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ABSTRACT

PREFERENCE FOR COMMUNICATION TECHNOLOGIES:

CHARACTERISTICS OF CHANNELS, USERS AND COMMUNICATION
SITUATIONS

Tosun, Leman Pinar
Ph. D., Department of Psychology

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. E. Olcay imamoglu

October 2010, 259 pages

In the current study, it was aimed to explore young adults’
communication technology preferences in friendships. With this aim, two
survey studies were conducted on university students. In the first study 178
students and in the second study 343 students were surveyed. The findings of
both studies demonstrated that (a) face-to-face communication was the most
preferred communication,(b) preference for face-to-face communication was
positively associated to preference for auditory communication, and negatively
associated to preference for written communication, (c) several individual
difference variables contributed to relative preferences for face-to-face over
mediated communication in negative situations. General ‘ndividual difference
variables in relation to Relative Preferences were found to fit into a two-factor

higher-order structure. The higher order constructs were Social Openness (the

iv



factors tapping to individuals’ motivation to engage in interpersonal interactions
even when those interactions are challenging) and Individuated Functioning
(the factors tapping to individuals’ motivation for personal growth). Relative
Preference increased with increases in Social Openness and in Individuated
Functioning. Communicaiton-specific individual difference factors underling
the associations among Social Openness, Individauted Functioning and Relative
Preferences were explored. Results suggested that Social Openness —but not
Individuated Functioning- was indirectly linked to Relative Preferences via
Perceived Difficulty of Communication Situations (Study1); Social Openness
was indirectly, and Individuated Functioning was both directly and indirectly
linked to Relative Preferences via Difficulty in Handling Negative Situations
(Study 2). Theoretical and practical implications of studies were discussed

considering the previous literature.

Keywords: communication technologies, face-to-face communication,

individual differences, friendship relations



0z

ILETiSIM KANALI TERCIHLERI:
KANALLARIN, KULLANICILARIN VE ILETiSIM DURUMLARININ

OZELLIKLERI

Tosun, Leman Pinar
Doktora, Psikoloji Boliimii

Tez Danismant: Prof. Dr. E. Olcay Imamoglu

Temmuz 2010, 259 sayfa
Calismada, geng yetiskinlerin arkadaslik iliskilerinde teknoloji kullanimi1
tercihlerinin incelenmesi amaglamistir. Bu amagla iiniversite 6grencileri
tizerinde iki anket ¢calismast yapilmistir. Calismalarin ilkinde 178, ikincisinde
343 tiniversite 6grencisinden veri toplanmistir. Her iki ¢alismanin sonucunda
katilimcilarin yiiz yiize iletisimi yazili ve isitsel iletisime tercih ettikleri, yiiz
yiize iletisim tercihinin isitsel iletisim tercihi ile olumlu, yazili iletisim tercihi
ile olumsuz yonde iligkili oldugu ve olumsuz iletisim durumlarinda, cesitli
bireysel farklilik degiskenlerinin “Gorece Tercih” (yiiz ylize ve teknolojik
iletisim tercih diizeyleri arasindaki fark) ile anlaml iligki i¢inde oldugu

gorilmistiir. Her iki ¢alismada da Gorece Tercih ile iligkili olan bireysel

Vi



farklilik degiskenlerinin iki faktorlii bir iist diizey yap1 iginde
degerlendirilebilecegi goriilmiistiir. Bu yapiy1 olusturan iist diizey faktorler,
Sosyal Aciklik ve Kendilesmis Isleyis olarak adlandirilmistir. Kisilerin Sosyal
Aciklik ve Kendilesme Isleyis diizeyleri ile yiiz yiize iletisimi teknolojik
Iletisime tercih etme diizeyleri olumlu yonde iliskilidiir. Ayrica, birinci
calismanin sonuglarma gore, Sosyal A¢iklik diizeyi arttikca “Olumsuz Iletisim
Durumlarinin Algilanan Zorlugu” azalir, ve bu azalis ile beraber, yiiz ylize
iletisimi teknolojik iletisime tercih etme artar. Ikinci ¢calismada da Sosyal
Aciklik ve Kendilesmis Isleyis yiiz yiize iletisimi teknolojik iletisime tercih
etme ile olumlu yonde iliskilidir. “Bu ¢aligmada, “Olumsuz Durumlarla Bas
Etmede Giigliik” degiskeni, “Beden Dili ile Verilen Olumsuz Tepkilere Asiri
Duyarlilik” ve “Zor Gériismelerden Once Hazirlanmak i¢in Zamana Thtiyag
Duyma” degiskenlerinden olusan iki faktorlii bir yap1 olarak ele alinmustir.
Sosyal Aciklik diizeyi arttikga “Olumsuz Durumlarla Bas Etmede Giigliik”
azalmis, bu azalma ile birlikte yiiz yiize iletisimi teknolojik iletisime tercih
etme diizeyi artmistir. Kendilesmis Isleyis ve yiiz yiize iletisimi teknolojik
iletisime tercih etme diizeyi arasinda ise hem dogrudan hem de “Olumsuz
Icerikli Gériismelerin Ustesinden Gelmede Giigliik” degiskeni yoluyla dolayli
iliski bulunmustur. Bulgular, kuramsal ve uygulamaya doniik dogurgulari

cercevesinde tartisiimaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Teknolojik iletisim, yiiz yiize iletisim,bireysel farkliliklar,

arkadaslik
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

In today’s complex communication environment, people have a wide variety
of channels to choose from for interpersonal communication. With the advent of
multiple channels (e.g. from cell phones to various internet channels), the
understanding of what motivates individuals to communicate through one channel
rather than another becomes increasingly important for regulation of interpersonal
relationships. With this thesis, | aimed to enhance understanding of channel choice
in friendships. For this purpose, | conducted two surveys on a university student
sample. I focused on university students’ channel preferences because university
students are a segment of population who incorporate communication technologies
into their everyday lives more easily, and spend more time to use them than the
older segments of the society (PEW, 2009). In my first study, | investigated
university students’ channel preferences in relation to general individual difference
factors (such as personality and self-orientations), and communication-specific
characteristics (such as perceived difficulty of situations, attitudes and anxiety
about face-to-face and technology-mediated communication). Since bringing
together all individual difference factors and communication-specific factors that
could be examined in relation to communication channel preferences was beyond

the limits of my study, I included only a small part of them. After preliminary
1



examinations of variables in the study, I tried to integrate some individual
difference factors associated to channel preferences into theoretically and
empirically defensible higher-order constructs, and to demonstrate the links of these
constructs with individuals’ channel preferences through the mediation of a
communication-specific variable, namely, perceived difficulty of communication
situations. | conducted the second study to further explore this concept of perceived
difficulty so that I can understand the mechanism linking individual difference
factors to channel preferences; and to re-investigate the relationship between
individual difference factors and communication channel preferences with the
inclusion of some new variables in a larger sample of university students. In the
first chapter, | presented a literature review that provides a theoretical basis for the
two empirical studies described in the following chapters. In the second and third
chapters | presented study 1 and study 2, respectively. In the fourth chapter, |
provided a general discussion for both studies, and tried to demonstrate the

contributions of these studies to the existing literature.

In the following sections of the current chapter, first, a brief summary of
how communication technologies are entered into daily lives of lay people is
presented, and the characteristics of those technologies that have gained the
attention of social researchers as a topic of study are discussed. Next, the selected
literature on the influences of individual difference factors, namely Big Five Model
of Personality, Need-for-Cognition, and Balanced Integration Differentiation Model
are provided. Lastly, characteristics of communication situations and the

communication-specific attributes of individuals are presented as possible
2



determinants of how and why people choose to prefer to use face-to-face or

mediated communication in a multichannel communication environment.

1.1 The Use of Communication Technologies in Interpersonal Relationships

Although face-to-face communication is the oldest communication method
of human history, and it is still the dominant method for interpersonal
communication in daily life, new communication tools that increase humans’
capacity to communicate have rapidly integrated in social life. First, writing was
invented, and then, telegraph and telephone were added to interpersonal
communication channels. Last, mobile phones and internet channels (e.g., e-mail or
instant messaging) entered into the lives of many people of the modern world as
new and exciting communication tools. People use these communication channels
for diverse purposes such as information seeking, entertainment, companionship,
and interpersonal communication. At present, people predominantly use
communication technologies for interpersonal communication (Gross, 2004;
Lenhart, Madden, & Hitlin, 2005) although in the 1990s, people used them
primarily for entertainment (VValkenburg & Soeters, 2001). When technological
communication channels were first introduced to individuals’ everyday life, they
were something to play with, but in recent years, the use of technological
communication channels has become a part of ordinary people’s routine social

functioning.

In many studies, the characteristics of face-to-face interaction have been
compared with the characteristics of interactions through the technological

3



channels. McKenna et al. (2002) suggested four main differences between face-to-
face and mediated communication:

1) Technological channels provide greater anonymity to its users,

2) Physical appearance loses its importance during technology-

mediated interactions,

3) The users of technological channels gain greater control over time

and pace of interactions,

4) It is easier to find similar others through the use of technological

others.

Because of the characteristics listed above, communication technologies
make it easy for individuals to meet and to develop relationship with strangers.
However, communication technologies may also make it easy to maintain
relationships among people with existing ties. Specifically, the second and third
characteristics listed above may have implications not only for interactions between
strangers, but also for interactions between people with existing ties. Many early
studies focused on the use of communication technologies in the relationship with
strangers although communication technologies have been commonly used to
maintain and strengthen the existing relationships. There is a need to know about
the influences of communication technologies on not only relationship formation,
but also on maintenance of ongoing relationships. Some of the models developed in
the area of mediated interpersonal communication explain how people form
impressions of each other online and how users come to relate with each other
during purely online relationships (Rabby & Walter, 2002). However, many purely
online relationships cross over into face-to-face encounters; and many relationships

begin face-to-face, and then are maintained via communication technologies. In

most cases, mediated communication operates alongside face-to-face interaction to



maintain the relationship. Therefore, new explanatory models that recognize that
off-line and on-line communication or “real” and “virtual” interactions co-exist
within a relationship are needed. Rather than choosing between having a face-to-
face or mediated relationship, individuals use multi-channels in each relationship.
Sometimes, people may perceive face-to-face communication as more appropriate
or easy, thus, although they have available mediated communication tools, they may
look for an opportunity to have a face-to-face contact. Sometimes, people may
choose mediated communication (e.g., sending e-mail or leaving a voice message)
even when face-to-face contact is available because they think mediated
communication is more appropriate or easy. The reason for choice of a mediated
communication channel may be pragmatic (e.g., low cost, ease of use), but may be

preferred for other reasons.

In the current study, | focus on non-pragmatic preferential reasons, and
examine the characteristics of the communication situations and of the individuals
to gain an understanding of factors that drive communication channel preferences.
The basic assumption is that individuals make differential communication choices
that reflect their personality characteristics and self orientations. There is an
accumulation of information about which individual difference factors are related to
communication channel preferences (e.g., Amichai-Hambuger, 2007). This study
differs in that 1 focus on the processes that mediate between individual differences
and channel preferences. More specifically, | test whether personal factors
contribute to the choice of communication channels, and whether personal factors

exert their influences through some mediating factors. The individuals’ perceptions
5



of the difficulty of communication situation, anxiety about communication
technologies, and attitudes about communication technologies are mediating factors

investigated in the present study.

Researchers studying interpersonal communication are frequently asked
whether the use of communication technologies in interpersonal relationships is
helpful or harmful (Rabby & Walther, 2002). The research yields conflicting
findings. I argue that there are too many unknowns about why people choose
mediated communication, which makes it difficult to predict interpersonal outcomes
from channel preferences. To make claims about interpersonal outcomes as a result
of type of channels, there is a need to understand the antecedents of communication
channel preferences. In the current study, I tried to answer “Who prefers what
communication channel(s) and why?”” Understanding the psychological mechanisms
of communication channel preferences may provide a viable direction for the future

studies investigating relational outcomes of using those channels.

1.1.1 Definition of Communication Technologies, and Their Properties

Communication technology involves a diverse set of hardware and software
products which can be categorized in many different ways (Polkosky, 2008). The
common point of those products is that they enable meaning exchange and
relationship management between two or more partners. More simply,
communication technology is a type of technology that enables human partners to
converse. The most familiar examples of communication technology are e-mail, e-
chat (text only and audiovisual versions), instant messaging, telephone and cellular

phone. The distinctions across communication channels are presented in Tablel in a
6



simple way. As can be seen in Table 1, the channels can vary according to which
forms of information they have the capacity to transmit (visual, auditory, tactile,
textual); whether they require geographical co-presence of the communicators, and
whether they are synchronous (involved persons interact at the same time; e.g., face-
to-face, telephone, online chat) or asynchronous (involved persons interact at
different times; e.g., e-mail, letter). Several other categorizations of communication
channel properties, and researches on how these channels influence interpersonal
communication have been reviewed somewhere else (See McGinn & Croson,

2004). Apart from mere categorization, these features have important implications

for the preference of communication media by users.

Table 1. Properties of Communication Channels

Face- Letter Phone E-mail Text-only Audiovisual

to- E-Chat E-Chat
Face
Isita Yes No Yes No Yes Yes
synchronous
channel?
Does it carry Yes No No No No Yes
visual info?
Does it carry Yes No Yes No No Yes
auditory info?
Does it carry No Yes No Yes Yes Yes
textual info?
Does it require  Yes No No No No No

geographical
co-presence?




1.1.2 Placing the Use of Communication Technologies into a Social

Psychological Context

The classical definition of social psychology is the study of how people affect,
and are affected by others (Allport, 1954; cited in Kraus & Fussel, 1996). As
communication is the primary means by which people affect each other, it is
reasonable to expect the study of communication to be one of the main topics in
social psychology, but historically, this has not been so. Although communication is
the mechanism by which social influence, small group interaction, social perception,
attitude change, or interpersonal relations are processed (Kraus & Fussel, 1996), this
research has not been grounded in the social psychology literature. However, some
researchers argue that study of communication is inherently a social psychological

process. For example, McGinn & Croson (2004) argued:

“Social psychological research assumes, almost by definition, that the
social context in which an interaction takes place will have important
effects on the process and outcome of the interaction, thus, the medium
for interaction is a natural source of variation in social psychological
studies of interaction.”

Yet, most of the research on the use of technological communication in
interpersonal relationships are published in the multidisciplinary field called
computer-mediated communication (CMC) research rather than being integrated in
the mainstream social psychology literature. In CMC research, the influences of
communication technologies on interpersonal relationships have been investigated
with recognition of the idea that they are “relationship enablers,” but also with the
concern that those technologies may have negative effects and social outcomes on

users (see Bargh & McKenna, 2004; Caplan, 2003; Kraut et al., 1998).

In the following section, some theoretical perspectives of CMC will be

introduced to demonstrate to what extent each theory perspective emphasizes the
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characteristics of communication channels and the characteristics of the users.
Although those theories were developed in the discipline of CMC research, they
should be considered a part of social psychology as well because they conceptualize
communication as a social psychological phenomenon. According to Kraus and
Fussel (1996), communication is a social psychological phenomenon when it is
conceived as a process at the intrapersonal and interpersonal levels. According to

them:
“At the intrapersonal level, communication involves processes that
enable participants to produce and comprehend messages. At the
interpersonal level, communication involves processes that cause
participants simultaneously to affect, and to be affected by, one
another. The aim of psychological model is to explain how the two
set of processes operate in concert.”  (p.657)
From this perspective, the CMC Models described in the next section

deserve to be integrated to the main social psychological literature.

1.2 Theoretical Models Related to Communication Channel Preferences

Beginning in the 1970s, many theoretical models were developed to explain
how communication technologies are used for interpersonal interactions, and how
they influence the quality of relationships. Most of those theoretical models can be
broadly categorized as either a Cues-Filtered-Out Model, or a Cues-Filtered-In
Model. The earliest models were all Cues Filtered-Out Models, which were based

on the following assumptions:

1) Communication technologies filter out communicative cues found
in face-to-face communication.



2) Different technologies filter out or transmit different cues.

3) Substituting a technological communication channel for face-to-face
communication will result in predictable changes in interpersonal and
intrapersonal variables.

The earlier Cues-Filtered Out Models (e.g., Social Presence Model, Media
Richness Model) used the reduction of cues to emphasize the inhibiting,
depersonalizing effect of mediated communication, and thus to predict that face-to-
face interaction would always be preferred. However, the latter models (e.g., The
Task-Media Fit Model) emphasized the importance of the fit between the type of
communication task, such as cognitive versus emotional, and the number of cues
(e.g., visual, auditory, tactile, etc.) that the communication technology allows to
transmit, and thus predict that mediated communication may sometimes be
preferable to face-to-face communication. Cues-Filtered-In Models differ from
Cues-Filtered-Out Models in the emphasis they put on the active role of individuals
in the communication process. Instead of focusing only on the characteristics of
technologies, Cues-Filtered-In Models also focus on the characteristics of the users
and of their social environment. Thus, in those models, it was admitted that people
may sometimes prefer mediated communication over face-to-face interaction
depending on the characteristics of the users. All the models, whether they are Cues-
Filtered In or Out, agree that all technology-mediated communication channels
restrict the information available to people for establishing and maintaining social
interactions, but they don’t agree on the results of these restrictions. Also, although
the Cues-Filtered Out perspective mentions the possible influences of

communication channel characteristics on interpersonal and intrapersonal variables,
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the Cues Filtered In perspective opens the discussion of possible influences of
interpersonal and intrapersonal variables on communication channel preferences

and uses.

1.2.1 Cues Filtered-Out Models

The basis of all Cues Filtered-Out Models is the Social Presence Model.
Social Presence is defined as “the degree of salience of another person in an
interaction and the consequent salience of an interpersonal relationship” (Short,
Williams, & Christie, 1976). According to Social Presence Model, communication
Is possible by carrying various forms of information, such as auditory, visual or
textual information. Each communication technology has a capacity to carry only
some forms of information. For example, in a telephone call only auditory
information is available, whereas a video conference transmits both auditory and
visual information. The higher the number of forms that carries the information, the
higher the “social presence” felt by the communicators. In an online chat session or
an exchange of email messages, in which communication is restricted to the transfer
of textual information, social presence is argued to be very low. According to the
theory, when the social presence is low, communication will necessarily be very
task-oriented and impersonal, leading to less positive perceptions among those who
are interacting. Some early research showed that users of communication

technologies rated them as impersonal (Short, et al., 1976), but other studies have
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contradicted the notion that the channels with low social presence lead to less

positive social perceptions (e.g., Chilcoat & DeWine, 1985).

A similar approach is the Media Richness Model developed by Daft and
Lengel (1986). According to this approach, communication channels vary in their
ability to reduce uncertainty and equiovocality in communication. Some channels
facilitate feedback and communicate multiple types of information (visual, auditory,
etc.), therefore allow non-ambiguous communication. Those channels are called
“rich” channels. Face-to- face communication is the richest possible medium,
whereas various forms of technological communication are relatively lean. Social
Presence and Media Richness Models are similar approaches developed by two
independent groups of researchers, one in Great Britain, and the other in the U.S.
The Social Presence Model rank orders the communication channels by presence
while the Media Richness Model rank orders them by richness. The channels fall in
the same order whether they are arranged by presence or richness, with face-to-face
interaction at the top and written communication at the bottom. Empirical findings,
however, did not always support these theories. A handful of mediated theories
showed that “lean” media can be effectively used in interpersonal interactions (e.g.,

Parks & Floyd, 1996; Rice & Love, 1987; Sproul & Kiesler, 1986).

A more recent Cues-Filtered-In Model is Social Influence Model (Fulk,
1993; Fulk, Schmitz, & Ryu, 1995; Fulk, Schmitz, & Steinfield, 1990; Schmitz &
Fulk, 1991). It suggests that the perception of objective features may differ across

individuals. The model is supported by the finding that the perceived media richness

12



is a significant predictor of actual media use (Schmitz and Fulk, 1991). And in a
more recent study, perceived media usefulness was a better predictor of media use
than the perceived richness (Fulk, Schmitz, & Ryu, 1995). From these studies it
appears that individuals’ perceptions of communication channels play a more
important role than the objective characteristics of the channels in channel

preferences.

Finally, the Task-Media Fit Model argues that people do not always choose
the richest medium. Sometimes, the lean channels are perceived as more appropriate
for communication. For example, in some contexts, sending a letter or an email
message may be seen as more suitable than making a telephone call or meeting
face-to-face. Research has shown that people prefer different forms of
communication under different circumstances. The basis for the selection seems to
have to do with socially constructed views of richness and usefulness (for a review

see the article by Sherman, 2003).

1.2.2 Cues Filtered-In Models

One of the Cues Filtered-In Model is Social Information Processing (SIP,
Walther, 1992). The model recognizes that certain kinds of social cues are missing
in technology-mediated communication, but it also claims that if people are
motivated to interact, they can overcome the limitations of technological
communication channels. For example, although CMC has a slower

communication rate due to its limitations of typing requirements, social context and
13



nonverbal cues, it is possible for CMC users to reach the same relational outcome as
they reach in face-to-face communication when enough time is provided for
message exchange. To build trust and to develop relationships either through face-
to-face communication or CMC, uncertainty reduction is required. However,
uncertainty reduction takes longer during CMC, because people have to transfer
every detail into words. The more time constraints are eliminated, the more quickly
people can reach same levels of intimacy with real life groups. Empirical studies
support the argument that text-based CMC slows down the interaction, but it does
not prevent it from occurring (Utz, 2000; Walther, Anderson, & Park, 1994;
Walther, 1992; Walther, 1993). The shortcoming of this model is that it does not
specify individual and situational differences in people’s social motivations to
overcome the challenges posed by CMC (Utz, 2000).

