfriend 
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Appendix E: The Turkish Version of the Questionnaire 
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Elinizdeki anket; Bogaziyi Universitesi Psikoloji Bollimii ytiksek lisans 

ogrencisinin arkacla~hk Uzerine bir yah~maslcllr. 3 boHimclen olu~maktadlr. Uitfen bUtUn 

bolUmlerdeki sorulan eksiksiz doldurunuz. Katk1l11Z iyin ~imdiuen te~ekkUr edcriz. 

Cinsiyet: Erl{ck 
---Kadm 

Ne kadar slkhkla Internet kullamyorsunuz? 

O. Hiy 
1. Haftacla bil' saatten az 
2. Haftacla 1-5 saat araSl 
3. Haftacla 5-10 saat araSl 
4-. Haftada 10-20 saat araSl 
5. Haftada 20 saatten fazla 

Ya~: 



I. Bollim 
~esitli Durumlardaki Duygu ve Davramslar 
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Bli ankette, lie~itli durulTIlardaki duygu ve davranl~lan11lz olc;:tilmektedir. A~aglda lie~itli ifadeler 
SJrala~1I1ll~tl~·. Sizden istedigimiz, bu ifadenin sizin iliin lie clerece gelierli oldllgllnu degerlelldirmenizdir. 
Her Ifadenll1 yamna, ne kaclar katJhp katIlmacllglnlzl belirten mimaraYI yazll1lz. Ltitfen her ifacleyi 
degerlendirin iz. 

1- Kesinlikle kahhmyorum 
2- Katlimlyorum 
3- Pek katIlmlyomm 
4- Ne katlhyorum ne katlimlyorum 
5- 13iraz katlliyorlll11 

"6- KatlltyortIl11 
7- Kesinlikle kalll!yorlll11 

_1. Biryok yandell digerlerinden farkh ve azgUll olmaktan ho~lal1lnm. 
_2. ilk defa tam~tlg1l11 biriyle, bu Id~i benden ya~ya yok bUyUk olsa bile, aylk<;a 
konu~abilirim. 

_3. Grup Uyelerinin fikirlerine kesinlikle katllmadlglll1 zamanlarda bile, 
l11Unaka~adan ka<;mlfll11. 
_4. Temas halinde oldugum otorite sahibi ki~ilere saygl duyanm. 
_5. Ba~kalartnll1 ne di.i$lindOgi.inc aldmnakslZll1, kendi bildigimi yapanm. 
_6. Kendileri hakkmda mtitevazi olan insanlara saygl duyanm. 
_ 7. Bagllnslz bir ki~i olarak hareket etmek benil11 iyin anemlidir. 
_8. GerekHginde grubul11un yaran i<;in azveride bulunurul11. 
_9. Yanh~ anla$llmaktansa, aylk<;a 'HaYlr' demeyi tercih ederil11. 
_10. Canh bir hayal gtictine sahip olmak benim i<;in onel11lidir. 
_11. EgitimJkariyer planlan yaparken, a11l1e babamll1 tavsiyelerini clikkate 
almahY1l11. 

12. Kendi kaderimin yevremdeki insanlann kaderiyle i<; iye oldugunu 
hissediyorum. 

13. Yeni tal1l~hgll11 insanlarla ili$kileril11de aYlksaz1i.i olmaYl tercih ederim. 
-14. Ba$kalanyla i$birligi yaptJglmda, kendil11i iyi hissederim. 
-15. Ovtill11ek veya odtillendirilmek i<;in one <;lkanlmaktan rahatslzhk duymam. 
-16. Karcle~im ba~anslz olursa, kenclimi sorumlu hissederim. = 17. <;ogunlukla ba$kalanyla olan ili$kilerimin kendi ba$anlanmdan daha onemli 
oldugunu hissederim. 

18. Derste (veya bir toplantJda) saz almaktan yekiml1em. 
19. OtobUste yerimi hocama (veya patronuma) vcririm. 

-20. Kiminle olursam 01aY1111 aylll $ekilcle clavranmm. 
-21. Benim 111utlu1ugu111, ycvremdeki1erin mutluluguna baghdll'. 
- 22. Saghkh olmaya her $eyin UstUndc cleger veririm. 
=23. Bir gruptan meillmn olmacllgnl1 zaman bile, bana ihtiyaylan varsa 0 grupta 
kalmm. 
_24. Ba9kalanm nasl1 etkileyebilecegime aldmnakslz111 kcndim iyin en iyi olam 

yap maya yah~mm. . .. . . . 
25. Kenclime bakabilmek bemm lyll1 ba$hca meselelerden bmchr. 

=26. Grup tarafmdan alman kararlara saygl duymak benim iyin anem1idir. 
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_27. Ba~kalanna ili~kin olmadan, kendi ki~isel kimligim benim Wlll yok 
ollemlidir. 
_28. Grubum iyinde uyumu korumak benim iyin onemlidir. 
_29. Okulda (veya i~te) nasll davral1lyorsam, evde~de oyle davranmm. 
_30. Ba~ka bir~eyyapmak istesem bile, genelde digerlerinin yapmak istedigi ~eye 

nyanm. 