Another approach is the Hyperpersonal Communication Model. In contrast
to the early models, Hyperpersonal Communication Model attempts to explain the
positive effects of CMC. According to this model, CMC exceeds face-to-face
communication in terms of “...heightened levels of intimacy, solidarity, and liking,
p. 4-5” (Walther, 1996). In the model, it is suggested that in CMC context, people
do not evaluate each other accurately. Reduced social cues in CMC lead people to
have an idealized perception of others, and opportunity for selective self-perception
in CMC leads people to present only positive information about themselves (Utz,
2000). The model is supported by empirical findings showing that strong
friendships and even romantic relationships often develop through CMC (Parks,

2000; Turkle, 1995; Walther, 1996). The model focuses on interpersonal perception
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through CMC, but it does not tell much about under what conditions CMC channels
are preferred over other channels and by what type of people. It emphasizes the
process in which two strangers get to know each other on the Internet. However,
CMC is used as a support for daily face-to-face relationships more often than
getting to know people with whom one previously had no face-to-face interaction,
and the model does not tell much about such use of CMC. Also, Social Information
Processing and Hyperpersonal Communication Models overlook the influence of

individual differences on CMC use.

O’Sullivan (2000) developed an Impression Management Model to
complement Walther’s hyperpersonal model. The model specifies factors
influencing self-presentation in face-to-face and mediated communication. The
Impression Management Model assumes that

1) self-concept is the key factor influencing impression management
activities, including goal formulation and interactional strategies.

2) threats to self-presentation lead individuals to select mediated
communication channels.

This model supports past research suggesting that CMC offers individuals
opportunities to strategically manage the ambiguity. Leaner rather than the richer
channels can be used when individuals need to ambiguate embarrassing aspects in a
negative communication situation, as a means of escaping from negative responses,
or they may be used to benefit the other person, such that giving the other person
greater control over when and how to respond.

Another Cues Filtered-In Model is the Social Identification/Deindividuation

Model (or SIDE model, Postmes, Spears and Lea 1998; Postmes, Spears, Sakhel &
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De Groot, 2001; Spears & Lea, 1994). The model is generally used to explain
consequences of CMC use rather than to explain channel choice. It is based on
Tajfel’s (1978) Social Identity Theory, and it suggests that communication
technologies make particular aspects of personal or social identity “salient”. SIDE
model was developed as a reaction to the idea that anonymity and reduced presence
made communication technology socially impoverished (or "deindividuated").
According to the model, there are two types of anonymity in a CMC context:
Anonymity of self to others (i.e. the lack of idendifiability) and anonymity of others
to self (i.e. visual anonymity). The former leads to self-awareness and thus, to
greater adherence to group norms when the social identity is salient. The latter
allows one to express ones true mind, or authentic self, unfettered by concerns of
self-presentation, and might lead to a reduction in conformity to group norms
(Spears & Lea, 1994).

Another Cues Filtered-In Model is the Uses and Gratification Model.
According to this model, people communicate to gratify their felt needs, which
emanate from social and psychological conditions. Individuals’ needs may be
gratified by different communication channels (Weiser, 2002). These needs and the
potential gratification of using each channel must be identified in order to
understand individuals’ communication channel preferences. Communication
technologies can be functional alternatives to each other or to face-to-face
communication (Pornsakulvanich, Haridakis & Rubin, 2008). According to
Angleman (2000), the use of the same channels by different people frequently

derives from completely different needs.
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As the summaries of Communication Technology Models noted above
clearly shows, in the 1970s and 1980s, there was a technology centered view
focusing on the question of “What do communication technologies do to
communication?” During that era of CMC research, researchers tended to give
pessimistic answers (e.g., Communication technologies are ill-suited for complex,
emotional interactions because they provide less “social presence”; communication
technologies filter the social cues, or they are less “rich” than face-to-face
communication). However, beginning with the 1990s, the technology-centered
question has been turned inside out to ask “What do people do with communication
technologies?” New research models have been developed in an effort to answer
this user-centered question, and researchers have begun to admit that individuals
may perceive the differences in technological versus face-to-face communication
not as problems, but as opportunities to manage interpersonal relationships
(O’Sullivan, 2000). Because these new models put the emphasis on the users rather
than the communication technologies themselves, it is now possible to ask about the

role of individual difference factors in communication channel preferences.

1.3 Individual Differences in the Preference for Face-to-Face and Mediated

Communication

In this section, first, the literature on the influences of personality factors on
the choices and uses of face-to-face and mediated communication is presented.
Second, the Need for Cognition, and then, the self-orientations in the Balanced
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Integration Differentiation Model (BID Model; Imamoglu, 1998; 2003) are
considered as possible individual difference factors that might influence the

preferences for communication channels.

Beginning in the 1990s, individual difference factors began to be recognized
as possible sources of variability in how people use communication technologies.
However, the results were inconsistent. Those inconsistent findings and possible
reasons for the inconsistencies are summarized. Then, how the self-orientations
proposed in the BID Model might influence the choices of face-to-face and
mediated communication is discussed. One of the unique aspects of the present
study is that for the first time, the self-orientations in the BID Model are tested

along with possible determinants of the preferences for communication methods.

1.3.1 Basic Personality Factors

Personality refers to the behavioral, emotional and mental attributes that
characterizes a person. To clarify the structure of personality, different taxonomies
have been developed (for a review, see Pervin & John, 2001). In these taxonomies,
three to seven fundamental dimensions have been proposed. There is strong
agreement about the importance of two dimensions: Introversion/Extroversion and
Emotional Stability/Neuroticism. Extroversion reflects attributes like enjoying
human interactions, talkativeness, assertiveness and enjoying risk taking;
Neuroticism reflects attributes like shyness, guiltiness, being tense, and being
moody. Eysenck’s taxonomy includes also Psychoticism in addition to those two
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(Eysenck & Eysenck, 1991). Psychoticism reflects attributes like being solitary,
being insensitive to others, aggressiveness and disregarding social conventions. In
some personality models, Psychoticism is decomposed into parts, such as
Agreeableness, Conscientiousness and Openness-to-Experience in the Five Factor
Model (John & Srivastava, 1999). Agreeableness refers to being sympathetic, kind,
and affectionate; Conscientiousness refers to being organized and self-disciplined,
and finally Openness-to-Experience refers to having wide interests and being
imaginative and insightful (John & Srivastava, 1999).

Related research has shown the links between Eysenck’s personality factors
and several communication variables (McCroskey, Heisel, & Richmond, 2001;
McCroskey, Richmond, Heisel & Hayhurst, 2004). These studies showed that
extroversion was positively associated with willingness-to-communicate,
innovativeness, argumentativeness, assertiveness, responsiveness, affect-orientation,
competence and self-acceptance; and negatively associated with shyness, touch
apprehension, communication apprehension and singing apprehension. Neuroticism
was negatively associated with willingness-to-communicate, innovativeness,
assertiveness, self-acceptance, and competence, but positively associated with
communication apprehension, writing apprehension, shyness and touch
apprehension. Lastly, psychoticism was positively related to verbal aggression and
argumentativeness, but negatively associated with responsiveness. These results
suggest that personality traits are manifested through differences in interpersonal
communication. More specifically, high extroversion, low neuroticism, and low

psychoticism are associated with feeling comfortable with face-to-face
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communication. McCroskey at al. (2004) also studied the associations of Eysenck’s
personality dimensions and written communication apprehension, and they found no
association. The result suggested that although people with low extroversion, high
neuroticism and high psychoticism have some difficulties with face-to-face
communication, they may not have the same difficulties during written
communication.

Studies reporting findings about the associations between Openness-to-
Experience, Conscientiousness and face-to-face communication are very few. With
regard to Agreeableness, it was reported that agreeable people have a motivation to
have positive relationships with others (Jensen-Campbell, Knack, Waldrip, &
Campbell, 2006). Compared to their peers, high agreeable individuals respond to
interpersonal conflict more constructively (Graziano, Jensen-Campbell, & Hair,
1996; Jensen-Campbell, Graziano, & Hair, 1996), cooperate more productively
during interdependent group tasks (Graziano, Hair, & Finch, 1997) and are
described by their parents as exhibiting more competent social skills (Jensen-
Campbell, 2006). All these findings suggested that agreeable people are good at
maintaining interpersonal relationships through customary face-to-face interactions.
With regard to Openness-to-Change, it was reported that open individuals are
verbally fluent, humorous, and expressive in interpersonal interactions (Sneed,
McCrae, & Funder, 1998).

Surprisingly, only a few empirical studies have addressed personality in the
context of mediated communication, and even fewer have explored personality

factors as predictors of people’s communication channel preferences. Hamburger
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and Ben-Artzi’s (2000) study examined the interaction of Eysenck’s personality
dimensions and the Internet use. With regard to social use of the Internet, they
found that for women, extroversion was negatively related, and neuroticism was
positively related with the use of social services of Internet. In that study, social
Internet services involved three elements: Chat, discussion groups and people-
address seeking. Later, Amiel and Sargent (2004) found that neuroticism was
positively related to and, extroversion was negatively related to Internet use for
social-communal purposes. Additionally, they found that people high on
psychoticism have an interest in sophisticated and deviant use of Internet, such as
Internet pornography. Karemaker (2005) studied the relationship between channel
choice and Eysenck’s personality factors, and showed that non-neurotic extroverted
individuals preferred face-to-face contact whereas neurotic introvert individuals
preferred mediated communication.

With regard to the associations of the personality dimensions in the Big Five
Model and Internet use, Landers and Lounsbury (2006) found that the frequency of
Internet use among undergraduate college students was negatively related to three of
the Big Five Inventory traits: Agreeableness, Conscientiousness and Extroversion.
Swickert, Hittner, Harris and Herring (2002) found negative associations between
neuroticism and the Internet use for “Information Exchange” (email and accessing
information), and between neuroticism and the Internet use for “Leisure” (instant
messaging and playing). The same study also demonstrated that neuroticism serves
as a moderator between “technical Internet use” and social support, and also

between the Internet use for “information exchange” and social support. Their
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results suggested that highly neurotic individuals who have very low levels of
perceived support might seek out these types of Internet activities in an effort to
compensate for their lowered sense of support. Tuten and Bosnjak (2001) studied
the link between Web usage and personality among college students. They found
that Openness-to-Experience was positively related to Web use for entertainment
and for product information, while Neuroticism was negatively related to Web use
for product information and learning/education. Ehrenberg, Juckes, White and
Walsh (2008) studied another specific form of the Internet -instant messaging-
among Australian college students, and found that the usage frequency of instant
messaging was associated with disagreeableness and low self-esteem. In a study of
Facebook use, it was found that higher levels of Openness-to-Experience were
associated with a greater tendency to be sociable through Facebook (Ross, Orr,
Sisic, Arseneault, Simmering & Orr, 2009). Surprisingly, the same study also
showed that Openness-to-Experience was associated with lower levels of CMC
knowledge. Some studies were conducted on students’ personalities and their
preferences for face-to-face or online education (Santo, 2001; Zobdeh-Asadi, 2004).
The results were contradictory. According to Santo (2001), the students who
preferred online training were found to have higher levels of openness compared to
students who preferred traditional forms of training. But according to Zobdeh-Asadi
(2004) the students who preferred traditional face-to-face teaching methods had
higher levels of Openness-to-Experience.

Researchers also investigated whether big five personality dimensions can

explain patterns of mobile phone use. Butt and Philipps (2008) found that the
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neurotic, disagreeable, unconscientious and extroverted individuals spent more time
messaging using SMS. Also, mobile phone dependence in female college students
in Japan was found to be associated with elevated traits of extroversion and
neuroticism (Ezoe, et al., 2009). Ehrenberg, Juckes, White and Walsh (2008) found
that more disagreeable individuals spent increased time on calls, whereas
extroverted and neurotic individuals reported increased time spent text messaging.
Also, more neurotic individuals reported stronger mobile phone addictive

tendencies.

A list of studies that have been done so far investigating the associations of
several personality factors in the choices and use of communication technologies are
presented in Table 2. An overview of those studies suggests that they are usually
exploratory, and some findings are inconsistent. The inconsistency may stem from
the conceptualization of communication technologies, especially the Internet. The
general tendency is considering Internet communication as a single technology
although it is a collection of many communication technologies. Internet use is a
very general concept, and it is narrowed down in different ways by different
researchers. Thus, depending on which aspects of the Internet use is explored, the
associations found between personality and the Internet use changes. Similarly,
personality is a very global concept that is collecting individuals’ many different
characteristics under a few factors. Although the previous research have listed some
ties between personality factors and individuals’ choices and uses of communication

technologies, they did not provide an explanation of how and why personality
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might be related to the way individuals choose and use several communication

technologies.

1.3.2 Need-for-Cognition

As conceptualized by Cacioppo and Petty (1982), the need-for-cognition is a
tendency for people to vary in the extent to which they engage in and enjoy effortful
cognitive activities. It involves elements such as enjoyment of cognitive stimulation,
preference for complexity, commitment to cognitive effort, and desire for
understanding (Lord & Putrevu, 2006). It is a stable individual difference factor in
the sense that some people consistently engage in and enjoy cognitively challenging
activities whereas other people have relatively little motivation for such activities
across a variety of domains. It has been argued that Need-for-Cognition reflects an
intrinsic motivation to think rather than the ability to think, and the argument was
empirically supported by findings such as the Need-for-Cognition is only
moderately related to measures of cognitive ability (e.g., verbal intelligence) and
continues to predict relevant outcomes after controlling for cognitive ability (see
Cacioppo et al., 1996).Need-for-Cognition has been examined in a wide variety of
areas including attitudes and persuasion, social cognition, decision making and
interpersonal relations (see Petty, Brifiol, Loersch, & McCaslin, 2009). Previous
research has shown that people with high levels of Need-for-Cognition tend to
produce more complex attributions when explaining the behaviors of others
(Fletcher et al., 1986). The individuals who are low in the need-for-co gnition trait,
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however, tend to rely on low effort judgmental strategies that employ simple

heuristic cues to make judgments (see Cacioppo et al., 1996 for a review).

Table 2. Research on the Associations between Personality and Choices

and Use of Communication Technologies

Reference

Relevant Study Findings

EXTROVERSION

Face-to-Face

Robin & Abiagil (1988)

McCroskey, Heisel, &

Richmond (2001)

McCroskey, Richmond,
Heisel & Hayhurst
(2004)

Amiel & Sargent (2004)

Hamburger & Ben-Artzi
(2000)

Extroverts were more accurate in interpreting the
meaning of nonverbal communication than
introverts; and they were also more confident that
they were accurate decoders than introverts.

Extroversion was positively associated to
argumentativeness,
assertiveness, responsiveness,
affect-orientation,
competence and
self-acceptance

Extroversion was negatively associated to
shyness,
touch apprehension and
communication apprehension

Mediated

Extroverts were found to use the Internet for
instrumental purposes, such as research and music
downloads rather than social purposes such as
seeking support or escape loneliness

Extroversion was found to be positively linked to

the use of leisure activities for men and negatively
linked to the use of social sites for women.
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Amichai-Hamburger
(2005)

Karemaker (2005)

Amichai-Hamburger et
al. (2002)

Tosun & Lajunen (2010)

Landers & Lounsbury
(2006)

McCroskey, Heisel, &
Richmond (2001)

McCroskey, Richmond,
Heisel & Hayhurst
(2004)

Hamburger & Ben-
Artzi, (2000)

Amiel & Sargent (2004)

Extroversion was found to be negatively linked to
the use of social sites regardless of users’ gender

Extroverts preferred face-to-face contact while
neurotic introverts preferred mediated
communication

Introverted and neurotic people revealed their
"true self" on the Internet, while extroverts and
non-neurotic people revealed their "true self"
through traditional social interaction

High E was related to the Internet communication
with “real life” friends (both long-distance and
short-distance friendships)

The frequency of Internet use among
undergraduate college students was negatively
related to Extroversion

NEUROTICISM

Face-to-face

Neuroticism was negatively associated to assertivenes
self-acceptance, and competence

Neuroticism was positively associated to
communication apprehension, shyness, touch
apprehension

Mediated

Neurotic women used social services of Internet
more than other people

Both neurotic men and women used Internet for the
purpose of “getting a sense of belonging”
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Swickert, Hittner,
Harris, & Herring
(2002)

Amiel & Sargent (2004)

Swickert, Hittner,
Harris, & Herring
(2002)

Butt & Philipps, (2008)

Ezoe, et al. (2009)

Highly neurotic individuals who have very low
levels of perceived support used Internet activities-
probably because that they need to compensate for
their lowered sense of support.

Both neurotic men and women used Internet for the
purpose of “getting a sense of belonging”

Highly neurotic individuals who have very low
levels of perceived support used Internet activities-
probably because that they need to compensate for
their lowered sense of support.

Neurotics spent more time for using SMS

Neurotics were more likely to be mobile phone
dependents.

OPENNESS-to-EXPERIENCE

Sneed, Mccrae,
& Funder,
(1998)

Tuten & Bosnjak (2001)

Copas (2003)

Ross, Orr, Sisic,
Arseneault, Simmering
& Orr (2009).

Santo (2001)

Face-to-Face

Open individuals are verbally fluent, humorous, and
expressive in interpersonal interactions

Mediated

OtE was positively associated with Web use for
entertainment

OtE was positively correlated to self-reported
frequency of online shopping.

Higher levels of OtE were associated with a greater
tendency to be sociable through Facebook. Also,
lower levels of OtC were associated with lower
levels of CMC knowledge.

The students who prefer online training had higher
levels of OtE compared to students who prefer
traditional forms of training.
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Zobdeh-Asadi (2004)

Jensen-Campbell,
Graziano, & Hair
(1996)

Graziano, Hair, &
Finch, (1997)

Jensen-Campbell
(2006)

Butt and Philipps
(2008)

Ehrenberg, Juckes,
White & Walsh (2008)

Landers & Lounsbury
(2006)

Butt & Philipps (2008)

Landers & Lounsbury
(2006)

The students who preferred face-to-face teaching
methods had higher levels of OtE.

AGREEABLENESS

Face-to-Face

Compared to their peers, high agreeable individuals
respond to interpersonal conflict more constructively.

Compared to their peers, high agreeable individuals
cooperate more productively during interdependent
group tasks.

Compared to their peers, high agreeable people are
described by their parents as exhibiting more
competent social skills.

Mediated

Disagreeable individuals spent more time messaging
using SMS.

Disagreeable individuals spent increased time on
phone calls

Agreeableness was negatively associated to
frequency of Internet use.

CONSCIENTIOUSNESS

Face-to-Face
No study was found

Mediated

Conscientiousness was negatively related to using
SMS messages

Conscientiousness was negatively related to
Internet use frequency.
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Previous research suggested that Need-for-Cognition is a rich construct that
may have potential contributions to understand several behaviors. It may also help
to understand interpersonal communication. Yet, the number of studies aimed at
exploring the association between Need-for-Cognition and interpersonal
communications is limited. A study that examined the associations of Need-for-
Cognition and argumentativeness showed that people with high levels of Need-for-
Cognition may have greater attraction for argumentative situations if they are also
high at assertiveness (Nusbaum & Bendixen, 2003). In another study, it has been
shown that Need-for-Cognition is positively related to argumentativeness but
negatively related to verbal aggression (Sanders, Gass, Wiseman & Bruschke,
1992). A study on the impact of failure to apologize in anger situations showed that
people who are low on the Need-for-Cognition trait felt more anger when they did
not receive an apology (a short statement indicating remorse) than the people high
on this trait (Thomas & Millar, 2008). Researchers argue that an apology is a simple
cue for de-escalation whereas failure to apologize is a simple cue for escalation; the
people low in Need-for-Cognition become more angry in a “no apology” condition
because they rely more on such simple cues whereas the people high on Need-for-
Cognition may take other situational and personality characteristics into account.

The studies about the influence of Need-for-Cognition trait on the use of
mediated communication usually focused on the information gathering function of
mediated communication. Tuten and Bosnjak (2001) showed that Need for

Cognition is positively associated with Web use for entertainment, for product
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information and for education/learning. Amichai and Kaynar (2006) have also
found that Need for Cognition is positively linked to willingness to use the
interactive websites for information.

The relationship of Need-for-Cognition to the use of communication
technologies for the purpose of interpersonal relationship maintenance has not been
studied yet. In the current study, Need-for-Cognition is expected to be related to
communication channel preferences in social interactions. “Preferring one channel
over another” is a cognitive activity as well as a social one: It is a cognitive activity
because it requires thinking and decision-making; and it is a social activity because
its purpose is relationship maintenance. Because of being a cognitive activity,
communication channel preference is expected to be related to individuals’ need-
for-cognition. The people with low levels of Need-for-Cognition might be expected
to refrain from “difficult conversations”, and from the “rich” communication
channels that make those difficult conversations more vivid. As the previous study
by Thomas and Miller (2008) on the influences of apologizing showed, people with
low levels of Need-for-Cognition may prefer clear verbal expressions in
communicative messages rather than dealing with many social cues provided by
auditory and visual channels. Thus, they may prefer “lean” channels over the “rich”

ones —in both receiving and giving the messages.
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1.3.3 Self-Orientations in Balanced Integration-Differentiation (BID)
Model

BID Model rises on two basic ideas about the natural order and the place of
humans in this order:

“the natural order involves a balanced system resulting from the

interdependent integration of differentiated components” (p. 371), and

humans, “as parts of this natural system, are assumed to have natural

propensities for both differentiation and integration” (p. 372).

The model aims to deepen the understanding of those two basic human
tendencies for Interpersonal integration and intrapersonal differentiation
(Imamoglu, 2003). Interpersonal integration is characterized by the level of
becoming connected to others. Intrapersonal differentiation is characterized by the
level of becoming a unique individual with reference to intrinsic motivation,
personal attributes and aspirations. The high and the low ends of interpersonal
integration are called relatedness and separatedness, respectively. The high and the
low ends of intrapersonal differentiation orientation are called individuation and
normative patterning, respectively. The model also proposes that the combinations
of these two tendencies in each individual reveal different self-types which vary in
the degree of balanced self development. These self-types are related-individuated
type (balanced), separated-patterned type (unbalanced), related-patterned type
(integrated), and separated-individuated type (differentiated). Several research
suggested that the self-orientations (relatedness and individuation) are distinct and

complementary constructs (e.g., imamoglu, 1998, 2003; imamoglu &

Karakitapoglu-Aygiin, 2004, 2007).
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Relatedness and individuation have been found to be associated with
qualitatively different psychological variables. For instance, relatedness was found
to be positively associated with affect-related variables, such as perceived parental
love-acceptance, self and family satisfaction, positive self and other models, secure
attachment, positive future expectations, and self-esteem; individuation was found
to be positively associated with cognitive-intrinsic motivational variables, such as
the need for cognition, curiosity, tolerance for ambiguity (imamoglu, 2003, 2006;
Imamoglu & Gluer-Edwards, 2007, Imamoglu & imamoglu, 2007, 2010; imamoglu
& Karakitapoglu-Aygiin, 2006, 2007). In line with those findings, in the present
study, variables were considered in socio-emotional and cognitive motivational

domains, as explained later.

With regard to self-orientations and communication, a previous study
showed that relatedness and individuation are positively associated to
communication competence involving components such as ability to infer meaning,
using feelings to guide behaviors and ease of communication, and negatively
related to high context communication style involving indirect communication,
accommodation, non-open and non-precise communication (Tosun, Imamoglu &
Imamoglu, 2009).The relationships of these two basic human orientations with
communication channel preferences -have not been studied yet; however, in view of
the above-noted studies, relational and individuational self-orientations were
expected to play a significant role in communication preferences, as explained in

later parts.
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1.4 Mediating Factors

In this section, the selected literature on the possible role of characteristics of
communication situations and of individuals’ communication-specific attributes,
namely their level of anxiety about face-to-face and mediated communication, and

the attitudes about face-to-face communication on channel preferences are provided.

1.4.1 Communication Situations

Communication is embedded within situations. While recognizing the
characteristics of the persons (P) in an interaction is important in fully
understanding the messages, recognizing the situation (S) in which the message is
conveyed is also very important (Hargie, 2006). This argument about the
importance of both (P) and (S) in understanding communication behaviors is
actually nothing more than a reflection of Kurt Lewin’s famous statement where
behaviors (B) are considered to be the function of (P) and (S). Systematic
conceptualization of (P) and (S) are important for understanding any behavior,
including communication behaviors, such as channel selection. However, while
well-developed taxonomies of personality traits (e.g., The Big Five Model) exist in
psychology literature and are widely used in empirical research, no such successful
taxonomies of situations have been developed (For a review of the taxonomies of
situations, see Yang, Read & Miller, 2006).

A situation is a construct that involves components of who is involved,
where the action takes place and what activities are involved (Pervin, 1978; cited in
Miller, Cody & McLaughlin, 1994). Who component refers to the role relationships
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in a situation (i.e.: husband-wife, parents-child, student-advisor...etc.); where
component refers to physical settings (i.e.: home, school, park...etc.); what
component refers to activities such as joint working, self-disclosing, fighting,
serving...etc. Researchers argue that interpersonal behaviors can be predicted based
on features of those three components. A number of researchers put some efforts
into defining the characteristics of who, where and what components (For a review,
see Miller, et al., 1994). Those researchers came up with some situational features
that largely describe communicators’ perceptions, and summarize the anticipated or
actual emotions that are elicited (Cody, et al. 1994). The situations that individuals
encounter in their day-to-day experiences may differ in terms of their affective
features (e.g., pleasure, apprehension), and certain affective components may be
related to whether individuals will approach or avoid those situations (Biggers &
Masterson, 1983).

From a classical view point of situations, “time” and “space” are two
important concepts for describing situations as individuals are required to meet in a
shared location and time for formation of an interpersonal communication situation
to take place. However, after 1980s, more flexible definitions of situation in terms
of spatial and temporal requirements were developed, and according to those new
definitions, a social situation may be constructed long before an actual meeting
occurs as the individuals who are involved in a particular situation set goals,
develop expectations, make plans, and experience emotions before they meet (e.g.,
Imamoglu,1995). Therefore, in addition to space and time-related features,

psychologically active features of situations gain importance in evaluation of

34



situations, and of person-situation-behavior relationships. The fact that people use
many different psychological descriptors for situations in everyday life, such as
“threatening”, “romantic”, “challenging” or “frustrating”, demonstrates that
individuals tend to define situations in everyday life according to their
psychological features; therefore, those features deserve to be examined.

Based on this background information about communication situations,
individual’s channel selection process for a dyadic interaction can be thought as
following the path below:

A communicator who intends to transmit a communicative message to the
other communicator pre-establishes the situation in her (or his) mind, and decides
on which communication channel is the most preferable in that situation. First,
she/he evaluates the spatial and temporal characteristics of the situation. For
example, face-to-face communication would be an option only if both spatial and
temporal requirements are met. However, spatial requirement does not exist for a
synchronous communication (i.e.: phone talk, e-chat, videoconference...etc.) to take
place. Neither spatial nor temporal requirements exist for asynchronous
communication (i.e.: e-mail, SMS message...etc.). The range of alternative
communication methods is the largest when spatial and temporal requirements are
fully met. After the evaluation of the situation for spatial and temporal
requirements, the person evaluates psychologically active characteristics of the
situation. Although individuals may use many specific psychological descriptors for
defining situations in everyday life, they may also make very simple psychological

evaluations, such as categorizing the situation in terms of the valence of the
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situation: Negative situations —the situations in which negative messages are given
and taken- and positive situations —the situations in which positive messages are
given and taken.

The basic information in the literature with regard to influence of the
message valence on communication is that people are reluctant to transmit negative
messages. This is called MUM effect (Rosen & Tesser, 1970). MUM effect is found
among anonymous strangers (Rosen & Tesser, 1972) and also among close friends
(Blumberg, 1972). This effect suggests that people do not want to construct negative
impressions by being associated with bad news. MUM effect can take different
forms, such as distorting negative information in a positive direction, or delaying
the delivery of giving negative message. It has been argued that the use of mediated
communication can be another form of MUM effect (Sussman & Sproull, 1999).
During mediated communication, relatively fewer cues regarding the rmessage-
taker and the social context, thus, the mesager-giverr may feel less psychological
discomfort during communication process. An empirical support come from a study
by Sussman and Sproull (1999) in which people distorted negative information less
when they were communicating through computers than they did face-to-face in an
organizational context. Another empirical support comes from a study by
O’Sullivan (2000). In which romantic partners prefer a mediated channel to
unmediated channel if they have to convey a negative information/evaluation or
anything that is likely to get a negative reaction from their partner (O’Sullivan,

2000).
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Little research has conducted on the counterpart of reluctance to give
negative messages, which is eagerness to give positive messages. In an exceptional
study by Uysal and Oner-Ozkan (2007), reluctance to give negative messages and
eagerness to give positive messages are argued to be two processes that differ in
psychological aspects; and provided support for that people use positive message
transmission to manage their impressions. It was a scenario study examining
transmission of bad and good news only through face-to-face communication. To
the knowledge of author, although reluctance of giving negative message through
mediated communiation has been studied (i.e., Sussman & Sproull, 1999), there is
no study examining the eagerness for giving positive messages phenomena in
mediated communication context.

Not all people may prefer mediated channel in giving negative messages, but
only the ones who consider those communication situations in which they have to
transmit negative message as difficult situations. To be able to argue that the
perceived “difficulty” of communication situation is an important determinant of
channel choice, first, there should be an agreement on what makes a situation
difficult. Unfortunately, it is rare to find studies dealing with “communication in
difficult situations” in the communication literature, although the number of studies
dealing with “communication with difficult people” is a lot (Bramson, 1991;
Solomon, 1990). Management literature involves some studies about difficult
communication situations at work environments (For a review, see Whicker, 2003).
These studies show that even people who have adequate knowledge, skill, and

motivation to communicate may fail to perform skillfully in a range of situations.
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However, studies on difficult communication situations in some contexts other than
the work context are not found. The interactions involving conflict, providing
feedback to others, requesting, refusing and emotional encounters are all
communication situations that are likely to be perceived as difficult, but some
individual differences may produce differences in the degree of perceived difficulty
of each of those situations. Individuals’ personalities, their views of self and others,
and their approaches to cognitive complexities may play a role in their tendencies to

evaluate communication situations differently.

1.4.2 Anxiety about Face-to-Face and Mediated Communication

The term anxiety is described as “an unpleasant emotional state or condition
which is characterized by subjective feelings of tension, apprehension, and worry”
(Spielberger, 1972, p. 482). Some people exaggerate the threat of evaluation
associated with a situation, which produces the feelings of anxiety (Sarason, 1972).
The anxiety then motivates an individual to avoid conditions that produce anxious
feelings (Cheek & Buss, 1982; Epstein, 1972).

With regard to communicating, anxiety is studied under the heading of
communication apprehension, and is defined as “an individual’s level of fear or
anxiety associated with either real or anticipated communication with another
person or persons” (McCroskey, 1984, p.13). Anxiety to communicate has been
associated with social anxiety (Schlenker & Leary, 1982). Though correlated, they
have been shown to be distinct constructs (Patterson & Ritts, 1996). Thus,

communication anxiety-or apprehension- can be thought of as a special type of
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anxiety. Individuals with a high level of this special type of anxiety tend to avoid
communication situations, often refraining from the tasks in which they perceive the
communication requirements to be high (McCroskey &Andersen, 1976).
Computer-mediated communication anxiety (CMC anxiety) is a concept
developed by Brown, Fuller and Vician (2002), and it refers to an individual’s level
of fear or apprehension associated with actual or anticipated use of information
technology to communicate with others. Brown, and his colleagues (2002) found
that the oral communication apprehension (anxiety associated with situations in
which oral communication is required), computer anxiety (uneasiness about
computer use), and CMC familiarity contribute to CMC anxiety, and high level of
CMC anxiety negatively predicts CMC satisfaction and CMC use. However, in
their study, they measured CMC anxiety with a measure that involves items related
to use of only a single CMC channel, which is e-mail. Thus, what they call as
“CMC anxiety” is a very limited concept that should be called “anxiety to use e-
mail”. Inspired by Brown and his colleagues’ (2002) concept of “CMC anxiety”, a
more general concept, “anxiety about mediated communication” was developed in
the present study. This concept includes anxiety about older technology-mediated
channels, such as letter and phone talk, as well as anxiety about a variety of CMC

channels (e.g., e-mail, e-chat).

1.4.3 Attitudes about Face-to-Face and Mediated Communication

Ajzen and colleagues’ Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) (Ajzen, 1985,

1988, 1991; Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Ajzen & Madden, 1986; Fishbein & Ajzen,
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1975) defines attitude toward a behavior as the overall orientation toward the
behavior. This has been applied in the information technology literature. Attitude
toward information technology usage has been defined as the valence of an
individual’s overall feelings toward usage of a specific technology (Taylor & Todd,
1995). It is a concept negatively correlated with computer anxiety and negative
attitudes toward computers (Igbaria & Parasuraman, 1989). Also, there is evidence
supporting the notion that attitude toward information technologies influences its
usage (Venkatesh, Ramesh, & Massey, 2003).

While the term “information technology” covers the use of computers and
telecommunications for information handling and communication, the interest of the
current study is limited to the use of computers and telecommunication tools only
for the purpose of interpersonal communication. Therefore, attitudes about mediated
communication channels that are used for interpersonal communication were
studied rather than the attitude toward general information technology usage.

The current study investigated not only the influences of the attitudes about
mediated communication, but also the influences of the attitude towards face-to-face
communication on channel choice. According to Papacharissi and Rubin (2000),
those who felt valued in interpersonal communication did not turn to the Internet as
a substitute for face-to-face communication. Therefore, attitudes about face-to-face
communication might be a factor in explaining individuals’ decision to use face-to-
face or mediated communication. In some situations, face-to-face communication
can be too demanding. For instance, some situations may result in a negative

evaluation. Thus, the communicator may feel unattractive or embarrassed, but face-
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to-face communication does not give much opportunity to him/her for hiding how
unattractive or embarrassed he/she feels (O’Sullivan, 2000). Also, face-to-face
communication requires spontaneous response, and sometimes communicators find
it difficult to communicate spontaneously without time to plan the message
carefully (Kelly, Keaten & Finch, 2004). Such considerations may lead individuals
to have a negative attitude towards face-to-face communication, and hence, prefer it

less than CMC.
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CHAPTER 2

FIRST STUDY

2.1 INTRODUCTION

Developing a systematic and objective understanding of individuals’ choices
of communication technologies constitutes a major challenge for the researchers
seeking to understand interpersonal communication in the “communication age”.
The present study, therefore, aims to develop a deeper understanding of people’s
preferences for communication technologies by considering the characteristics of
the technologies, their users, and the communication situations. Specifically, the
present study examines university students’ channel preferences in friend-to-friend
relationships in multi-channel environments. The focus is university students
because they are a segment of population who are early adaptors of communication

technologies (PEW, 2009).

In the following sections of this chapter, first, | present the aim of the study,
specific research questions and hypotheses, and the rationale behind them. Next,
Methods section comes where | tried to explain my data collection process in detail.
Then, | provide the results and lastly, I discuss these results in the lights of the

literature.
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2.1.1 Aims of the Study and Research Questions

Communication usually occurs in an embedded context of preferences or
choices (Stephens, 2005), and the present study focuses on these “preferences” or
“choices” for communication technologies rather than the “uses” of those
technologies. As Trevino, Webster and Stein stated (2000), communication channel
research tended to study one or more of those three concepts below:

(1) attitudes about channels  : General subjective evaluation of the channel

(ii) uses of channels : General pattern of use over time

(iii) channel choice : Decision to use a channel in a particular

communication incident.

As the conceptual difference between “preferences” and “use” is often
overlooked, it is explained here once again: “Use” describes individuals’
behaviors (e.g., how frequently they use a certain communication technology,
for what purposes, and in what ways) whereas “preferences” describe
individuals’ conscious selection among the alternatives when they have a
freedom to choose. “Use” is rarely measured using actual behaviors
(Timmerman, 2000). Most typically, the studies ask people to self-report use;
thus the data more accurately reflects preferences rather than uses
(e.g.,Donabedian et al., 1998; Fulk, 1993; Rice, 1992; Swanson, 1987; Trevino
etal., 1987; Zeffane & Cheek, 1995)

The current study directly and openly asks individuals’ preferences, without
causing any confusion about what it measures: It measures communication channel
preferences, not their uses.

To investigate the antecedents of communication channel choice for face-to-

face communication and six different communication technologies —letter, phone
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talk, SMS messages, cell-phone talk, textual e-chat, e-mail, audio-visual e-chat),
individuals were given a set of scenarios describing friend-to-friend interactions,
were asked to put themselves into the shoes of the message-giver in those
interactions, and accordingly, evaluate to what extent they would prefer each
communication method. The main goals of this study were to explore these

questions:

Questionl: Is face-to-face communication preferred to mediated
communication?

Question 2: Does the positivity-negativity of communication situation make
a difference in individuals’ communication channel preferences?

Question 3: What is the relationship between face-to-face and mediated
communication preferences?

Question 4: Are individual difference factors (i.e., Big Five Personality
factors, Need for Cognition, and Self-orientations) related to communication
channel preferences?

Question 5: Do perceptions and feelings about the communication channel
mediate the relationship between individual difference factors and
communication channel preferences?

Specifically, I have investigated the following possible mediators:

The perceived difficulty of communication situations
The anxiety about face-to-face communication

The attitudes about face-to-face communication

The anxiety about mediated communication

The attitudes about mediated communication

arONE

Psychological research suggests that individual differences can emerge as
predictors of behavior only when the situational strength is relatively mild (Tett &
Guterman, 2000). In the context of communication channel preferences, situational
press to use mediated communication may be considered to be too high if

geographical distance between the communicators are too much for making face-to-
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face communication an option. Also, the situational press to use face-to-face
communication can be considered too high if the communicators do not have
equipments for communication technologies or if they do not have knowledge of
using those technologies. Therefore, the current study investigates individual’s
communication channel preferences in a situational context where the
communicators live in close geographical distances; they have access to
communication technologies, and they have prior experience in using
communication technologies. Individual differences can be expected to emerge only

under those conditions.

In the following subsection, first, | discuss the theoretical framework of the
study and second, | discuss specific predictions relevant to each research question
To build a theoretical framework, the present study relied on several

theoretical perspectives. As Stephens (2005) stated, empirical studies tend to:

(i) conduct a test using one theoretical perspective, or

(if) compare two theoretical perspectives, or

(iii) combine several theories and use them to guide the research.

As previous studies provided only limited knowledge about individuals’
communication channel choice, having a broad theoretical base increases the
likelihood of developing meaningful study expectations, and adequate rationale for
those expectations. For example, the expectation for Question 1 was based on the
Cues-Filtered-Out perspective whereas the expectations for Question 4 and 5 were
based on Cues-Filtered-In perspective. Those two perspectives provide opposing

predictions about the role of individual differences on the preferences for face-to-
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face and mediated communication. The former one claims that channel
characteristics determine individuals’ level of preference for each communication
channel. The latter one, although not always openly mentions the specific role of
individual difference factors on communication channel choice, opens a door for
hypothesizing that individual differences would be a source of variety in channel
preferences. In the present study, it is claimed that it is unnecessary to accept one of

those perspectives as the “correct” one, and the other as “wrong”.

2.1.1.1 Research Question 1

Do individuals prefer face-to-face communication or mediated

communication more in friend-to-friend interactions?

2.1.1.1.1 Rationale and Expectations for Research Question 1

From many different theoretical frameworks, face-to-face communication is
the dominant method of communication. For instance, from a psychobiological
point of view, people have a predisposition towards face-to-face communication
because it is a more “natural” communication method that humans have been using
since the prehistoric times (Kock, 2004); from the Cues Filtered Out perspective, it
is the “richest,” and “the most useful” means of communication, and beyond all
these explanations, it is simply “the most obvious and purest example of what
constitutes interpersonal communication” (O’Sullivan, 2000, p. 417) .Therefore,
regardless of communicators’ personal characteristics, face-to-face communication
was expected to be the preferred method of communication when compared to the

46



mediated-communication. According to the results of a previous study comparing
college students’ interpersonal interaction online, face-to-face, and on the telephone,
participants reported using the internet as often as the telephone, but less than face-
to-face interaction (Baym, Zhang & Lin, 2004). Flaherty, Pearce, and Rubin (1998)
examined the motives behind using face-to-face and mediated communication, and
found that face-to-face communication was rated higher than mediated for all
motives, including social ones like inclusion and affection. Based on the arguments
above and the supporting empirical information, in the current study, face-to-face
communication was expected to remain as the dominant mode of interaction for

university students.

As explained in the following sections in more detail, in the current study,
each mediated channel was compared to face-to-face based on the assumption that
face-to-face is the “default” channel. The aim of the first research question was to
test whether face to-face is really the “default” communication method. For this
aim, individuals’ preferences for face-to-face communication and for different
forms of mediated communication are compared. If it is found that the preference
level for face-to-face communication is higher than preference levels for any form
of mediated communication, it will be considered as the proof that face-to-face

communication is the default communication method.
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2.1.1.2 Research Question 2

Does the positivity-negativity of the communication situation make a

difference in individuals’ communication channel preferences?

2.1.1.2.1 Rationale and Expectations for Research Question 2

The message content determines the positivity-negativity of the
communication situation. Positive messages create a good impression of the
message giver; strengthen the relationship between the message giver and the
receiver. Negative messages, however, convey unpleasant, disappointing or
unfavorable information for the receiver, and it may cause the receiver to react
negatively. Therefore, giving negative messages is more difficult and it requires the
message sender to have competence in communication skills (Derlega, et al. 1993).
In the current study, it was expected that people would prefer communicating
positive messages rather than negative ones in both face-to-face and mediated
interactions. Although face-to-face communication was expected to be preferred
over mediated communication in any situation, preference for face-to-face over
mediated was expected to be higher when the situation (or message content) is

negative rather than positive.
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2.1.1.3 Research Question 3

What is the relationship between face-to-face and mediated communication

preferences?

2.1.1.3.1 Rationale and Expectations for Research Question 3

If a person enjoys interpersonal conversations, she would do so in both face-
to-face and mediated contexts, and thus, have a high level of preference for each of
them. If she does not enjoy conversations much, she may not enjoy it whether it is
face-to-face or mediated. Looking from this perspective, in which the focus is the
characteristics of persons, face-to-face and mediated communication preferences
should be expected to be positively correlated. However, there is another possible
way of looking at the relationship between face-to-face and mediated

communication preferences.

In an evaluation of individuals’ preferences for face-to-face and mediated
communication, Uses and Gratifications Model takes into account both the users’
communication needs and the capacities of communication technologies to gratify
these needs. According to this model, one type of communication channel may be
preferred to another one if it is better at fulfilling certain needs (Birnie & Horvath,
2002). For instance, individuals would prefer mediated communication more if
face-to-face communication does not function well in gratifying their
communication needs. Otherwise —if face-to-face communication is satisfactory for

them-, they would not look for alternatives to it. Looking at from this perspective,
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face-to-face and mediated communication preferences may be expected to have a

negative association.

In the current study, the preferences for face-to-face and mediated
communication in negative and positive situations were examined separately. The
association between the preferences for face-to-face and mediated communication
was expected to be positive in positive situations, but it was expected to be negative
in negative situations. In other words, individuals were expected to be willing to
communicate through any channel when they have positive messages to give, thus,
report high preference for both face-to-face and mediated channels. However, when
they have to give negative messages, face-to-face communication may not be
satisfactory. In self-threatening situations, such that they may receive a negative
evaluation from the other, people may prefer mediated communication (O’Sullivan,
2000) because it has some advantages such as ability to hide one’s embarrassing
aspects due to the lack of visual cues or providing more time for a careful planning

of one’s message due to its being asynchronous.

21.14 Research Question 4

Are general individual difference factors (Big Five Personality factors,
Need-for Cognition, and Self-orientations) related to communication channel

preferences?
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2.1.1.4.1 Rationale and Expectations for Research Question 4

When face-to-face communication is taken as a “default” channel of
preference, and then, the amount of the differences between individuals’ preference
levels for face-to-face and mediated communication channels are calculated, it was
expected that those differences would partially depend on individuals’ personalities
and self-orientations. In other words, people would have a significant amount of
difference in their preferred levels of face-to-face and mediated communication to
the extent that they carry certain personality characteristics and self-orientations. In
sum, Cues-Filtered-Out perspective was expected to be confirmed in a general
comparison of preferences for face-to-face and mediated communication, but Cues-
Filtered-In perspective was expected to be confirmed in the examination of the
extent to which individuals’ preference for mediated communication is similar to or

different from his or her preference for the customary face-to-face communication.