II. Bijliim 

internet arkada~l:gl 
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Bu bolUmdeki sorulan, vall1lzea vera cogunlukla internet ortammda gorli~ttiglini.iz 

arkada~lanl1lzdan size en yakl11 hissettiginiz, oneak -iU anda veva doha once romantik bir 

ili§ki icinde olmadl.gl.T1lz bil' klz veya el'kek arkada~llllZ1 dU~ilnel'ek cevaplaYllllz. 

Unutmaym! Bu boltim boyunca soruJan tek bir arkada~1l11Z1 dil~ilnerek 

cevaplandirmahsllllz. Bu arkada~llllzia her hafta internet ortanunda (chat, e-mail.tmil~ma 

gurUbll ... VS. yo11a1'1yla) birlikte geryirdiginiz slire, yilz yUze gorli~mek veya telefonla~mak 

yollanyla birlikte geyil'diginiz sUre den fazIa ol111a11. 

1) Arkada~1l1lZ1l1 insiyeti: Kaehn Erkek 

2) Arkada~llllZl11 ya~l: 

3) Arkada~llllZ ne i~le ugra~lyor? 

4) Bu arkada~1l1lz1a ne kadar zamandll' tal11~lyorsunuz? 

5) Bil' hafta icyinde ne kadar sUreyle a~aglda slralanan yontemleri kullanarak 

goril~Uyorsunuz? A~agldaki olyegi kullanarak size en uygun cevabl elaire iyine ahmz. 

O.Hiy 
1. Haftaela 1 saat veya daha az 
2. Haftada 1-5 saat araSl 
3. Haftada 5-10 saat arasl 
4. Haftada 10-20 saat araSl 
5. Haftada 20 saatten fazla 

u. internet'te chat °1 1 I 21 3, 41 51 I 

h. internet'teki tartl~ma forumlan °1 1 , 2, 3, 4, 5, 

c. E-mail 0, 1 , 2, 3, 4, 5, 

d. YUz yUze gorU~me 0, I, 2, 3
1 41 51 

£. Telefonla gorO~me 0, 11 21 3, 4, 51 

f. Diger (belirtiniz) 0, 2 3 4 5 
I I 
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6) Daha once hiy tal11madlg1l11z bir grup insana arkada~1111z1 tal11tmamz gerekseydi, onu 

nasll tal11tlrd1111z? 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

7) A~agldaki ~emalardan hangisinin siz ve arkada~ll11Z arasmdaki ili~kiyi en dogru ifade 

ettigini dli~lillliyorsunuz? Size en uygun cevabl daire i~ine ahmz. 

1. /Jell 0 0 A rkada~'ll1l 
Arkada.Jlm 

3. Ben Arkada.Jll11 4. Ben Arkada.Jlll1 

em (Q) 
5. Ben Arkada.Jlm 6. Ben A,.kada~·lm 

7. Ben 0 Arkada.Jllll 
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III. BoIihn 

YUz yUze arkada~hk 

Bu bolUl11deki sorulan, r;ogunlulda yuz yUze- veya telefonda gorU~tUgUntiz 

arkada~lanmzdan size en yakm hissettiginiz, ancak su anda va da daha once romantik bir 

i/i:;ki h;inde o!madlgll1lZ bir ktz veya erkek aJkada~1l11Z1 dU~Unerek cevaplaYll1lz. 

Unutmaym! Btl boli.im boyunca sorulan tek bir arkada~1111z1 di.b;;i.inerek 

cevaplandllmahs1111z. Bu aJkad~ll11Z1a her hafta yUz yuze ve/veya telefonda gori.i~erek 

geyirdiginiz slire, internet ortammda (chat, e-mail, tartl~ma gurubu ... vs. yollanyla) 

birlikte geyirdiginiz sUreden fazla o1l11ah. 

1) Arkada~llllZl11 cinsiyeti: Kadm Erkek 

2) Arkada~l111Zm ya~1: 

3) Arkada~mlz ne i~le ugra~lyor? 

4) Bu arkada~mIzla ne kadar zamandlr tam~lyorsunuz? 

5) Bir hafta iyinde ne kadar sureyle a~agida slralanan yontemleri kullanarak 

gorU9Uyorsunuz? A~aglclaki oJyegi kullanarak size en uygun cevabi daire iyine ahmz. 