In the current study, it is argued that some of general individual difference
factors may be reflecting individuals’ social motivations, such as having positive
interactions with others and developing good relationships. Lacking those social
motivations may cause people to be unsuccessful in face-to-face communication
situations, especially if the situations are challenging. When people are not
competent in face-to-face communication, and unsatisfied with the quality of their
face-to-face interactions, they may look for alternative communication methods.
Extroversion, Agreeableness, Emotional Stability (low end of neuroticism), and
Relatedness are some possible variables that may be reflecting individuals’ social

motivations. In the current study, although the preference for mediated
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communication was not expected to be higher than the preference for face-to-face
communication for any person or for any situation, the relative preference for face-
to-face over mediated communication was expected to be less for the individuals
with low levels of Extroversion, Agreeableness, Emotional Stability and

Relatedness.

In the current study, it was argued also that some of the general individual
difference factors may be reflecting individuals’ cognitive motivations, such as
motivation to cognize (to be knowledgeable and competent), motivation to put
cognitive effort to solve problems, and motivation for developing a unique self.
Individuals who lack those cognitive motivations may be likely to be unsuccessful
in face-to-face communication, and therefore, those people may tend to look for
alternative communication methods. Conscientiousness, Openness-to-Experience,
Need-for-Cognition and Individuation are possible variables that may be reflecting
individuals’ cognitive motivations. As noted above, it was expected that the
preference for mediated communication would not be higher than the preference for
face-to-face communication for any person or for any situation. Yet, it was expected
that the relative preferences for face-to-face over mediated communication would
be less for individuals with low levels of Openness-to-Experience,
Conscientiousness, Need-for-Cognition and Individuation. The study aimed to test

those expected associations in both positive and negative communication situations.
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2.1.1.5 Research Question 5

Do communication-specific individual difference factors mediate the
relationship between individual difference factors and communication channel

preferences?

Specifically, the following possible mediators were aimed to be investigated:

The perceived difficulty of communication situations
The anxiety about face-to-face communication

The attitudes about face-to-face communication

The anxiety about mediated communication

The attitudes about mediated communication

N E

2.1.1.5.1 Rationale and Expectations for Research Question 5

In the current study, it was expected that the increases in

1. perceived difficulty of communication situations,

2. anxietyabout face-to-face interactions,

3. negative attitude towards face-to-face communication,
and the decreases in

4. anxiety about using mediated communication and

5. negative attitudes about mediated communication,

would be linked to decreases in relative preference for face-to-face over mediated
communication.

If any of those variables were found to have positive contribution to
understand communication channel preference, then, its mediation role in the
relationships between general individual difference factors and channel preferences
was sought. Testing a series of separate hypotheses where each of general

individual difference factors is taken as a unique predictor may cause complications
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in statistical analyses, and in the interpretation of results. Thus, general individual
difference factors which were seen to be associated with outcomes were factor
analyzed, and higher order constructs were created by combining the variables
which are empirically correlated and theoretically similar. Then, analyses were
conducted to examine whether these higher order constructs were mediated by the
potential mediators offered in the current study. The study aimed to test the

expected mediation links in both negative and positive communication situations.

2.2 Methods

2.2.1 Participants
One hundred seventy eight Turkish university students (128 female, 50

male) participated in the study. The participants were students in psychology
courses at Middle East Technical University, Ankara. The mean age of participants

was 20.55 (SD = 1.75, range = 18-28).

2.2.2 Measures and Scales

Individual differences were assessed by the General Personality Traits Scale
(Gengdz & Onciil, in progress), Need for Cognition Scale (Cacioppo & Petty,
1982), and Balanced Integration and Differentiation Scale (imamoglu, 1998). For an
evaluation of mediating factors, those measures were developed and used: The
Scale for Perceived Difficulty of Communication Situations, the Scale for Anxiety

to use Face-to-Face and Mediated Communication, the Scale of Negative Attitudes
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for Face-to-Face and Mediated Communication. To evaluate the channel
preferences, the Scale of the Preference for Face-to-Face and Mediated
Communication was developed by the author. The items for all measures used in the
study are presented in Appendix A. The scale development procedures for new
measures are explained in Appendix B. To provide an overall consistency among
the response sets in the scale set, the participants were asked to rate the extent to

which they agreed to each item on a 5-point Likert scale for all scales.

2.2.2.1 Demographics

Participants were asked their gender, age and some questions about their use
of communication channels, availability of internet access at home/dormitory,
whether they have their own PC and their gender. The majority of students reported
that they own communication technology tools and used them regularly. Figure 1
presents information about participants’ demographic characteristics and their

communication technology use.

2.2.2.2 General Personality Traits Inventory

A 45-item self-report measure developed by Gengdz and Onciil (in progress)
was used to assess the personality traits in Turkish young adult population
(Appendix A.2). The scale yields six dimensions: Extroversion (8 items),
Agreeableness (8 items), Conscientiousness (8 items), Neuroticism (9 items),

Openness-to-Experience (6 items) and Negative Valence (6 items). Extroversion is
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the degree to which one is active, assertive, talkative, and so forth); Neuroticism (vs.
Emotional Stability) is the degree to which one is anxious, depressed, irritable, and
so forth; Agreeableness is the degree to which one is generous, gentle, and kind;
Conscientiousness is the degree to which one is dutiful, organized and reliable;
Openness-to-Experience or Culture/Intellect is the degree to which one is creative,
Imaginative and introspective; Negative Valence is the degree to which individuals
attribute negative characteristics to themselves. Ratings were made on a scale from
1 (disagree strongly) to 5 (agree strongly) for each item. Scale scores were obtained
by reverse-scoring 8 items and computing the mean of relevant subscale items. In
previous studies, Cronbach's alphas for the dimensions vary from .71 to .89. In the
current study, Cronbach's alpha was .84 for Openness-to-Experience, .87 for
Extroversion, .80 for Neuroticism and Agreeableness, .82 for Conscientiousness,

and .56 for Negative Valence.

2.2.2.3 Need for Cognition Scale (NCS)

A translated and adapted version of Cacioppo and Petty's (1982) Need for
Cognition Scale (NCS) was used to assess the tendency to engage in and enjoy
thinking (Imamoglu, 2001). The revised scale consists of 27 items (Appendix A.1),
such as “I prefer my life to be filled with puzzles that I must solve” or “The notion
of thinking abstractly is appealing to me.” Participants rated items on a 5-point
scale (1 = totally disagree, 5 = totally agree). Higher scores indicate a greater need
for cognition. A scale score was obtained by reverse-scoring 17 items and

computing the mean of all items. In previous studies, the Cronbach's alpha of the
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Turkish form ranged from .88 to .91 (imamoglu, 2001; 2003). In the current study,

Cronbach's alpha was .89.

2.2.2.4 Balanced Integration-Differentiation Scale

Imamoglu’s (1998, 2003) Balanced Integration Scale assesses relatedness
and individuation (see Appendix A). The measure consists of two subscales: The
Interrelational Orientation subscale and The Developmental Orientation subscale.
The Interrelational Orientation subscale consists of 16 items measuring the extent to
which individuals value close emotional ties to family and to others such as, “I
emotionally feel very close to my family”). The Self-Developmental Orientation
subscale consists of 13 items measuring to what extent individuals rely on inner
qualities and interests as a developmental frame of reference, rather than
accommodating to a normative frame of reference, such as the reverse-scored item
of “I feel it is more important for everyone to behave in accordance with societal
expectations rather than striving to develop his/her uniqueness.” BID items were
rated on a 5-point scale (1 = totally disagree, 5 = totally agree). Subscale scores on
relatedness and individuation were obtained by reverse-scoring relevant items and
computing a mean of the items for each subscale. In previous studies, Cronbach's
alpha range from .80 to .91 for the Interrelational Orientation subscale, and from .74
to .82 for the Self-Developmental Orientation subscale (Gezici & Giiveng, 2003;
Imamoglu, 1998, 2003; imamoglu & Karakitapoglu-Aygiin, 2007; Kurt, 2000). In
the current study, Cronbach’s alpha was .88 for the interrelational orientation

subscale and .73 for the self-developmental orientation subscale.
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2.2.2.5 Preference Ratings for Face-to-Face and Mediated

Communication

Preference Ratings for Face-to-Face Communication

Participants were given 16 scenarios. Preference ratings for face-to-face
conversation were indicated by participants on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (not at
all) to 5 (very much) for each scenario. A factor analysis indicated that it is
appropriate to group scenarios into two as Positive Situations (6 items) and Negative
Situations (7 items). Three scenarios were deleted because an examination of
psychometric qualities demonstrated that those items had poor qualities. The
scenarios retained are given below. In Appendix B, the factor analysis conducted on

Preference Ratings for Face-to-Face Communication is explained in detail.

Positive Scenarios
1) Conragulating your friend about a success s/he gained which
makes you feel happy and be proud about him/her

2) having a conversation with your friend in which s/he will thank
to you for a favor you did for him/her

3) thanking to your friend for a favor s/he did for you

4) having a conversation with your friend in which you share your
feeling of happiness and proud after learning that you have
gained a prize or had a success

5) asking your friend his/her advise before making your decision
about an issue which your friend has some experience or
expertise

6) congratulating your friend about a success s/he has gained
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Negative Scenarios

1) confessing a fault you did to your friend

2) giving negative feedback on a job/homework that your friend did
3) disclosing a failure or embarrassment that you have

4) telling your friend that she/he owes an apology to you because of
a his/her misbehavior

5) expressing how you are hurt because of something that your
friend did to you

6) expressing your anger towards your friend

7) asking your friend about his/her evaluation of your
job/homework which is likely to be a negative one.

For face-to-face communication, two preference scores were obtained by
computing the mean value of ratings: One for negative situations, and another one
for positive situations (FtF @ and FtF ©). Cronbach a was .81 for negative

situations and .83 for positive situations.

Preference Ratings for Mediated Communication

Participants are given 16 interpersonal communication scenarios. The
scenarios are identical to the ones used for measuring Preference for Face-to-Face
Communication. After reading each scenario, participants did preference ratings on
a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (very much) for each communication

technologies below separately:

1) letter, 2) phone talk, 3) cell-phone talk, 4) SMS message,

5) e-mail, 6) e-chat ( textual only), 7) audio-visual e-chat
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Separate factor analyses were conducted in ratings for each communication
channel. With the exceptions of letter and audio-visual e-chat, each analysis
produced a two-factor structure: Positive Situations and Negative Situations. Letter
and audio-visual e-chat were excluded from further analyses. The factor analyses
conducted on preference ratings for each mediated communication channel are

explained in Appendix B.

For each of the communication technologies, a preference score for negative
situations and another preference score for positive situations were computed by
taking the mean values of ratings. Cronbach’s a were ranging from .87 to .93 for
negative situations, and from .79 to .88 for positive situations. Next, the preference

scores for auditory and written communication were computed out of those scores:

1) auditory communication in negative situations (Audi &):

Computed by taking the mean of the preference for phone talk and
cell-phone talk in negative situations

2) written communication in negative situations (Written &):

Computed by taking the mean of the preference for SMS message,
e-mail and textual e-chat in negative situations.

3) auditory communication in positive situations (Audi ©):

Computed by taking the mean of the preference for phone talk and
cell-phone talk in positive situations

4) written communication in positive situations (Written ©):

Computed by taking the mean of the preference for SMS message,
e-mail and textual e-chat in positive situations.
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Cronbach’s a values were .84 and .71 for auditory and written
communication in negative situations, .75 and .72 for auditory and written

communication in positive situations.

Relative Preferences for Face-to-Face over Mediated Communication

Preference Ratings for Face-to-Face Communication, for Auditory
Communication, and for Written Communication were used to calculate Relative
Preferences. The difference between preference for FtF and written communication
(FtF-Written) and the difference between preference for FtF and auditory
communication (FtF-Audi) was computed for each individual. Separate FtF-Written
and FtF-Audi scores were calculated for negative and positive communication
situations. This procedure yielded four difference scores that reflected the relative

preference of one communication channel over another:

(i) FtF-Written in ® Situations = (preference for face-to-face
communication in negative situations) - (preference for written
communication in negative communication situations)

(if) FtF-Audi in ® Situations = (preference for face-to-face
communication in negative situations) - (preference for auditory
communication in negative communication situations)

(iif) FtF-Written in © Situations = (preference for face-to-face
communication in positive situations) - (preference for written
communication in positive communication situations)

(iv) FtF-Audi in © Situations = (preference for face-to-face
communication in positive situations) - (preference for auditory
communication in positive communication situations)
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Face-to-face and mediated communication scales were rated on a five point
scale so the relative preference measures can range from (-4) to (+4). Positive
scores reflect a preference for face to face communication over the other
communication type. Negative scores reflect a preference for the other
communication type over face to face communication. Scores near or at zero
indicate no preference for one type of communication over another. In this sample,
the relative preferences dropped below 0 for 15% of the sample in negative
situations (26 cases in FtF-Audi®, 27 cases in FtF-Written®), and dropped below 0
in 4% of the sample in positive situations (6 cases in FTF-Audi© and 7 cases in
FtF-Written©) For the 15% of the cases, the difference was equal to 0 . Thus, face
to face communication was generally preferred over other types of communication
and this was particularly so in positive situations. Reliabilities of Relative
Preference scores were calculated by using a computer program developed by
Watkins (2008) specifically for measuring reliability of differences scores.
Cronbach’s a were ranging from .86 to .71 for negative situations, and from .78 to

.79 for positive situations.

2.2.2.6 Perceived Difficulty of Communication Situations

Participants were given a set of friend-to-friend communication scenarios,
which were identical to the one in Communication Channel Preference Ratings. The
scale items were given in Appendix A. Participants were to evaluate to what extent
they would perceive the situation as a difficult situation if they were the actor in the
given situation. They evaluated the difficulty level of each situation on a 5-point
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Likert-type scale from “very easy” to “very difficult”. As described in Appendix B,

a factor analysis was performed on the items, and it produced two subscales:

Q) The perceived difficulty of positive communication situations
(PDCS©),

(i) The Perceived Difficulty of Negative Communication Situations
(PDCS®).

PDCS®© had 7 scenarioss and PDCS ® had 6 scenarios. Composite scores
for each subscale were gathered by calculating the mean value of all responses.
Cronbach’s alpha values for those two scores were .91 and .87 for PDCS®© and

PDCS®, respectively.

2.2.2.7 Anxiety about Face-to-Face and Mediated Communication

Participants were asked to rate the degree of anxiety they experience while
using each one of the communication methods: Face-to-face, letter, phone talk, cell-
phone talk, SMS messages, e-mail, e-chat (textual) and e-chat (audio-visual).
Higher scores represented higher degree of anxiety. The rating for the anxiety about
face-to-face communication was considered to be a single —item measure. Based on
the factor analyses conducted on the anxiety about technological channels, two
more variable were computed: Anxiety about auditory communication technologies
(consisting of two items: Phone talk and cell phone talk) and anxiety about written
communication technologies (consisting of three items: SMS messages, e-mail and

textual e-chat). The reliability for the former one was .84, for the latter one was .89.
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The scale items are given in Appendix A, and the scale development procedure are

explained in more detail in Appendix B.

2.2.2.8 Attitudes about Face-to-Face and Mediated Communication

Participants were asked to evaluate their general attitude toward each of the
following communication methods: Face-to-face, letter, phone talk, cell-phone talk,
SMS messages, e-mail, e-chat (textual) and e-chat (audio-visual). Higher scores
represented higher degree of negative attitudes. The rating for the negative attitudes
about face-to-face communication was considered to be a single —item measure.
Based on the factor analyses conducted on the negative attitudes about technological
channels, two more variables were computed: Negative attitudes about auditory
communication technologies (phone talk and cell phone talk) and negative attitudes
about written communication technologies (SMS messages, e-mail and textual e-
chat). The reliability for the former was .74, for the latter was .70. The scale items
are given in Appendix A, and details about scale development are explained in more

detail in Appendix B.

2.2.3 Procedures

Data were collected from the students in the participant pool at METU
Psychology Department. The questionnaires were given to the participants who
signed the content form. It took 15 to 30 minutes to complete a questionnaire. After

they completed answering the questionnaire, they were debriefed.
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2.3 Results

Descriptive information about main study variables and gender differences
are summarized in Table 3. Detailed information about the analyses of the factor
structure of the newly developed or adapted scales is provided in Appendix B. With
regard to gender differences, a series of t-test analyses showed that there were no
significant gender differences for any study variables —except for marginally
significant results for Agreeableness and Relatedness. Both relatedness and
agreeableness scores were higher for females relative to males. Perceived difficulty
of communication situations was higher for men when the situation is positive.
Gender was dropped from further analyses, in view of the fact that no hypotheses

were generated involving gender.

2.3.1 Results for Research Questions 1 and 2: Preferences for

Communication Channels and the Role of Situation Valence

The first research question was whether face-to-face or mediated
communication was preferred. To compare the preference levels for face-to-face,
auditory and written communication in negative and positive messages, a 3
(Communication channel: FtF, Auditory or Written) X 2 (Valence: ® or ©)
repeated measures analysis of variance was conducted. ANOVA analyses revealed

that the channel main effect, valence main effect and also the interaction effect were
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Table 3. Descriptive Statistics of Main Study Variables and the Results of t-

test Analyses for Gender Differences

Measures

Total Females Males
M SD M SD M SD T

Extroversion
Neuroticism
Openness-to-Experience
Agreeableness
Conscientiousness
Negative Valence
Need-for-Cognition
Relatedness

General Individual Difference Factors

3.50 .80 351 .82 3.45 .77 47
2.94 .69 298 .70 2.84 .67 1.27
3.61 .65 3.56 .66 3.75 .60 -1.80
415 47 419 45 402 48 2.25*
340 .77 336 .75 349 .82 -1.02
1.69 .46 1.70 47 171 .45 -45
3.75 .48 3.73 .45 3.81 .55 -.95
3.77 .67 383 .65 361 .71 1.97*
3.85 .46 389 42 3.76 .55 1.73

Communication-specific Individual Difference Characteristics

Individuation
PDCS ®
©
Negative FF C.
attitudes about Written C.
Auditory C.
Anxiety FtF C.
about Written C.
Auditory C.
® Situations FtF
Written
Audi C.
© Situations FtEC.
Written C.
Audi C.

3.02 .67 3.08 .67 2.86 .67 1.91
172 .52 167 47 1.86 .62 -2.20*

128 .50 126 .49 132 51 1.04
277 .83 275 84 282 .80 - 75

228 .75 225 .69 237 .90 -54

197 1.01 202 1.04 1.84 .93 1.04
217 .99 2.13 94 227 111 -83

223 .82 2.23 .80 2.22 .89 .08
Communication Channel Preferences

415 74 412 74 423 74 -.88
273 .78 281 .77 253 .79 2.98
320 .84 330 .70 294 .79 2.18

462 43 462 41 462 .48 2.87
3.19 .77 3.24 .78 3.06 .73 1.42
3.93 .62 401 .60 3.72 .64 .01

Note. PDCS refers to Perceived Difficulty of Communication Situations; FtF refers to face-
to-face; © refers to positive; ® refers to negative. "p<.05, ~ p<.01, " p<.001.
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significant, F(2, 176) = 143.58, p <.001, = .62 for channel, F(1, 177) = 336.89, p
<.001, n = .66 for valence, F(2, 176) = 16.74, p < .001, » = .16 for the interaction.
Specifically, with regard to channel main effect, face-to-face (M = 4.40, SD = .50)
was preferred more than auditory (M = 3.57, SD = .60) and written communication
(M =2.96, SD = .02); and auditory communication was preferred more than written
communication. With regard to valence main effect, positive situations (M = 3.91,

SD = .44) were preferred to negative situations (M = 3.56, SD = .43).
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Figure 2. Mean Preferences for FtF, Audi and Written Communication in Negative

and Positive Situations
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According to post-hoc pairwise Bonferonni comparisons, communication
preference difference between face-to-face and auditory communication was
significant in both positive (un = 4.60 and, p =3.93, respectively) and negative
situations (u = 4.15 and p = 3.20, respectively). Also, preference difference between
face-to-face and written communication was significant in both positive (1 = 4.60
and p = 3.18, respectively) and negative (n = 4.15 and u = 2.73), respectively). And
finally, preference difference between auditory and written communication was
significant in both positive (u =3.93 and p = 3.18, respectively) and negative

situations (u = 3.20 and p = 2.73, respectively).

2.3.2 Results for Research Question 3: The Associations between Face-

to-Face and Mediated Communications

The third research question was whether face-to-face and mediated
communication preferences were associated. Pearson correlation analyses were
conducted to examine the associations among the preferences for face-to-face,
auditory and written communication in positive and negative situations. The results

are given in Table 4.

In negative situations, auditory and written communication were positively
related (r = .33, p <.001), Face-to-face communication was negatively related to
written communication (r = -.44, p <.001) and unrelated to auditory
communication. In positive situations, auditory and written communication were

positively related (r = .43, p <.001), and face-to-face communication was positively
69



correlated to auditory communication (r = .35, p <.001) and unrelated to written

communication.

Table 4. Intercorrelations among the Preferences for Face-to-Face, Auditory

and Written Communication in Positive and Negative Situations

FtF Audi Written
FtF - .09 V=
Audi 35%** - 33xxx
Written -.10 A3**F* -

Note. The values below the diagonal shows the
correlations in positive situations, the values above the
diagonal show the correlations in negative situations.

% < 001,

2.3.3 Results for Research Question 4: General Individual Difference

Factors and Communication Channel Preferences

The fourth question was whether the general individual difference factors
were related to face-to-face and mediated channel preferences. The analyses
described in section 3.1 showed that face-to-face communication is preferred over

written and auditory communication. Below, | examined whether this relative

70



preference for face-to-face communication over written and auditory

communication was associated with communicator’s personal attributes.

2.3.3.1 The Correlations between General Individual Difference Factors

and the Relative Preferences for Face-to-Face over Mediated Communication

Correlations among individual difference factors and relative preferences are
shown in Table 5. Four of the eight individual difference factors were significantly
related to the relative preferences for face-to-face over mediated communication
(written and auditory) in negative situations: Extroversion, Openness-to-Experience,
Need-for-Cognition and Individuation. In positive situations, again, Extroversion,
Openness-to-Experience and Individuation were significantly related to the relative
preferences for face-to-face over mediated communication. Need-for- Cognition,
however, was significantly related to the relative preferences for face-to-face over

written communication, but not between face-to-face over auditory communication.

2.3.4 Results for Research Question 5: Mediation Analyses

According to Baron and Kenny (1986), a mediating model must first satisfy

those requirements:

(a) the mediating variable (e.g., Perceived Difficulty of
Communication Situations) must significantly relate to the
independent variable (e.g., Extroversion);

(b) the dependent variable (e.g., FtF-Written®) must significantly
relate to the independent variable;

71



(c) the dependent variable must significantly relate to the mediating
variable.

If all these requirements are satisfied, then, one can start to test the mediation.
In the current study, astructural equation modeling (SEM) was conducted for

the model that met the above requirements..

Consistent with the mediation requirements described above, initial
correlations were calculated between all hypothesized mediators (communication-
specific individual difference factors), predictors (general individual difference
factors) and dependent variables (Relative Preferences). The correlations between
general individual difference factors and relative preference scores had already
been calculated to answer the Research Question 4, and the results had presented in
Table 5. According to results, four general individual difference variables were
significantly correlated to the Relative Preferences: Extroversion, Openness-to-
Experience, Need-for-Cognition , and Individuation. Therefore, only those four
variables were included in the subsequent mediation models. Next, the correlations
among the hypothesized mediators, general individual difference factors and the
relative preferences were calculated and the results are presented in Table 6. These
correlations were used to determine which potential mediators would be included

in the subsequent mediation models.
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Table 5. The Correlations among General Individual Difference Variables and Outcome Variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1. Extroversion -
2. Neuroticism -.09
3. Agreeableness 2477 -06
4. Openness-to-Experience 497 a8 12
5. Conscientiousness 11 -17" 17" 15"
6. Need-for-Cognition 23" -.08 14 447 28" -
7. Relatedness 457 2237 317 237 18" 15"
8. Individuation 227 .02 12 377 -.05 44706
9. FtF-Written® 337 .08 .02 307 .07 237 .09 28"
10. FtF-Audi® 34 13 -.05 34 .04 277 -01 28" 73
11. FtF-Written® 287" -05 .15 19" 13 22707 A7 607 39"
12. FtF-Audi® 20" .06 -.03 217 .09 .06 -04 16" 427 56" 58"
13. FtF Preference ® 37 .08 .08 327 .07 22710 27 687" 84 367" 397
14. Audi Preference ® -.08 -.10 15" -13 .01 14 11 -.10 -687  -15 417 -14
15. Written Preference ® -19 -.05 .04 -19 -.05 -177 -06  -207 -577 .86 -357 -2
16. FtF Preference © 407 .03 .30 .23 .15 237 15" 16" 207 .33 357 527"
17. Audi Preference © .07 -.04 23" -.06 .01 .10 .15 -.05 -437 -19 227 -76™
18. Written Preference © -13 .02 -.04 -.09 -.04 -04 -06 -11 .33 .58 507 82"




vL

Table 5. The Correlations among General Individual Difference Variables and Outcome Variables (continued)

13 14 15 16 17
14. Audi Preference ® .09
15. Written Preference ® -447 33
16. FtF Preference © 47 207 -10
17. Audi Preference © -.03 5577 29" 357
18. Written Preference © 24" 20 737708 447

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .00L.
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One of the potential mediators, the Perceived Difficulty of Communication
Situations, was correlated with all the selected general individual difference factors,
and all the outcome variables (FtF-Written®, FtF-Audi®, FtF-Written© and FtF-
Audi®©). The other potential mediators failed to exhibit a consistent pattern of
meaningful relationships with predictor and outcome variables. As they did not
meet the initial requirement for mediation testing, they were not included into the

following analyses.

The following route is followed after testing the initial requirements:

1) afactor analysis conducted on general individual difference

factors;

2)  higher-order individual difference constructs were created

according to the results of factor analysis,

3) amediation model involving these higher-order constructs
as independent (exogenous) variable was tested by using

structural equation modeling.
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Table 6. Correlations among Hypothesized Mediators, Predictors and Outcomes

Perceived Difficulty of Anxiety about Negative Attitudes about
® Situations © Situations FtF C. Auditory C. Written C. FtF C. Auditory C. Written C.

9L

General Individual Difference Factors:

Extroversion -30%** - 20** -39%**  25%F* .06 -21%* A1 .02
Neuroticism -.04 .09 A4 A5 -.03 -04 .09 -01
Agreeableness -.01 -.19* -.14 .01 .02 -.22%* -.04 -.05
Openness-to-Experience  -.39***  -03 =31 - 19* .03 .03 A2 .02
Conscientiousness -.08 .06 -.13 -.16* .04 -.18* -.06 -.00
Need-for-Cognition -.19* -.10 -12 - 20%** .09 -.08 A1 -.01
Relatedness -.09 - 34**F* -27%**  -08 .05 -28%**  -04 -.01
Individuation 23%* - 15%* -11 -.03 .02 -01 -.06 .09
Relative Preferences:
FtF-Written® -34%** - 14 S27FF*F - 20%* 21%* - 26%** .02 23%*
FtF-Audi® -27%**  -08 - 22%* -.01 A3 -17* 25FF* 14
FtF-Written© -.13 -14 -12 -.04 19* -17* A3 36%**
FtF-Audi© -.15 -.08 -12 .04 .08 .04 33F** A7*

Note.* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .00L.



General individual difference variables of Extroversion, Openness-
to-Experience, Need-for-Cognition and Individuation were subjected to a
free varimax rotated factor analysis (principal axis). The analysis yielded a
single factor explaining 38% of the total variance. After an examination of
the scree plot, and consideration of total variance explained by each factor,
a two-factor solution was decided to be tested. Factor analysis was re-
conducted with a forced two-factor solution. As shown in Table 7, results
yielded two equally strong factors explaining 25.47% and 23.67% of the
total variance, respectively. The first one, labeled Individuated Functioning
involved the variables associated with having an intrinsic exploratory
orientation. The variables loaded on this factor were Need-for-Cognition
and Individuation. Openness-to-Experience had loadings over .40 on both
first and second factors. As its loading on the second factor was
substantially higher than on the first factor (.42 on Factor 1 and .72 on
Factor 2), it was considered to be a variable of the second factor. The
second factor was labeled as Social Openness.The two variables that loaded
on the second factor were Openness-to-Experience and Extroversion.
Conceptually, both variables loaded on the second factor reflected an
inclination to have various interpersonal interactions whether they are
rewarding or challenging.

A composite score of Individuated Functioning was calculated by
taking the mean of Need-for-Cognition and Individuation scores. Similarly,
a composite score of Social Openness was calculated by taking the mean of

Openness-to-Experience and Extroversion scores. The correlation between
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Social Openness an Individuated Functioning was .72. Thus, results
indicated that these two factors were separate but strongly correlated.

A structural mediation model was tested in which Social Openness and
Individuated Functioning were predictors, the Perceived Difficulty of
Communication Situations was the mediator, and Relative Preference ® was the
outcome. Since two Relative Preferences ® (FtF-Audi® and FtF-Written ®)
were strongly correlated, they were combined under a latent construct (FtF-

Mediated ®).

Table 7. Results of Factor Analysis on the General Individual Difference

Variables Involved in the Mediation Model

Variables Varimax Rotation Loading
Factor 1 Factor 2

Need-for-Cognition 12 .20

Individuation .56 22

Openness-to-Experience (.42) .67

Extroversion 14 .64

Total Variance Explained %25.47 %23.67

Note: Extraction method was Principal Axis Factoring.

Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) was utilized to test the model.
In testing the model, a number of strategies were employed following
Kenny, Kashy, and Bolger’s (1998) suggestions. The first step was to test

the measurement model, providing evidence for how well the latent
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variables were measured by predefined indicators. Thus, testing the
measurement model involved a confirmatory factor analysis for the latent
variables. Second, the proposed structural equation model was tested.
Thirdly, two alternative models were developed and tested. The goodness of
fit statistics across models was compared.

The evaluation of model adequacy was based on the chi-square to
degrees of freedom ratio, Root Mean Square Error of Approximation
(RMSEA), Goodness-of-fit index (GFI), Adjusted Goodness-of-fit index
(AGFI), Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and Normative Fit Index (NFI).
Bollen (1989) noted that values of the df: ¥2 ratios 2, 3, or even 5 indicate
reasonable fit. Hu and Bentler (1999) reported that values of <= .05 for
RMSEA with 90% confidence intervals within 0 -.10 indicate close
approximate fit. They also indicated that values greater than .90 for the CFlI,
GFI, and AGFI represent good fit of the model.

For comparison of the proposed model and alternative models,
Akaike information criterion (AIC) index was used as suggested by Kline
(2005). AIC index compares models on the basis of the same data matrix.
The lower value of Akaike information criterion shows the superiority of the
model to the compared models.

The covariance matrix was used as input and maximum likelihood
estimation was employed in all of the analyses. Path models were examined

using the AMOS 16.0.
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2.3.4.1 The Measurement Model

As illustrated in Figure 3, measurement model specified three latent
constructs, namely, Social Openness, Individuated Functioning, and FtF-
Mediated ®. All latent constructs had two indicators. Social Openness
involved Openness-to-Experience and Extroversion; Individuated
Functioning involved Need-for-Cognition and Individuation; and finally,
FtF-Mediated involved FtF-Written and FtF-Audi. The Perceived Difficulty
of Negative Communication Situations was taken as an observed variable.
In the measurement model, each indicator was constrained to load only on
the factor it was designated to measure, the residual terms for all indicators
were fixed to be uncorrelated, no equality constraints on the factor loadings
were imposed, and the factor covariances were free to be estimated. This
model indicated an acceptable fit, ¥ (9, N =178)=11.94, p <.001 2 /df =
1.33, GFI = .98, AGFI = .94, CFIl = .99, NFI = .97, RMSEA = .04. The
model and the path coefficients were given in Figure 4. Next, the proposed
structural model was evaluated and then, it was compared to the alternative

models.
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Figure 3. The Measurement Model for the Proposed Mediation Model
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2.3.4.2 The Proposed Structural Model
As suggested by Kline (2006), independence model was estimated before
testing the proposed model. The independence model is a model in which all
relationships are assigned to be zero. The results indicated that
independence model yielded a very poor fit; 5* (21, N=178) = 354.43 p <
.001, which means that the proposed model can be tested. The exogenous
variables of the study were Social Openness and Individuated Functioning,
the mediator variable was the Perceived Difficulty of Negative
Communication Situations, and the outcome was FtF-Mediated ®. First, a
model was tested in which direct and indirect links from the predictors to
outcome were included. The model had a good fit, ¥ (9, 178) = 11.94, p =
.001, ledf =1.32, GFI = .98, AGFI = .94, CFI = .99, NFI = .97, RMSEA =
.04, AIC =49.94. However, only a single path was significant: The path
between Social Openness and the outcome. Variations of the model were
tested by dropping non-significant paths from the model one by one. The
path between the mediator and the outcome was retained because of its
theoretical importance. A model with good significant fit and all significant
paths were reached when two non-significant paths (a direct path from
Social Openness to the outcome, and a path from Individuated Functioning
to the mediator) were deleted. The revised model and the path coefficients
were displayed in Figure 4. As indicated by fit indices, the model showed a
good fit to data, y* (11, 178) = 13.61, p =.001, y ?/df = 1.24, GFI = .98,
AGFI = .94, CFIl = .99, NFI = .96, RMSEA = .04, AIC = 47.61. Social
Openness negatively predicted the Perceived Difficulty of Negative

Communication Situations (-.46), and in turn, this difficulty negatively
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predicted FtF-Mediated ® (-.22). Therefore, the results indicated that Social
Openness is linked to the outcome through the mediation of the Perceived
Difficulty of Negative Communication Situations. Twenty one percent of
the variance in the Perceived Difficulty of Negative Communication
Situations was explained by its predictor in the model (Social Openness),
and 29% of the variance in FtF-Mediated was explained by its predictors
(Social Openness, Individuated Functioning and the Perceived Difficulty of

Negative Communication Situations).

2.3.4.3 Alternative Models

Two alternative models were tested. In the first alternative model,
the Perceived Difficulty in Negative Communication Situations was
considered as an independent (exogenous) variable in addition to Social
Openness and Individuated Functioning, and these three variables predicted
Relative Preferences. In the second alternative model, the Perceived
Difficulty in Negative Communication Situations was considered as a
dependent (endogenous) variable together with Relative Preferences. Social
Openness and Individuated Functioning predicted both Perceived Difficulty

in Negative Communication Situations and Relative Preferences.
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As will be remembered, the proposed model, explained in the section
above, yielded following fit statistic; 5* (11, 178) = 13.61, p =.000, y  /df =
1.24, GFI = .98, AGFI = .94, CFI = .99, NFI = .96, RMSEA = .04, AIC= 47.61.
The first alternative model was provided fit indices as good as the proposed
model; y* (11, N = 178) = 44.85, p <. 001; x*/df = 4.08; RMSEA = .14; GFI =
94; AGFI = .84; NFI = .87; CFI = .90, AIC = 78.85. The fit statistics for the
second alternative model was as followed: »* (10, N = 178) = 14.62, p > . 05;
ledf = 1.46; RMSEA = .06; GFI = .98; AGFI =.94; NFI = .96; CFI = .99, AIC
= 50.62. The second alternative model produced the following fit indices: , 5
(10, N = 178) = 14.62, p > . 05; y/df = 1.46; RMSEA = .06; GFI = .98; AGFI =
94; NFI = .96; CFI = .99, AIC =50.62.

As can be seen, the chi-square statistic, chi-square-degrees of freedom ratio
and RMSEA for the second alternate model were poorer for the second
alternative model than for the proposed model.

When the proposed model was compared with alternate models in terms
of AIC index, it was seen that the value of AIC index for the proposed model
(AIC =47.61) was lower than those for both the first alternate model (AIC =
78.85), and the second alternate model (AIC =50.62) implying that the

proposed model provides a better fit to data than the alternative models.
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2.4 Discussion

In this study, I investigated individuals’ preferences for face-to-face and
mediated communication during positive and negative communication interactions
in their friendships. Face-to-face was the dominant communication method in
friendship maintenance, and written communication was the least preferred. This
finding supported the idea that the richness of the communication does matter. In
the richness spectrum, face-to-face is the richest channel, and written technologies
are the leanest. The current study clearly showed that the richest channel is the most
preferable, and the leanest one is the least preferable, as researchers following the
Cues-Filtered-Out Perspective suggested. Although using cell phones or the
Internet as a tool of communication has become common for many people, face-to-
face communication is still the most preferred method for friendship maintenance.
Because face-to-face communication is unquestionably the most preferred method,
the concern was not to find out which individual and situational factors make people
prefer mediated communication over face-to-face, but rather to find which
individual and situational factors increase or decrease the magnitude of the
difference between preference for face-to-face and mediated communication.
Smaller relative preference for face-to-face over mediated communication implies
that mediated communication may get close to face-to-face communication in terms

of gratifying the need for interpersonal interaction.

With regard to valence of communication situations, results are unsurprising:
Individuals prefer positive over negative communications -whether it is face-to-face

or mediated. In both negative and positive situations, the preference for face-to-face
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communication was higher than the preference for auditoy comunciation, and the
preference for auditory communication was higher than the preference for written
communication. This finding may reflect the intermediate position of auditory
communication channels in the channel richness spectrum: Auditory
communication is “leaner” than face-to-face communication and “richer” than
written communication. The finding could be interpreted as indicating that it might
be beneficial for researchers to be careful about the different characteristics of text-
based and audio-based communication. One should not study only one form of
mediated communication, and generalize the results for all forms of mediated

communication

Although auditory and written forms of mediated communication were
positively associated with each other, they seemed to be associated with face-to-face
communication in different ways: Auditory communication was positively
associated with face-to-face communication in positive situations and unrelated in
negative situations; but written communication was negatively related to face-to-
face communication in negative situations, and unrelated in positive situations.
Thus, the idea that researchers should pay attention to the differentiation between
written and auditory communication channels in studying channel preferences in
friendships is once more supported. Preference for written communication
increases when preference for face-to-face communication decreases in negative
situations suggests that written communication can be an alternative to face-to-face
communication in negative situations. Face-to-face communication may not be as

preferable in negative situations because it is sometimes difficult to find out
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appropriate expressions for transmitting negative thoughts or feelings towards
others during a face-to-face talk, or because expressing negative messages may
elicit negative reaction which is unpleasant to confront directly. Written
communication may help people to avoid the difficulties of direct confrontation.
This may explain why preference for written communication is negatively related to
preference for face-to-face communication only in negative situations. On the other
hand, the findings that auditory and face-to-face communication are positively
correlated in positive situations and unrelated in negative situations show that
auditory communication may not be beneficial for overcoming difficulties of face-
to-face communication in negative situations. The positive correlation between
auditory and face-to-face communication may signal a third variable that influences
both of them, which can be explored in future studies. One suggestion can be
willingness to communicate. If individuals have willingness to communicate, they
would communicate either face-to-face or via auditory channels. If they have any
avoidance for communication, then, face-to-face and auditory communication
would be unappealing for those people. Therefore, the results suggested that
auditory communication technologies may not be preferential alternatives to face-

to-face communication whereas written communication technologies may be.

Although many researchers recognize the potentially important effect that
individual differences have on face-to-face and mediated communication, research
in this area has been piecemeal, and few guidelines exist for understanding how
various individual difference variables are linked to communication variables. An

awareness of which personal characteristics predispose an individual to make a
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choice between face-to-face versus mediated communication in several
interpersonal situations may help individuals to handle those situations more
effectively, and maybe facilitate constructive ways of communication to meet the
communicative needs of people involved in those situations. Since it was beyond
the limits of this study to bring together all the individual difference constructs in
this fragmented literature, only a small part of them have been included into the
current study. Individual difference factors investigated in the current study are
considered as being a part of either Individuated Functioning or Social Openness

constructs.

Social Openness construct involved Extroversion and Openness-to-
Experience. Decreases in Extroversion and Openness-to-Experience are associated
with decreases in relative preferences for face-to-face communication. The related
literature has full of studies reporting the associations of Extroversion to face-to-
face and mediated communication, and the findings of current study is consistent
with them. For instance, extroverts prefer face-to-face contact while neurotic
introverts prefer mediated communication (Karemaker, 2005); or introvert people
prefer to reveal their true self on the Internet, whereas extroverts prefer to reveal
their true self through traditional social interaction (Amichai-Hamburger et al.,
2002). Openness-to-Experience, however, has not been investigated as extensively
as Extraversion in the context of interpersonal communication. The finding with
regard to Openness-to-Experience in the current study is a new contribution to the
literature because in all previous studies about the association between Openness-to-

Experience and mediated communication, the interest was the use of mediated
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communication for the purposes other than interpersonal communication (e.g.,
information seeking, online learning...etc.). In the current study, Extroversion and
Openness-to-Experience are considered as complementary factors in terms of their
contributions to variance in Relative Preferences. These two personality factors
were combined under a higher construct -Social Openness- on the basis of
theoretical and empirical reasons. Empirically, a factor analysis conducted on
individual difference variables in the current study demonstrated that Extroversion
and Openness-to-Experience were members of the same factor. Besides,
Extroversion and Openness-to-Experience have a moderate correlation and both
have positive correlations with relative preferences. Openness is a multi-facet
concept, which may include openness to people and to interpersonal interactions as
well as to non-personal stimuli. Type of openness measured by many measures of
Openness (-to Experience, -to Change, Intellect...etc.) tends to involve both
cognitive and social openness (McCrae & Sutin, 2009) Although the Openness-to-
Experience measure used in the current study has been developed to measure
general openness, without making any distinction between cognitive versus social
openness, it may be the case that majority of participants have evaluated the
openness items in a social/interpersonal context. When it is evaluated in a social-
interpersonal context, it is reasonable to consider Openness-to-Experience as
conceptually similar to Extroversion, and to place them under a single higher-order
construct. Previous research indicated that individuals low in Openness-to-
Experience feel uneasy when they are confronted with different opinions and

anything challenging the norms and routine (Flynn, 2005; Whitbourne, 1986).
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People who are low in Openness-to-Experience may tend to think dogmatically and
be unable to adapt to changing social situations (Goldberg, 1981). This uneasiness
in interpersonal communication may be the common characteristic of low
Openness-to-Experience and low Extroversion (or high introversion). Social
Openness construct combining Extroversion and Openness-to-Experience may be
considered as reflecting positive affect, and motivation for an approach behavior
rather than an escape behavior. The results suggested an indirect relationship
between Social Openness and Relative Preference for face-to-face communication
via the Perceived Difficulty of Negative Communication Situations. It seems that a
Social Openness characteristic helps people to take negative interpersonal situations
easy; thus, those people with high levels of Social Openness may be less likely to

avoid face-to-face encounters.

The second construct, Individuated Functioning, involved Individuation and
Need-for-Cognition. The association between Need-for-Cognition and Individuation
has been well-established (Imamoglu, 2003). Consistent with the previous research,
Need-for-Cognition and Individuation were correlated in the current study, and a
factor analysis on individual difference variables demonstrated that they are loaded
into the same factor. Thus, creating a combined score of Need-for-Cognition and
Individuation for the purpose of parsimony was reasonable. This construct reflects
individuals’ motivation for personal growth, such as motivation to be
knowledgeable and competent, motivation to put cognitive effort to solve problems,
and motivation for developing a unique self. The results suggested that there is a

direct positive association between Individuated Functioning and Relative
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Preferences. No indirect effect involving the Perceived Difficulty of Negative
Communication Situations was found. People with low scores of Individuated
Functioning may tend to prefer the plain, straightforward and obvious over the
complex, ambiguous and subtle. Such people may perceive mediated
communication less complex than face-to-face because mediated communication
transmits only a limited number of audio-visual cues. To test this argument, further
research is needed in which perceived complexity of using communication

technologies is measured.