O. Hiy 
1. Haftada 1 saat veya daha az 
2. Haftada 1-5 saat araSI 
3. Haftada 5-10 saat araSl 
4. Haftada 10-20 saat aJaSI 
5. Haftada 20 saatten fazla 

a.YUz yiize gorii~l11e °1 1 I 21 3
1 

4 
I 51 

b.Telefonla gorU~l11e 0
1 1 1 21 3

1 4U 

c. E-mail I °1 1 , 2, 3, 4, 5, 

d. internet'tc chat CI I, 2, 3, 41 5, 

e. internet'teki tartJ~ma forul111an , °1 I, 21 31 4, 5, 

f. Diger (belirtiniz) U~ 2 I 3 4 ~J 



6) Daha once hiy tal1lmadlgllllz bir grup insana arkada~mlzl tamtmal1lZ 
gerekseycli, onu nastl tamtirdlluz? 
1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 
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7) A~agldaki ~emaJardan hangisinin siz ve arkada~lIllZ arasmclaki ili~kiyi en dogru 

ifade ettigini di.i~i.ini1yorsunuz? Size en uygun cevabl claire iyine alullz. 

Arkodo~lTn 2. Ben 

Arkada§1l11 

3. 
OJ 

Ben Arkodo§lm 4. EenC]) Arkada)'11m 

@ 
Ben Arkada.,'il1n 5. 

(Q) 
Ben Arkado§1l11 6. 

7. Arkada§lll1 
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Appendix E: The Japanese Version of the Questionnaire 
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I. 

::::. o)-l:?: ~ Y:3 /C'Ij:, t~k fttkj.5LI;:::t:if'J 0 iYJittc.O):ff!fVJ~%'Nrt:>I;::-'JI;\-C:j:3tc.-rtl L- * 9-0 

r'BcO)IJ{ § ~~j'C/vc', 1:-h;f:h·iJ~ ~"(7) E! 7Jff::gtl;:: &) -C fj:* .0 iJ>~, 1:/)' G 7 * C'0)ifi:-0-1r 

J1i1/v -c ).C~~O)ftWiO) 7,~- A t=- ~cJ, L -C < 1~ ~ I; \. BGArljG;/1,0) i;i:\t \ J: ') f;:::t-ofJl~1; \ L * i-a 

'::' w,tJ ~ t) iJ' (: ') '::' ~'v \ * i- 0 

l. ~ < &) -C fj: * G it I; \ 5. I}' L&)-C fj:*.0 

2. ib -C fj: * G it I; \ 4. (:" 10 G c' ~) f.t I; \ 6. th-C Ij: *.0 

~L ;ot &) try i:lh -C fj: J: l:J f.j~ I; \ 7. lJ'f.i'. tr) &) -C Ij: J: .0 

1. fL fj: , ~ < O)ffi]c"±l!tA. (: ~I;\-=---t-.:::.-~ C'~&>.0::;:- (: ~!iI-tyo 

_2. 5flfj:, iJJ~;J-ffij(J)Af=-j:;J- L -C t:;t-7°/\;::~tiJ;C'~.0 o 

__ 3. 5f~fj:, frllrf'1'(J)!tJE,1;::5~ < f~j:;l-9- ~ C'~ t, liffi!$fiillHt.0 J: ') \;:i-.0o 

_4. 5fi,fi, § )j-iJ~-'-Y~- &» f'Ll:O) A ~~{t~~ L -Cl; \.0 0 

_ 5. 5flfi, fll!AiJ'1pJ:a:' ,I~,:to ) (: 1=171(J)~,1; \ (:") t) f;::-t 0 0 

_ G. ,fj,fi, 1~15jf=-J<;J L -CiUfoJiti;i'.A *.:~~til~i- 0 0 

_ 7 .5fl t;: (: /) -C, t} ~ tr) (J) 1rtDJ: Ltc. A 119 ~ L -CtlK {) ~lf ) =- (: fi:k IJJ C' &) .0 0 

_ 8. 1'IJi, § 5jO) fJv-/(J)fljtif(J)l~~t=-, § )j-O)F7~H_,'~~IM~U;:i- 0 0 

_9. 5flfi, li~fW~tB< J:1)fi, fi/)< ~ rnoJ (:1;\)0 

1 O. Sfll;: (: /)-C, v,~ v\~ (: Lld1H~jJ ~j~{f-'J::::' ~ fi:k~c'~00 

1 1. lUi, illi~¥>\-"fttlfillo),n-mH:a:l~-C 0Ih'j', ~;i$Q(J)lVJ8-:a:;~I,&-J-{)0 

1 2. fl (J) 1m ifrJti , 1'L (J))8) V) (J) A 0) J!I!'(;tJ iW < rMU7 /) -C I; '0 ~ rGJ ) 0 

1 ~1. SfJJJ, f)JJ-'lIillG') A I=-J<-,j L -c, ijUH!f~:[)\"-("&){) =- ~ ~M-tJ'o 

1 4. HI;: (: /) -c {ll!A (: 1;t;£JJ L -C, {iiI I)' !!:' -~- {) =- Ui%j:J(r;J I)~ I; \ I; \ =- ~ 1::0 
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