Although individuated Functioning and Social Openness constructs had a
high correlation, and empirically, it would be acceptable to create a single -rather
than two- higher-order constructs (combining Extroversion, Openness-to-
Experience, Need-for-Cognition and Individuation), the model tested here provided
support to the decision to differentiate Individuated Functioning and Social
Openness while studying communication; because these constructs have influences
on Relative Preferences through different processes. It appeared that the construct of
Perceived Difficulty of Communication Situations explained the influence of Social
Openness on the communication outcome, but the same construct does not seem to

explain the influence of Individuated Functioning on the same outcome.

Not only the individual differences that are included into the higher-order
constructs of Individuated Functioning and Social Openness, but also the ones

that were eliminated deserve to be mentioned. Agreeableness, Emotional
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Stability, Conscientiousness, and Relatedness were expected to contribute to
channel preferences but they were found to have no significant associations to
Relative Preferences. An examination of previous studies shows that there are
only a few studies reporting that individuals’ communication behaviors were
associated to Agreeableness and Conscientiousness. Thus, in the current study,
having no associations may not be considered as a big surprise. On the other
hand, some previous studies have consistently shown that Emotional Stability is
a personality factor contributing to communication behaviors usually in the
same direction with Extroversion, and complementing its influence such that,
in addition to differences between Extroverts and Introverts, in general, Stable
Extroverts, Stable Introverts, Unstable Extroverts and Unstable Introverts have
some differences in their communicative characteristics or behaviors
(McCroskey, Daly & Martin, 1998). The current study does not support this.
Besides that, not being able to find associations of Relatedness to outcome
variables and the mediator is surprising. Relatedness and individuation have
been rarely studied in the communication domain, but a general review of
studies in which these two basic self-orientations of BID Model are used as the
antecedents of several attitudes and behaviors in different domains demonstrate
a clear pattern such that relatedness and individuation complement each other
in terms of their contributions to the outcomes; (Beydogan & Imamoglu,
2008; Giindogdu & Imamoglu, 2008; imamoglu & imamoglu, 2008;
Karakitapoglu-Aygiin & imamoglu,2008). For instance, in a study it was shown

that relatedness and individuation are positively associated to communication
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competence and negatively related to high-context communication; relatedness
having stronger associations to the outcomes than individuation does (Tosun,
Imamoglu & Imamoglu, 2008). The current study does not fit into this pattern
of relationships because while individuation is associated with Relative
Preferences and the perceived difficulty of communication situations,
relatedness is associated with neither. However, it is worth to note that both
Extroversion and Openness-to-Experience —the two variables constituting
Social Openness- are positively associated to Relatedness. Conceptual
similarity between “Social Openness” construct and Relatedness is also
obvious. Relatedness is the name of a general motivation to have good relations
with others, while Social Openness has a more specific meaning: It describes
individuals’ tendency to get involved in various interactions with others and
have some social experiences. Individuals with high Social Openness may or
may not manage to have good relations with others, yet, a
willingness/preparedness to take a part in social experiences (Social Openness)
can be argued to be positively related to general motivation to have good
relationships with others (Relatedness). Perhaps, not Relatedness, but some
more specific characteristics associated with Relatedness may be likely to have
a role in channel preferences; and Social Openness construct appears to tap

those specific characteristics.

Although several different factors -namely The Perceived Difficulty of
Communication Situations, the Negative Attitudes and Anxiety about Face-to-Face

and Mediated Communication- were tested for their capacity to mediate between
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individual difference variables and relative preferences in communication, only one
of them —the Perceived Difficulty of Communication Situations- yielded significant
results, and only when the situation was negative. Anxiety and Negative Attitudes
about Face-to-Face and Mediated Communication did not appear as mediators.
When the contents of the measures are examined closely, it can be seen that the
scales for Anxiety and Negative Attitudes about Face-to-Face Communication and
Mediated Communication measure general anxiety and general attitudes whereas
the Perceived Difficulty of Communication Situations and Preferences for Face-to-
Face and Mediated Communication are evaluated for specific interpersonal
situations. The correspondence in the specificity of measures may play a role in
relatively higher correlations of the outcome measures with the Perceived Difficulty

of Communication Situations than with the other potential mediators.

The results suggest that a feeling of difficulty in interpersonal situations,
rather than a feeling of easiness in using communication technologies, contributes to
the understanding of the relation between some individual difference factors and
relative preference for face-to-face over mediated communication. A general
message that these findings provide is that understanding individuals’ mediated
communication behavior requires understanding their perception of the
communication situation. People might be using technology-mediated
communication to deal with the difficulties in the situation when it is hard to handle
those difficulties during face-to-face interaction. Thus, an examination of individual
difference factors and communication channel preferences can benefit from further

consideration of the perceived difficulty of communication situations.
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A consideration should be made with respect to the way in which the
outcome variables were measured. Difference scores (FtF-Written and FtF-
Audi) were used as outcome variables. Although difference scores have been
widely used in studies of fit, similarity and agreement, some researchers attack
against the use of difference scores due to the spread of several potentially
damaging myths regarding the drawbacks of difference scores (Edward 2001).
The major criticism to the use of difference scores is that they have low internal
reliability. In the current study, the difference scores were found to have
acceptable reliability values (for a review of the criticisms and counter
arguments, see Edward, 2001). As Tisak and Smith (1994) explained
“Difference scores provide unique information on intra-individual change.”
(p.675), therefore, they are worth to be analyzed. Edwards (2001) claims that
“The calculation of a difference score implies that two constructs exist, as
represented by the component measures. The difference between these
constructs does not itself represent a construct but instead refers to the
proximity between two constructs.” Regarding the present study, each
difference score, which I preferred to name as “Relative Preference”, refers to
the proximity between the degree of preference for face-to-face communication
and for the other communication type. This proximity is exactly what | aimed
to examine. | sought the factors that make individuals’ preference levels for
written (or auditory) communication closer to their preference levels for face-
to-face communication. Therefore, | judged difference scores as appropriate to

use.
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The findings of the current study not only produced some answers for the
research questions, but also helped to the formulation of new questions; thus, they
opened a path for conducting a new empirical study. One of the aims of the new
study was to replicate findings of the first study in a larger group of university
student sample. However, the new study was planned not to be an exact replication
of the first one. Because the current study demonstrated that individual difference
factors are associated with communication preferences only in negative situations,
in the new study, communication preferences in only negative situations were
examined —the items for positive situations were eliminated. In the current study,
data were collected on individuals’ communication preferences for several channels,
but factor analysis showed that it is empirically acceptable to categorize those
channels into two: Auditory and Written. Therefore, in the new study, rather than
evaluating many different channels separately, individuals were asked to rate their
preferences for one of those three: Face-to-Face Communication, Auditory
Communication Technologies and Written Communication Technologies. In this
way, the time and effort that participants were asked to spend for ratings were
diminished. Because the Perceived Difficulty of Communication Situations was the
most promising explanation for understanding the relationship between individual
difference factors and communication preferences, the new study excluded the other
mediating factors, and focused on understanding the nature of difficulty in
communicating negative messages. Two potential answers were produced to the
question of “why do individuals perceive a communication situation involving

negative messages as difficult?” 1) individuals might be oversensitive to potential
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negative feedback which may come as a response to the negative message that they
give; 2) individuals may suffer from the lack of enough time to get prepared for the
difficult conversation (to think about precisely what one wants to say instead of
making immediate responses). In the new study, the focus was not the general
perceived difficulty of communication situations, but individuals’ oversensitivity to
negative feedback, and their need for preparation before responding. The new study
also examined the association of three more individual factors in addition to the
ones investigated in the current study: Shyness, Social Anxiety and Cognitive

Flexibility.
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CHAPTER 3

SECOND STUDY

3.1 Introduction

Gathering comprehensive knowledge about which individual difference
factors have a role on communication channel preferences is a challenging task.
There are many individual difference factors that could be examined in relation to
communication channel preferences. The overall body of literature is fragmented
into pieces such that some research is devoted into the examination of particular
traits; some others focus on examination of face-to-face communication only; and
some other study mediated communication. Besides, many of the individual
difference factors may have overlaps. For this reason, in the first study (chapter 2), |
attempted to consider multiple individual difference factors in one study, and to
organize those variables under parsimonious sets. Four individual difference
variables were found to be associated with communication-specific variables, and
those four variables were grouped under two factors Social Openness (involving
Extroversion and Openness-to-Change) and Individuated Functioning (involving
Individuation and Need-for-Cognition). In the second study, as noted, I included
some new individual difference variables: Shyness, Social Anxiety and Cognitive

Flexibility. I expected Shyness (reversed) and Social Anxiety (reversed) to be parts
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of the Social Openness construct, and Cognitive Flexibility to be a part of

Individuated Functioning.

One of the aims of the second study was to examine to what extent the
findings of the first study is replicated in a larger sample of university students. As

in the first study, the answers are sought for those questions:

Research Question 1: For dyadic friendship conversations, which one
is preferred more: Face-to-face communication,
auditory communication technologies or written
communication technologies?

Research Question 2: How is face-to-face, auditory and written

communication associated with each other?

Research Question 3: How is individual difference factors

(Individuated Functioning and Social Openness)
associated with communication channel
preferences?
Unlike the first study, in the second study, the answers to the questions
above are sought only for negative situations.

Like the first study, I tried to understand the mechanism linking individual
difference factors to channel preferences. However, | examined different mediators.
Among the mediators investigated in the first study, the Perceived Difficulty of
Communication Situation was the most promising one. In the second study, | aimed
to better understand the specific content of this general concept of “the perceived
difficulty of communication situation.” What makes a communication situation
“difficult”? According to Stone, Patton, Heen and Fisher (2000), a difficult
situation puts people into an avoid-or-confront dilemma. More specifically, people

in difficult situations have to ask this question to themselves: “Should I express my

feelings and thoughts, or keep them unexpressed so that | can avoid negative
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feedback, or express them and confront with possible rejection, attacks, or the
possibility of hurting the other person?”” Thus, it could be said that the difficulties
are not inherent in the situation itself, but it is inherent in individuals’ perception
about how well she or he can handle the situation. Many times, people think that
they cannot handle a negative conversation because they are concerned too much
about the possibility of getting negative reactions, which are likely to be expressed
nonverbally (i.e., frowning, change in bodily position, facial expression and tone of
voice). In the second study, | examined whether the oversensitivity to negative
bodily feedback may be the potential mediator between the considered individual

differences and channel preferences.

If individuals choose to confront rather than avoid the situation, then, they
will need to think carefully before communicating the difficult message. The chance
of clear communication increases when the sender thinks carefully beforehand. The
time needed for thinking before the communication and the amount of cognitive
preparation might be different for each person. | examined the need for preparation
before responding as another potential mediator in the link between individual
differences and channel preferences. The communicators who are oversensitive to
negative bodily feedback can benefit from the reduced cues characteristics of
communication technologies, and the communicators in need of preparation before
responding may benefit from asynchrony characteristic. Thus, the preference for
mediated communication may increase as the oversensitivity to negative bodily

feedback and the need for preparation before responding increase.
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In sum, the purpose of the present study was (a) to investigate the
associations between face-to-face, written and auditory communication on the
data collected with shortened scales, (b) to re-investigate the relationship
between individual difference factors and communication channel preferences
with the inclusion of some new variables, (c) to investigate the mediating effect
of difficulty in handling difficult situations, which involves oversensitivity to
negative bodily feedback and the need for preparation before responding.

The introductory text is organized around four specific topics. First, the
construct of Cognitive Flexibility is described, and the literature on the
relationship between Cognitive Flexibility and interpersonal communication is
reviewed. Second, the concepts of Shyness and Social anxiety are described and
the literature on the relationship between shyness, social anxiety and
interpersonal communication is reviewed. Thirdly, the concepts of
Oversensitivity to Negative Bodily Feedback and the Need for Preparation
before Responding are described and related literature is reviewed. Hypotheses

are presented throughout the chapter where relevant.

3.1.1 Cognitive Flexibility and Communication
Cognitive flexibility can be defined as the awareness of various possible
options for dealing with a situation, willingness for adaptation and flexibility in new
situations, and an individual sense of self-efficacy (Martin & Anderson, 1998;

Martin, Anderson, & Thweatt, 1998; Martin & Rubin, 1995). Previously, it has
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been shown that cognitive flexibility is associated with interpersonal
communication behaviors. For instance, Martin et al. (1998) reported that cognitive
flexibility is negatively associated with aggressive responses to others, and
positively associated to argumentativeness and tolerance for disagreement. Rubin
and Martin (1994) found a positive relationship between cognitive flexibility and
interaction involvement, self-monitoring, and interpersonal communication
competence. Additionally, they found cognitive flexibility to be negatively
associated with rigidity; Martin and Anderson (1998) found assertiveness and
responsiveness to be positively related to cognitive flexibility. All these empirical
studies have clearly showed that flexibility is an essential part of communication
competence during face-to-face interactions. However, to the author’s knowledge,
no study has examined cognitive flexibility in mediated interpersonal relationships.
The complexity of everyday life requires individuals to be cognitively
flexible. Before they decide to adapt their behaviors, people undergo a social
cognition process wherein they become aware of choices and alternatives (Berger &
Rolof, 1980), and they develop a willingness to change their standard behaviors
with the alternatives. When cognitively flexible individuals experience some
difficulties in initiating a face-to-face interaction, they may more easily recognize
that there are some alternative ways of communication, and they may have higher
motivation to get the advantages of those alternative communication ways as
compared to the individuals who are cognitively less flexible. This is one way of
thinking the association between cognitive flexibility and individuals’ choice for

communication channels. However, a negative association between cognitive
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flexibility and communication preference can also be expected. Given that
cognitively flexible people have more confidence in their interpersonal competence
in face-to-face interactions (Martin & Anderson, 1998), they may be less likely to
be in need of searching alternative ways of communication. Cognitively less
flexible individuals, as compared to more flexible individuals, may prefer
communication technologies more because they may be more likely to have a self-

doubt in dealing with face-to-face communication situations.

312 Social Anxiety, Shyness and Face-to-Face Communication

Anxiety is a response to threatening situations. It is characterized by
cognitive apprehension, neuropsychological arousal, and a subjective experience of
tension or nervousness (Leary, 1991). People may feel anxious for various reasons,
but factor analyses of anxiety and fear inventories consistently obtain solutions that
include at least one category of social or interpersonal anxieties (For a review, see
Leary, 1991). Social anxiety refers to discomfort in the presence of others and may
also include avoidance of others and fear of negative evaluation (e.g. La Greca &

Lopez, 1998).

People experience the disturbance called “social anxiety” when they have a
desire to create a positive impression in social settings but they suffer from a
general lack of self-presentational confidence (Schlenker & Leary, 1982). Social
anxiety is also considered to be a trait-like characteristic that remains relatively
stable across time and situations, often producing negative interpersonal
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consequences (Leary & Kowalski, 1995). As stated by Leary and Kowalski (1995),
““‘when they must interact with others, individuals high in social anxiety tend to
appear inhibited, reticent, and socially withdrawn” (pp. 158) and “as a result of
their tendency to be inhibited and withdrawn, people who are prone to social
anxiety often have difficulty forming and maintaining satisfying relationships” (pp.

173).

Shyness and social anxiety are often used interchangeably. Researchers
continue to struggle with definitional problems regarding the constructs of shyness
and social anxiety, but no consensus has been reached on what distinct aspects
differentiate them. Shyness is defined as a form of excessive self-focus, a
preoccupation with one’s thoughts, feelings, and physical reactions and may vary
from mild social awkwardness to total social inhibition (Saunders & Chester, 2008).
It is a broad concept involving characteristics such as quietness, inhibited behavior,
self-consciousness and apprehension about being negatively evaluated in social
situations (Zimbardo, 1977). Phillip Zimbardo (1977), a pioneer in the shyness field,
has conducted the largest non-clinical study to date investigating shyness rates. He
assessed the shyness levels of 5000 individuals. More than 80% reported that they
were shy at some point in their lives, either currently, in the past or always. Over
40% described themselves to be currently shy. More recent research indicates that
the percentage of currently shy has increased to nearly 50% (Carducci & Zimbardo,

1995).
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Main negative effect of shyness/social anxiety is a decreased level of social
interaction. Shyness makes it difficult to meet new people, make friends, or enjoy
potentially good experiences (Zimbardo, 1977). Due to their fear of social
interactions, shy individuals initiate fewer conversations and are less expressive
verbally and nonverbally; remember negative feedback more than non-shy people,
see themselves as less physically attractive; blame themselves for their perceived
inadequacies, report intense feelings of shame and report negative thoughts about
themselves in social interactions; see themselves as awkward, unfriendly and
incompetent (Henderson & Zimbardo, 1998). Also, Jones and Carpenter (1986)
found that shy people had less social support, smaller friendship networks, and
fewer, more passive interactions in their offline lives than the non-shy people. Some
of the empirical studies on the associations of shyness/social anxiety and
communication difficulties in face-to-face interactions are summarized in Table 8.

One strategy used by shy individuals to overcome their shyness was
identified as “electronic extroversion” (Carducci et al., 1997). Electronic
extroversion is the use of Internet chat rooms or newsgroups by shy individuals for
the purpose of fostering social relationships. There is no consensus among
researchers on whether Internet usage can serve as a facilitating (Roberts, Smith, &
Pollock, 1997) or inhibiting (Carducci & Zimbardo, 1995) agent for helping shy
individuals to develop social relationships. There are relatively more studies
investigating whether shy people use mediated communication in friendship
establishment, there are not many research investigating whether shy people use

mediated communication in their existing relationships for dealing with difficult
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conversations. Table 8 lists some of the studies in which the associations among
shyness/social anxiety and mediated communication were investigated. Overall,
study findings implied that shy people have more difficulties in face-to-face
communication as compared to non-shy people, and they value mediated

communication more than non-shy people do.

A Self-Presentational Theory Perspective is very helpful to understand how
mediated communication may help shy people overcoming social difficulties
(Stritzke, Nguyen, Durkin, 2004). According to this perspective, shy individuals
experience social difficulties because they have a discrepancy between the way they
desire to present themselves and the way they perceive themselves (Edelmann,
1987; Schlenker & Leary, 1982). In face-to-facle interaction, such discrepancies
between perceived and desired impressions can be inferred from negative verbal and
nonverbal cues, such as pauses in speech, decreased eye contact, inattentive body
language, facial expression, tone of voice, and length and content of responses. Shy
people do not only recognize those negative cues very quickly, but also interpret
them as a sign of their own interpersonal incompetence or of their rejection by

others (Edelmann, 1987; Miller, 1995).

107



Table 8. Research on the Associations between Shyness/Social Anxiety, Face-to-

Face and Mediated Communication

Study Findings
Face-to-Face Communication
See Leary & Socially anxious people are more likely than less anxious
Kowalski individuals
(1995) a) to allow long silences to develop in conversations,
b) avert their gaze during interactions, and
C) require longer response time
Erwin, Turk, In a sample of socially anxious people indicated that
Heimberg, a) 77% indicated that they are socialized in person for
Fresco, & less than five hours per week,

Hantula (2004)

Wheeless,
Nesser, &
McCroskey,
(1986)

Duran & Kelly
(1989)

Ward & Tracey
(2004)

Ebeling-Witte &
Frank & Lester
(2007)

b) 36% reported that they had no significant
friendships,
C) 46% had no romantic relationships.

As compared to less apprehensive people, communication
apprehensive individuals are
a) less disclosive,
b) reveal relatively superficial information, and
C) express more negative content in
interpersonal encounters

As compared to non-shy people, shy people are lower on

a) social composure (how relaxed the person is)

b) articulation (appropriate use of syntax and semantics)

c) social experience (affect for and participation in social
settings

Mediated Communication

Shyness is related to greater difficulties in face-to-face
relationships than online relationships on the aspects below:
a) social support

b) satisfaction

C) number of friends

d) interpersonal competence

Shyness is positively associated with the preference for
online conversing versus face-to-face conversing and
problematic internet usage
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Study

Findings

Madell &
Muncer (2006)

Scealy, Phillips,
& Stevenson
(2002)

Caplan (2005)

Yuen & Lavin
(2004)

Peter &
Valkenburg
(2006)

Reid & Reid
(2007)

Brunet & Scmidt
(2007)

No correlation between social interaction anxiety and the
amount to of time spent by using several internet channels

Shy males are much more likely to use the Internet for
recreation/leisure searches

Social anxiety increases the preference for online
interaction (POSI), and POSI mediates the relationship
between social anxiety and negative outcomes of internet
usage

Among Internet-dependent college students, shyness level
was lower in online interaction than in face-to-face
interaction.

Younger, socially anxious and lonely adolescents more
strongly value the controllability of internet
communication and perceive it as broader, deeper and
more reciprocal than older, non-socially anxious and non-
lonely adolescent respondents.

Whilst lonely participants preferred making voice calls and
rated texting as a less intimate method of contact, anxious
participants preferred texting, and rated it a superior
medium for expressive and intimate contact.

Shyness is negatively correlated with the number of self
disclosures in an e-chat session with a stranger if there is
live-webcam. In no live-webcam condition, shyness is not
associated with the number o self-disclosures.

3.1.3 Difficulty in Handling Negative Situations

Giving negative messages can be a difficult venture if individuals

a) cannot deal with the message takers’ potential bodily reactions
to negative message, and their own bodily reactions to potential

negative feedback,

b) are in need of time to prepare responding.
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In the Section 1.3.1 and 1.3.2, these two elements of difficulty in handling negative

situations are addressed.

3.1.3.1 The Need for Preparation before Responding

In order to be competent communicators, individuals need to have an ability
to prepare before social interactions (Duran & Spitzberg, 1995). This preparation is
an attempt to control the way that people appear to others. Everyone has a desire to
control their presentation to others (Schlenker, 1980). Having a good self-
presentation during a difficult conversation may require spending time and effort
thinking and reflecting beforehand. A communication situation can be called
difficult when the communicator is willing to initiate a “difficult” topic, or transmit
a negative message which he or she believes the other person will not like. In those
situations, communicators may feel relatively higher pressure for finding a way to
give the message in an appropriate way in which they will keep having a control
over their impression on the other person. To be able to communicate the negative
message without damaging self-impression, communicators may need to think and
reflect beforehand about issues such as knowing what to say, how to warm-up
before beginning to discuss tangible issues; whether the communication should be
direct and to the point, or somewhat indirect and roundabout. The time and effort
required for preparation to feel ready to handle a difficult conversation may be
higher for some individuals, than the others. Some people may have a difficulty to
think clearly in the presence of others, or under time pressure; therefore, they may

need more time for preparation. One of the aims of the study was to find out
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individual difference factors associated with the need for preparation to a difficult
conversation.

Finding "the right words" to solve the difficult conversations can be
considered to be a cognitive task in which the communicator needs to explore
alternative ways of saying things and evaluate implications of those alternatives.
Some individuals may have a tendency to avoid such cognitive tasks whereas some
others may have a genuine interest in those tasks. The latter group of individuals
may perform thinking and reflection necessary for dealing with those tasks quickly
and effortlessly; they can embed thinking and reflection into the daily (problematic
or non-problematic) conversations habitually; thus, they may not perceive cognitive
preparation for difficult conversations as cumbersome and time-consuming. In this
study, it was assumed that individual difference factors reflecting individuals’
cognitive motivation (Need-for-Cognition, Individuation and Cognitive Flexibility)
would be associated with their need for time and effort for preparing themselves to a
difficult conversation. Socio-emotional factors (Extroversion, Neuroticism, Social
Anxiety, Shyness and Relatedness) were also expected to be associated with the
need for thinking and reflection before the communication in a similar way. With
regard to extroversion-introversion, Helgoe (2008) claimed that introverts differ
from extroverts in terms of their need for psychological time: Time devoted to
noticing, evaluating, and finding meaning. When they have enough time and space,
interaction occurs more spontaneously. With regard to shyness, an empirical study
showed that shy college students were rated by independent observers as speaking

less frequently, allowing longer silences to develop, and having longer latency to
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their first utterances (Pilkonis, 1977, as cited in Turner, Beidel and Townsley, 1990)

which suggested that shy people need more time for preparation to conversations.

In difficult situations, using mediated communication may decrease potential
challenges to self-presentation. Self-presentation is more selective, malleable and
subject to self censorship in mediated environments than in face-to-face
environments due to its two characteristics: Asynchronity, and the emphasis on
verbal cues rather than nonverbal cues (Walther & Burgoon, 1992; McKenna &
Bargh, 2000; O’Sullivian, 2000; Walther, 1996). Walther (1996) has shown that
computer-mediated communication —especially asynchronous communication such
as e-mail- can be more friendly, social and intimate than face-to-face
communication because it gives participants time to compose their messages more
thoughtfully and perhaps be less distracted by other things going on. Therefore,
people who are in need of thinking and reflecting on difficult conversations may
find the mediated communication as satisfying alternative to face-to-face
interactions because mediated communication limits those concerns by allowing

for preparation and control.

On the basis of the literature introduced above, in the current study, it was
expected that certain individual difference factors would be positively related to
having a high need for preparation and in turn, this high need for preparation and
control would predict preference for Relative Preferences. Specifically, “The Need
for Preparation before Responding was expected to be positively related to

Shyness, Social Anxiety and Neuroticism; and negatively related to Need-for-
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Cognition, Individuation, Relatedness, Cognitive Flexibility, Extroversion,
Openness-to-Experience, Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness. An attempt was
made to put the individual difference factors under investigation under higher-
order constructs similar to the ones in study 1 (Social Openness and Individuated
Functioning). High Extroversion, high Openness-to-Experience , high
Agreeableness, high Relatedness, low Shyness, low Social Anxiety were
considered to be potential members of Social Openness constructs while Need-for-
Cognition, Cognitive Complexity, Conscientiousness and Individuation were
considered to be potential members of Individuated Functioning. A model was
tested in which these higher-order constructs were the predictors; “Difficulty in
Handling Negative Communication Situations” involving “the Need for
Preparation before Responding” and “Oversensitivity to Negative Bodily
Reactions” as sub-factors was the mediator; and Relative Preference for face-to-

face communication (involving FtF-Written ® and FtF-Audi®) was the outcome.

3.1.3.2 Oversensitivity to Negative Bodily Reactions

Individuals who sense a negative outcome in a given situation (punishment,
danger, failure) will alter or withdraw from that situation (MacDonald, 1998). The
sense of negative outcome may stem from nonverbal, as well as verbal cues. Thus,
communicators not only listen to what the other says, but they constantly search for
nonverbal feedback cues during interaction. Some people may be very sensitive to
catch negative feedback cues, and they may easily withdraw from the situations
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when they recognize that there is a negative tone in the other person’s voice or a
negative expression in the other person’s bodily expression. Those people may
benefit from the relative absence of nonverbal cues in mediated communication.
The lack of physical presence of others and the availability of hiding one’s own
physical presence from others may diminish the concern for negative feedback.
There is previous research demonstrating that CMC maybe better for establishing
new intimate relationships than face-to-face communication due to its characteristic
of limited transmission of nonverbal cues (e.g. Walther, 1996), but the role of this
characteristic in having difficult conversations with existing friends has been an
understudied topic. The current study aimed to examine the individual differences in
sensitivity to negative bodily reactions, and its influence on communication channel
preference. Individual difference factors were expected to be associated with their
degree of avoidance for negative feedback, and in turn, their avoidance was
expected to be associated with their relative preference for face-to-face over
mediated communication. Specifically, “the Oversensitivity to Negative Bodily
Reactions” was expected to be positively related to Shyness, Social Anxiety and
Neuroticism; and negatively related to Need-for-Cognition, Individuation,
Relatedness, Cognitive Flexibility, Extroversion, Openness-to-Experience,

Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness.

As mentioned before, in the current study, it was aimed
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(a) to examine whether the individual difference factors under investigation
could be put under higher-order constructs similar to the ones in study 1

(Social Openness and Individuated Functioning), and then,

(b) test a model in which Social Openness and Individuated Functioning
predict relative preference for face-to-face over mediated communication
through the mediation of “Difficulty in Handling Negative Situations”
involving two components, namely, “The Need for Preparation before

Responding” and “Oversensitivity to Negative Bodily Reactions”.

3.2 Methods

3.2.1 Participants

Participants were 343 university students (202 females, 101 males) from
three different universities: Hacettepe (128 respondents), METU (129 respondents)
and Uludag (86 respondents). The mean age of participants was 20.74 (SD = 1.74,
range = 17-27). Fifty three percent of the students (53%) reported that they used the
Internet every day, 68% of students had their own PC, and of those who had a PC at
home, 69% reported that they had limitless access to the Internet. Almost all of the
participants had a cellular phone (99%). Detailed information about participants’
demographic characteristics and their communication technology uses is given in

Figure 5.
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Figure 5. The Information about Participants’ Demographic Characteristics and
Their Communication Technology Use (Study 2)

Participants were also asked how often they use several communication
technologies. Most students reported that they use phone (talking and sending SMS
messages) and Internet every day. Detailed information about their frequencies of

using several communication technologies is given in Table 9.
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Table 9. The Frequencies and Percentages of Using Communication

Technologies

Phone SMS E-chat E- Internet
talk Message mail use
(General)
Everyday 145 211 107 26 189
(%42) (%62) (%31) (%8) (%55)
Once in two days 81 61 59 23 51
(%24) (%18) (%17) (%7) (%15)
Once or twice in aweek 87 50 87 111 71
(%25) (%15) (%25) (%32)  (%21)
Biweekly 15 10 34 45 18
(%4) (%3) (%10) (%13)  (%5)
Once in a month or less 15 9 55 138 14
(%4) (%2) (%16) (%40)  (%4)
TOTAL 343 343 343 343 343

(%100) (%100)  (%100)  (%100) (%Z100)

3.2.2 Measures and Scales

In the first and second studies, some common measures were used: General
Personality Traits Inventory, Need-for-Cognition Scale and Balanced Integration-
Differentiation Scale. Those scales are not described in detail again. Their reliability
coefficients for the second study are provided below. The second study also
included some new measures and some revised measures. These new measures are

described in more detail.
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3.2.2.1 General Personality Traits Inventory

As explained before, a 45-item self-report measure developed by Geng6z and
Onciil (in progress) was used to assess the personality traits. The scale yields six
dimensions: Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Neuroticism,
Openness-to-Experience and Negative Valence. In the current study, Cronbach'’s
alpha was .78 for Openness-to-Experience and Neuroticism, .86 for Extroversion,
.80 for Neuroticism, .87 for Agreeableness, .84 for Conscientiousness, and .58 for

Negative Valence.

3.2.2.2 Need for Cognition Scale (NCS)

As in the first study, a translated and adapted version of Cacioppo and Petty's
(1982) Need for Cognition Scale (NCS) was used to assess the tendency to engage
in and enjoy thinking (Imamoglu, 2001). In the current study, Cronbach's alpha was

.89.

3.2.2.3 Cognitive Flexibility Scale

This scale has 12 items which measure a continuum of cognitive rigidity-
flexibility, measuring individual's awareness of alternatives, willingness to adapt to
situations, and self-efficacy in being flexible (Martin & Rubin, 1995). It is rated on

a 6-point Likert type scale ranging from (1) Strongly disagree to (6) Strongly agree.
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The items are keyed toward cognitive flexibility (i.e., higher scores indicate higher
levels of flexibility). Sample items include, “I can find workable solutions to
seemingly unsolvable problems,” and “T am willing to listen and consider
alternatives for handling a problem.” Previous reliabilities obtained for this scale
were .82 (Martin et al., 1998) and .81 (Martin & Anderson, 1998). The scale was
adapted to Turkish for the first time to be used in the present study. The Cronbach's

alpha reliability for this scale in the present study was .77 (M = 4.25, SD = .57).

3.2.2.4 Balanced Integration-Differentiation Scale

As noted before, Iimamoglu’s (1998, 2003) Balanced Integration-
Differentiation Scale was used assess relatedness and individuation. The measure
consists of two subscales: The Interrelational Orientation subscale and The
Developmental Orientation subscale. In the current study, Cronbach alpha was .87
for the interrelational orientation subscale and .74 for the self-developmental

orientation subscale.

3.2.2.5 Liebowitz Social Anxiety Scale

It is a measure developed to assess the range of social interaction and
performance situations that individuals may fear and/or avoid. (Liebowitz, 1987)
Participants are given 11 social interaction situations (e.g., Using a telephone in

public; talking face-to-face with someone you don’t know very well) and 13
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performance situations (e.g., taking a test; writing while being observed). Each
situation is rated separately for fear (0 to 3 = none, mild, moderate, severe) and
avoidance (0 to 3 = never, occasionally, often, usually). Thus, the measure provides
an overall social anxiety score and scores on 4 subscales: 1) performance fear, 2)
performance avoidance, 3) social fear, and 4) social avoidance. Previously,
psychometric properties of the self-report Liebowitz Social Anxiety Scale were
investigated by Baker, Heinrichs, Kim and Hofmann (2002). It was reported that the
scale had a good 12-week test-retest reliability (r = .83 for the total score), a good
internal consistency (r = .95 for the total score), and was a valid instrument to be
used in the assessment of social anxiety. Turkish version of the Liebowitz Social
Anxiety Scale has been developed by Soykan, Ozgiivenc and Geng6z (2003). All
reliability and validity assessments of the Turkish version indicated good reliability
and validity. An overall social anxiety score is employed in the current study. The

internal reliability for the overall score is .95.

3.2.2.6 Shyness Scale

Shyness was measured by a scale adapted from the Revised Cheek and Buss
Shyness Scale, shortly RCBSS, (Cheek, 1983; Cheek & Buss, 1981) to Turkish by
Gilingor (2001). It assesses discomfort/tension and inhibition in the presence of
others. Example items are “I am socially somewhat awkward” and “I have trouble
looking at someone right in the eye”. Original (English) version had 13 items. 7
extra items were added in its Turkish adaptation. The RCBSS has high internal
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consistency (o = .82; Jones, Briggs, & Smith, 1986), good 8-week test-retest
reliability (r = .89; Glass & Arnkoff, 1989), and adequate convergent validity (Jones
et al., 1986). Turkish version also has high internal consistency (o =.91), 3-week
test-retest reliability (.83) and adequate convergent validity (Giingor, 2001). Each of
the items was answered on Likert-type scales with five response alternatives from 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Scoring of this scale involved reversing
the score on negatively phrased items and calculating a mean of all items. The

internal reliability is .92.

3.2.2.7 The Measure of the Need for Preparation before Responding

Participants are given seven negative interpersonal communication
scenarios. The scenarios are identical to the ones used in the first study for
measuring the perceived difficulty of communication situations and in both the first
and second studies for measuring preference levels for face-to-face and mediated
communication:

1) expressing how hurt you are because of something that your
friend did to you

2) expressing your anger towards your friend

3) telling your friend that she/he owes an apology to you

4) disclosing a failure or embarrassment that you have
experienced in an earlier point of your life to your friend

5) confessing a fault you did to a friend

6) apologizing because you hurt or made him/her angry

7) giving negative feedback on a job/homework that your
friend did.

For each scenario, the participants are asked to rate those 3 items:
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1) “If I were in this situation, I would turn my words over and
over again in my mind before talking.”
2) “If I were in this situation, I could say what I wanted to
say even if I didn’t make a practice first.” (reversed item),
3) “If I were in this situation, | would need time to think
about how he/she might react to me and prepare myself for
this reaction.”
Ratings range from (1) Strongly disagree to (5) Strongly agree. Higher scores
indicate higher level of need for self-reflection. The Cronbach’s alphas range
between .65 and .80 for each of those seven scenarios. For all the scenarios across
all items (7 scenarios X 3 items), Cronbach’s alpha was .88. The Need for Self-
Reflection score was computed by first reverse coding the second item for each

scenario, and then taking the average of all items in all scenarios.

3.2.2.8 The Measure for Oversensitivity to Negative Bodily Feedback

Participants are given seven negative interpersonal communication
scenarios. For each scenario, they are asked to rate those 3 items:

1) “I would feel very bad if I caught some negative changes

that occur in my friend’s facial and bodily expressions while
[ am talking to him/her.”

2) “If I recognize that what I say makes my friend disturbed, I
either stop talking or change the topic.”
3) “If I were in this situation, I would have difficulty to look at

my friend’s eyes while talking.”
Ratings range from (1) Strongly disagree to (5) Strongly agree. Higher scores
indicate higher level of avoidance for getting negative feedback. The Cronbach’s
alphas range between .62 and .70 for each of those seven scenarios. For all the

scenarios across all items (7 scenarios X 3 items), Cronbach’s alpha was .91. The
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Avoidance for Getting Negative Feedback score was computed by taking the

average of all items in all scenarios.

3.2.2.9 Preference Ratings for Face-to-Face and Mediated

Communication (Short Form)

Preference Ratings for Face-to-Face Communication

As explained before, preferences for face-to-face conversation were indicated
by participants on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (very much) for
seven negative situations, Face-to-face communication preference scores for
negative situations (FtF®) were obtained by computing the mean value of ratings.

Cronbach’s alpha was .81 for negative situations.

Preference Ratings for Mediated Communication

Parallel to the preference ratings for face-to-face communication, preferences
for auditory and written communication technologies were indicated by participants
on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (very much) for seven negative
situations. Auditory communication technologies and written technologies are
described and exemplified for participants:

I. Auditory communication: a form of communication whereby
you receive and transmit only auditory messages (no visual and no
textual messages) through technologies such as phone or cellular
phone.

ii. Written communication: a form of communication whereby you
receive and transmit only textual messages (no auditory and no
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visual messages) through technologies such as e-mail, e-chat,
SMS message...etc.

Cronbach’s alpha was .81 for auditory and .83 for written communication.

3.2.2.10 Relative Preferences for Face-to-Face and Mediated
Communication

Two Relative Preference Scores were calculated. The first one is the Relative
Preference for Face-to-Face over Auditory Communication (FtF-Audi®) and the
second one is the Relative Preference for Face-to-Face over Written
Communication (FtF-Written®). The calculation of FtF-Written® and FtF-Audi®
scores is described below:

I. FtF-Audi®:

(Preference for Face-to-Face Communication) — (Preference for Auditory
Communication)

ii. FtF-Written®:

(Preference for Face-to-Face Communication) — (Preference for Written
Communication)

As will be remembered, face-to-face and mediated communication scales
were rated on a 5-point scale so the relative preference measures can range from
(-4) to (+4). As mentioned before, positive scores reflect a preference for face to
face communication over the other communication types. Negative scores reflect a
preference for the other communication type over face to face communication.
Scores near or at zero indicate no preference for one type of communication over

another. In this sample, the relative preferences dropped below 0 for 18% of the

sample in FtF-Audi®; and for 22% of the sample in FtF-Written ®. Thus, face to
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face communication was generally preferred over other types of communication.
Reliabilities of Relative Preference scores were calculated by using a computer
program developed by Watkins (2008) specifically for measuring reliability of

differences scores. Cronbach’s a were .70 for both FtF-Audi® and FtF-Written®.

3.3 Results

Descriptive information about the characteristics of the study variables and
gender differences on those variables has been summarized in Table 9. With regard
to gender differences, a series of t-test analyses showed that there were no
significant gender differences for any study variables-except for Extroversion and
Neuroticism. women had higher scores on Extroversion and Neuroticism than men
did(See Table 9). Gender was dropped from further analyses, in view of the fact that
no hypotheses were generated involving gender. Detailed information about the
analyses involving the factor structure of the newly developed or adapted scales can

be found in Appendix D.
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Table 10. Descriptive Statistics for the Variables Used in the Study 2

Total Females Males
Variables M SD M SD M SD t
General Individual Difference Factors
Extroversion 3.55 78 3.64 77 342 .75 2.48"
Neuroticism 2.92 .69 2.94 71 289 .66 459"
Openness-to-Experience 3.62 .66 3.55 65 369 .65 .65
Agreeableness 4.19 53 4.29 478 403 54 1.18
Conscientiousness 2.92 .68 3.57 73 347 .80 -1.82
Negative Valence 1.74 .50 1.64 A5 1.88 .53 -4.48
Need-for-Cognition 3.65 46 3.64 45 3.68 .49 -.82
Relatedness 3..83 .60 3.93 .58 3.67 .58 1.88
Individuation 3.71 .50 3.71 51 3.73 .48 -1.04
Shyness 2.68 .69 2.64 .70 272 .68 3.94
Liebowitz Social Anxiety — 1.92 46 1.97 46 187 47 -39
(total score)
Cognitive FIeXibiIity 4.25 57 422 .54 427 .60 -74
Communication-Specific Individual Difference
the Need for Preparation ~ 3.04 63 311 63 293 .63 2.44
before Responding
Oversensitivity to 2.78 .66 2.80 68 277 .65 45
Negative Bodily
Feedback
Channel Preferences
Face-to-Face 4.00 g2 3.97 g7 4.07 .62 -1.30
Written Channels 3.05 .90 3.06 .89 3.04 .90 27
Auditory Channels 3.02 77 2.99 .78 3.07 .77 -91

Note. p<.05, p<.01,  p<.001.
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3.3.1. Results for Research Question 1: Preferences for Communication

Channels

The first research question was whether face-to-face vs. mediated
communication was preferred more. To compare the preference levels for face-to-
face, auditory and written communication, a one-way repeated measures ANOVA
was conducted. Analyses revealed that there was a channel main effect, F (2, 341) =
143.27, p < .001, n = .46. Post-hoc pairwise Bonferroni comparisons revealed that
face-to-face was (M = 4.00, SD =.71) preferred more than both auditory (M = 3.02,
SD =.76) and written communication (M = 3.05, SD = .88) The results are

presented in Figure 6.
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Figure 6. The Preference Ratings for Face-to-Face, Auditory and Written

Communication (Study 2)
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3.3.2. Results for Research Question 2: Associations among Face-to-Face

and Mediated Communications

The second research question was whether face-to-face and mediated
communication preferences were associated. Pearson correlation analyses were
conducted to examine the associations among the preferences for face-to-face,
auditory and written communication in negative situations. Face-to-face
communication was found to be negatively correlated with written communication,

and uncorrelated with auditory communication (See Table 11).

Table 11. The Intercorrelations among the Preferences for Face-to-Face, Auditory

and Written Communication in Negative Situations in the Study 2

FtF Audi Written

FtF -

Audi .08 -

Written  -37***  39%**

Note. *** p < .001.
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3.3.3. Results for Research Question 3: General Individual Difference

Factors and Communication Channel Preferences

The analyses described in the section 3.1 showed that face-to-face
communication was preferred over written and auditory communication. Below, 1
examined whether this relative preference for face-to-face communication over
written and auditory communication decreased/increased depending on general

individual difference variables .

3.3.3.1. The Correlations between General Individual Difference Factors

and Relative Preferences for Face-to-Face over Mediated Communication

Correlations among general individual difference factors and relative
preferences are shown in Table 12. High levels of Agreeableness, Openness-to-
Experience, Need-for-Cognition, Cognitive Flexibility and low levels of Shyness
and Social Anxiety were found to be associated with an increase in FtF-Written®
and FtF-Audi®. Also, high level of Extroversion was related to an increase in FtF-

Written®.
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Table 12. The Correlations between General Individual Difference Factors and the Relative Preferences

0€T

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1. Extroversion -

2. Neuroticism -23™ .

3. Agreeableness 307 -147 -

4. Openness-to- s -

Experience s 0 2 )

5. Conscientiousness 117 -.05 307 16" -

6. Need-for-Cognition 207" -.08 2177 327 20 -

7. Cognitive Flexibility 4677 a7 A9 57T 24T 43 .

8. Shyness -687" 22" 207 57" 127 -3 Lm0

9. Social Anxiety -457 117 -.08 -53™ .06  -357" 517 67 -

10. Relatedness 4577 2077 28T 227 22" 05 3577 42 L2217t -

11. Individuation 167 -.02 .03 287 -1 527 3677 -337 -3¢ 06 -

12. FtF-Written® 157 -.06 14" 237 01 16™ 2277 .24 _25™7 09 267 -
13. FtF-Audi® .08 -.05 10 16" .03 13" 16™ -177 -207 03 267
14. FtF Preference ® 227 04 2077 34 .01 27 2677 .32 307 11 .28
15. Audi Preference ® -.05 .06 -.03 -.07 -.01 -.04 -07 09 12 -05 -157  -88

16.Written Preference ® .05 .05 .04 .08 -.04 .04 .03 -.03 .03 03 -13° -.30
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Table 12. The Correlations between General Individual Difference Factors and the Relative Preferences (Continued)

13 14 15 16
14. FtF Preference ® 7077 -
15. Audi Preference ® =54 -.08 -
16.Written Preference ® -76™" -407" 39" -

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .00L.



3.3.4 Results for Research Question 4: Mediation Analysis

As will be remembered, the initial requirement for the mediation testing
was the following: The mediating variables must significantly relate to the
independent variable; the dependent variable must significantly relate to the
independent variable, and the dependent variable must significantly relate to the
mediating variable (Baron & Kenny,1986). Therefore, first, correlations were
calculated between all hypothesized mediators (Oversensitivity to Negative
Bodily Reactions and The Need for Preparation before Responding), predictors
(general individual difference factors) and dependent variables (Relative
Preferences). The correlations between predictors and outcome scores had
already been calculated to answer the Research Question 3, and the results were
presented in Table 11. Next, the correlation analyses were conducted to
examine whether predictors (general individual difference factors) and outcomes
(relative preferences) were significantly related to the hypothesized mediators.
The results are presented in Table 12. These correlations were used to determine
which predictors, potential mediators and outcome variables would be included
in the subsequent mediation model. The potential mediators (Oversensitivity to
Negative Bodily Reactions and The Need for Preparation before Responding)
were significantly related to the outcome variables. Shyness, Social Anxiety,
Openness-to-Experience, Need-for-Cognition, Cognitive Flexibility and
Individuation were correlated with outcomes (FtF-Written® and FtF-Audi®)
and with the potential mediators (Oversensitivity to Negative Bodily Reactions
and The Need for Preparation before Responding). Extroversion was
significantly associated with only one of the outcomes (FtF-Written®), and two

mediators. The individual difference variables having non-significant
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Table 13. Correlations among Hypothesized Mediators, Predictors and

Outcomes (Study 2)
Potential Mediators
Oversensitivityto  The Need for
Negative Bodily  Preparation before
Feedback Responding
Extroversion -.30** - 31x**
Neuroticism .06 .10
Agreeableness -.01 .02
Openness-to-Experience  -.36*** - 37**F*
Conscientiousness .02 .05
Need-for-Cognition - 20%** 19x**
Cognitive Flexibility -.38*** - 29%**
Shyness H1*** ATHF*
Social Anxiety 4QFF* A5F**
Relatedness - 19** -11*
Individuation - 32%** - 26%**
Relative Preferences:
FtF-Written® - 32%*F* = 27***
FtF-Audi® - 27*** - 21%**

Note.* p < .05. ** p < .0L. *** p < .001.

correlations with mediator or outcome variables were not included into the

further analyses.

Individual difference variables of Extroversion, Social Anxiety,

Shyness, Openness-to-Experience, Need-for-Cognition, Cognitive
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Flexibility and Individuation were subjected to a free varimax rotated factor

analysis (principal axis). The analysis yielded two factors explaining 56 %

Table 14. Results of Factor Analysis on the General Individual

Difference Variables Involved in the Mediation Model

Variables Varimax Rotation Loading

Factor 1 Factor 2
Shyness -.83 -.25
Extroversion .76 .05
Openness-to-Experience .66 .28
Social Anxiety -.64 -.34
Cognitive Flexibility 57 43
Need-for-Cognition .20 12
Individuation 17 .66
Total Variance %36 %20
Explained

of the total variance. The first factor involved Shyness, Extroversion,
Openness-to-Experience, Social Anxiety and Cognitive Flexibility. It
explained 36% of the total variance. The second factor involved
Individuation Need-for-Cognition, and Cognitive Flexibility. It explained
20% of the total variance. The factor loadings were presented in Table 14.
Cognitive Flexibility, which had loadings over. 40, but had similarly the
lowest loading in both Factors, was decided to excluded from the factor

structure. Based on the obtained, two composite scores were created. As in
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the first study, the first one was labeled as the Social Openness Factor and
involved Shyness (reversed), Extroversion, Openness-to-Experience and
Social Anxiety (reversed). The second one was labeled Individuated
Functioning, and it involved the Need-for-Cognition and Individuation.
Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) was utilized to test that the
Difficulty in Handling Negative Situations mediates the relationship
between Social Openness and FtF-Mediated, and also between Individuated
Functioning and FtF-Mediated. In testing models, a number of strategies
were employed following Kenny, Kashy, and Bolger’s (1998) suggestions.
First, the measurement model was tested. With this model, it was aimed to
provide evidence for that the latent variables were measured well by
predefined indicators. Second, the proposed structural equation model was
tested. Thirdly, two alternative models were tested. The goodness of fit
statistics across models was compared. Those indices were the chi-square to
degrees of freedom ratio, RMSEA, GFI, AGFI, CFI and NFI. For
comparison of proposed model to alternatives, Akaike information criterion
(AIC) index was used as suggested by Kline (1998). In all analysis, the
covariance matrix was used as input and maximum likelihood estimation

was employed. Analyses were conducted by using AMOS 7.0.

3.3.4.1 The Measurement Model
As illustrated in Figure 8, measurement model specified four latent
constructs, namely, Social Openness, Individuated Functioning, the

Difficulty of Handling Negative Situations, and FtF-Mediated. Social
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Openness had four indicators (Low Social Anxiety, low Shyness, high
Openness-to-Experience and high Extroversion). All other latent constructs
had two indicators. Individuated Functioning involved Need-for-Cognition
and Individuation; the Difficulty of Handling Negative Situations involved
the Need for Preparation before Responding, and Oversensitivity to Bodily
Negative Feedback, and finally, FtF-Mediated involved FtF-Written and
FtF-Audi. In the measurement model, each indicator was constrained to load
only on the factor it was designated to measure, the residual terms for all
indicators were fixed to be uncorrelated, no equality constraints on the
factor loadings imposed, and the factor covariances were free to be
estimated. This model indicated an acceptable fit, x* (29, N=343) = 286.92,
p <.001, ledf = 2.54, RMSEA= .07, GFI = .92, AGFI = .97, CFI = .97, NFI
=.95. The model and the path coefficients are given in Figure 7. Next, the
proposed structural model was evaluated and compared to the measurement

model.

3.3.4.2 The Proposed Structural Model

As suggested by Kline (2006), independence model was estimated
before testing the proposed model. The results indicated that independence
model yielded a very poor fit; y* (45, N = 343) = 1415.28, p < .001, which
means that the proposed model can be tested. The exogenous variables of
the study were Social Openness and Individuated Functioning, the mediator
variable was the Difficulty of Handling Negative Situations, and the

outcome was FtF-Mediated.
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First, a model was tested in which direct and indirect links from the
predictors to outcome were included. The model had a good fit, 3* (29, 178)
= 73.70, p < .001, y %/df = 2.54, GFI = .96, AGFI = .92, CFI = .97, NFI =
.95, RMSEA = .07, AIC = 125.70. There was one insignificant path: The
direct path between Social Openness to the outcome. The non-significant
path was dropped, and the analysis was re-runned. As indicated by fit
indices, the model showed an acceptable fit to data, »* (30, N=343) = 73.86,
p <.001; y*/df = 2.46; RMSEA = .07; GFI = .96; AGFI = .92; NFI = .95;
CFI = .97. The revised model and its path coefficients are displayed in
Figure 8.

As seen in Figure 8, both Social Openness and Individuated
Functioning negatively predicted the Difficulty in Dealing with Negative
Situations (-.19, -.17, respectively), and in turn, this difficulty negatively
predicted FtF-Mediated (-.32). Also, Individuated Functioning directly
predicted FtF-Mediated (.20). The results indicated a partial mediation
between Individuated Functioning and FtF-Mediated and a full mediation

between Social Openness and FtF-Mediated.
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Figure 7. Measurement Model for the Proposed Mediation Model

Forty seven percentage of the variance in the Difficulty in Handling
Negative Situations was explained by its predictors in the model (Social

Openness and Individuated Functioning), and 17% of the variance in FtF-
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Mediated was explained by its predictors (Social Openness, Individuated

Functioning and the Difficulty in Handling Negative Situations).

3.3.4.3 Alternative Models

Two alternative models were developed. In the first one, Difficulty
in Handling Difficult Situation was considered as an independent
(exogenous) variable while in the second one, it was considered as a
dependent (endogenous) variable.

As noted before, the test of the proposed mediation model provided
acceptable fit to the data; y* (29, N = 343) =73, 70 p <. 001; x*/df = 2.54;
RMSEA = .07; GFI =.96; AGFI =.92; NFI =.95; CFI = .97. The first
alternative model yielded fit indices very similar to the ones in the proposed
model, »* (30, N=343) = 73.86, p < .001; ¥*/df = 2.46; RMSEA = .07; GFI =
96; AGFI =.92; NFI = .95; CFI =.97. Some of the fit indices yielded by
the second alternative model (the chi-square statistic and chi-square-degrees
of freedom ratio) were relatively poor while other fit indices were similar to
the ones in the proposed model, »* (30, N = 343) = 84.68, p <.001; y*/df =

2.82; RMSEA = .07, GFI = .96, AGFI = .91, CFI = .94, NFI = .96.

When the proposed model was compared with alternative models in
terms of AIC index, it was seen that the value of AIC index for the proposed
model (AIC = 123.86) was lower than both alternative models (AIC =

125.70 and AIC = 134.68, respectively).
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3.4 Discussion

Study 2 yielded results that are consistent with the results of Study 1
in many respects. First of all, according to the findings of Study 2, face-to-
face communication preferred more than both auditory and written forms of
mediated communication. The two studies were also similar in that face-to-
face communication was negatively associated to written communication in
negative situations. The implications of these results were discussed in
Chapter 1. In this section, | will try to discuss in what senses the findings of
Study 1 and 2 are similar and dissimilar, also, what information was

gathered through Study 2 over and beyond the findings of Study 1.

In Study 1, participants were given a list of interpersonal situations,
and were simply asked how difficult they perceived each of them. The
perceived difficulty of communication situation was measured by taking the
mean of these self-ratings, and according to results, this measure was
negatively associated with participants’ relative preferences for face-to-face
over mediated communication. In Study 2, however, it was not aimed to
investigate participants’ evaluation of situations in an easy-difficult
continuum. Rather, it was aimed to gather some information about
participants’ self-evaluation of their own performance in the given
situations. Participants were given the same interpersonal situations as in
Study 1, but then, were asked to evaluate 1) how sensitive they would be to

negative bodily reactions during these situations, and 2) how much time
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they would need for preparation before responding. In one sense, the
specific communicative characteristics inherent to individuals, which may
make them perceive several situations as difficult, were explored in Study 2.
In that way, the concept of “perceived difficulty of communication
situation” in the former study was tried to be understand better. According
to the findings, the more sensitive people to negative reactions, and the
more time they need for preparation before responding, their relative
preference for face-to-face communication over mediated communication

decreases. This result is consistent with the finding of Study 1.

Eleven individual difference variables were investigated in the Study
2. Four of them (Agreeableness, Relatedness, Conscientiousness and
Neuroticism) were found not to be associated with outcome variables and/or
mediators. This was again, consistent with the findings of Study 1. The
other individual difference variables (Individuation, Need-for-Cognition,
Cognitive Flexibility, Extroversion Openness-to-Experience, Shyness and
Social Anxiety) were used to form two higher-order constructs: Individuated
Functioning and Social Openness. Similar to Study 1, Extroversion and
Openness-to-Experience were placed under the construct of Social
Openness. In addition to Extroversion and Openness-to-Experience, two
more variables were placed into Social Openness construct: Shyness

(reversed) and Social Anxiety (reversed).

On the other hand, Need-for-Cognition and Individuation were
placed under the construct of Individuated Functioning, just as in Study1.

Social Openness and Individuated Functioning were found to be correlated
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constructs in both studies. According to the results of Study 2, the Difficulty
in Handling Negative Situations was related to Social Openness,
Individuated Functioning, and Relative Preference for face-to-face over
mediated communciaiton. Difficulty in Handling Negative Situations
decrased as Social Openness and Individuated Functioning increased, and
in turn, Relative Preference increased. Social Openness was found to be
indirectly linked to Relative Preference for face-to-face over mediated
communication via Difficulty in Handling Negative Situations, while
Individuated Functioning was both directly and indirectly linked to it. The
finding that there was an indirect association between Social Openness and
Relative Preference via Difficulty in Handling Negative Situations was
consistent with the findings in Studyl in which there was an indirect
association between Social Openness and Relative Preference via Perceived
Difficulty of Communication Situations. On the other hand, Individuated
Functioning had only a direct link to Relative Preferences in the Studyl (the
study in which the mediator was the Perceived Difficulty of the
Communication Situation) whereas both a direct and indirect link was found
in Study 2 (the study in which the mediator was the Difficulty in Handling
Negative Situation). It seems that people with high Individuated
Functioning had a high relative preference for face-to-face over mediated
communication not because that they perceive the negative communication
situations less difficult, but because they find it easier to cope with the
difficulty of negative situations as compared to people with low
Individuated Functioning. General implications of the findings are

considered in the following General Discussion chapter.
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CHAPTER 4

GENERAL DISCUSSION

The present thesis attempts to expand the empirical basis for
understanding communication technology preferences in friendships. In
particular, I wanted to know how young adults make choices for having a
face-to-face versus mediated conversation with their friends when various
communication technologies are simultaneously available to them. Young
people are increasingly using communication technologies to achieve a
whole range of daily activities-including social interaction with friends in
several situations. | thought that understanding to what extent and in what
ways communication technologies are integrated into individuals’ friendship
maintenance process may contribute to general understanding of
communication patterns in friendships among university students. This idea
motivated me to conduct two empirical studies based on surveys of
university students. The findings are indeed quite encouraging in terms of
their contribution to current research knowledge on communication channel
preferences. It is important to note that the findings are not intended to
suggest which channel should be used, but rather to help predict which
channel will be preferred.

One of the major findings is that face-to-face communication (the
richest channel in the richness spectrum) is the most preferred channel for
anyone and for any situation, and the written communication (the leanest

one in the richness spectrum) is the least preferred. This finding lends
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support to theories emphasizing the element of “channel characteristics”
(Cues-Filtered-Out Theories). Another very clear-cut finding is that positive
messages are more preferable than negative messages. Finally, the results
demonstrated that individual difference factors investigated in the current
two studies can be combined under two higher level constructs named
Individuated Functioning and Social Openness, and that these constructs are
directly and/or indirectly associated with relative preference for face-to-face
over mediated communication in giving negative messages. This finding
supports the theories emphasizing the element of “individuals’
characteristics” (Cues-Filtered-In Theories).

Overall, the findings signal the importance of considering Cues-
Filtered-In and -Out theories as complementary rather than competing as
suggested by Webster and Trevino (1995). In most studies, the superiority
of one of these approaches to the other has been claimed. Integrative
approaches receive relatively little attention. The findings presented here
signal that the distinction between Cues-Filtered-In and —Out Theories is
perhaps unnecessary: Multiple factors from both approaches may be
incorporated to the research on the antecedents of communication channel
preferences, and results may be interpreted in the light of both approaches.

Below, the major findings will be addressed separately. After
discussing main findings, limitations of the study and suggestions for future
research will be presented. Finally, major contributions of the study will be

discussed.
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4.1 The Findings Regarding the Comparison of Preference Levels for
Face-to-Face, Written and Auditory Communication

The major message from both studies is very clear: Even when many
different forms of communication technologies are available, people prefer
face-to-face communication. This result must be a relief for pessimistic
scholars concerned with ““...people’s enslavement to digital technology,
their growing dependency, the breakdown of social structures and values
and unstoppable growth of technology...” (as cited in Thurlow, Lengel &
Tomic, 2004) The findings of current studies suggested that none of those
technologies appear as replacing face-to-face communication. As human
beings, we are born to communicate and are driven to maximize our
communication satisfaction and interaction (Kock, 2004). We have been
provided this satisfaction through face-to-face communication for thousands
of years. We have been using technological communication tools, however,
for only hundreds of years. It may be that we still feel face-to-face
communication as more natural, and this may be why we are more
comfortable with it than with technological tools. Or it may be that
nonverbal elements and geographical co-presence are important for
interactions to be satisfactory. The current study did not provide information
about whether people actually communicate face-to-face more often than
they communicate via mediated communication in various communication
situations, but it showed that people believe that they would prefer being
face-to-face in a variety of communication situations, suggesting that

traditional face-to-face contact is perhaps considered as having the potential
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to satisfy communicating needs of human beings better than any other

communication method.

4.2 The Finding Regarding the Valence of the Given Message

The influence of the message valence (Positive vs. Negative) on
channel preferences was examined in the first study. Positive messages were
more preferable than negative messages. Furthermore, the perceived
difficulty of negative message, but not of positive messages was associated
to relative preferences. Sheer and Cheer (1994) explained a possible
mechanism for the influence of message valence on communication channel
preference in manager-subordinate relationships in a work context. Some
factors in their explanation may be used in a friendship context as well:
When a message is positive, the message-giver is unlikely to feel a threat to
his or her image or to the relationship with his or her friend. On the other
hand, when a message is negative, the reactions from the message-taker may
make the communication undesirable. The message giver’s concern for self-
presentation and relationship maintenance may become more prominent.
The message giver may be motivated to choose a leaner medium that
communicates a detachment from the negative message. That way, the
chosen communication channel may mitigate the relational damage and

assist in maintaining good relationship.
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4.3 The Findings Regarding the Communication-Specific Individual
Difference Factors

Although earlier studies have shown that general individual
difference factors have some influences on face-to-face versus mediated
communication preferences, there has been relatively little effort to
investigate a more comprehensive framework that attempts to explain the
process of how individuals’ general characteristics are linked to their
preferences. In this thesis, | present the perceived difficulty of
communication situations (Study 1) and two specific difficulties in handling
communication situations (Study 2) as concepts insightful for understanding
the link between individuals’ characteristics and their communication
channel preferences. | tested models in which these concepts were
mediators. The only study that I could find in the literature which studies the
effects of specific communication situations together with users’ personality
characteristics on communication channel preferences is the study done by
Karemaker (2005). He gave participants eight social situation scenarios and
asked them whether they will choose face-to-face or computer-mediated
communication if they were in those situations. Half of the scenarios were
high arousal scenarios (difficult situations) and the other half were low
arousal scenarios (easy situations). He found that stable extroverts were
more likely to prefer face-to-face over computer-mediated communication
whereas neurotic introverts were more likely to prefer computer-mediated
over face-to-face communication. He found no moderating effect of high
versus low arousal social situations. It is possible that the extreme nature of

his high arousal scenarios (i.e.: “Your best friend tells you that he/she is in
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love with you. The feeling is not mutual.” or “You find out a friend stole
something from you.”) leads participants to choose more traditional or most
commonly used means of communication, regardless of their personality
types. In real life, people often make decisions about which communication
channel to use in relatively mild situations. Usually, these situations cannot
be strictly categorized as high-arousal, or low-arousal. The level of arousal
those situations cause depends on individuals’ perception. For this reason, in
the first study, | prepared hypothetical situations which are relatively mild,
and asked participants to rate the perceived difficulty of situations. Seeing
that the concept of the perceived difficulty of communication situation
functions well as a mediator between some individual differences and
relative preference for face-to-face over mediated communication, in the
second study, | attempted to explore this concept further. Unlike face-to-
face communication, some forms of mediated communication allow
individuals when to respond to others. This offers the benefit of allowing
communicators to think out more structured, more complex responses.
Furthermore, unlike face-to-face communication, some forms of mediated
communication allow communicators to hide their physical appearance
from others. This benefits the communicators who are not good at dealing
with giving and taking nonverbal messages. Study 2 explored these two
factors — Need for Preparation before Responding and Oversensitivity to
Negative Bodily Feedback- as contributors of “difficulty in handling
negative situations”. I should note that the nature of the concepts of
“difficulty” in Study 1 and 2 are not exactly the same: In the first study,

participants were asked to evaluate the difficulty of situations, in the second
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study, they were asked to evaluate their own behaviors in those situations.
Although I believe that perceiving a situation as difficult is strongly tied
with individuals’ perceptions of their competency in dealing with the

situation, it is important to notice that these concepts are not the same.

4.4 The Findings Regarding the Associations between General
Individual Difference Factors and Relative Preferences for

Communication Channels

In the current studies, | attempted to investigate a large number of
individual difference variables. I tried not only to figure out which of those
variables were associated to communication channel preferences, but also to
categorize those individual difference variables into theoretically
meaningful sets which can be empirically tested. According to the findings
of the first study, the individual difference factors under examination were
categorized into two: Social Openness and Individuated Functioning. In the
second study, | examined a larger set of individual difference variables.
Again, two factors, named as Social Openness and Individuated
Functioning, were created out of the variables under examination. Social
Openness and Individuated Functioning tapped into two basic human
motivations: One is social-emotional and the other is cognitive. Social
Openness may be argued to be assessing individuals’ receptivity to many
varieties of social experiences and feelings, also involving an appreciation
of interpersonal experience for its own sake. Individuated Functioning, on

the other hand, may be argued to be assessing individuals’ motivation to
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gain knowledge, skills and resources to successfully deal with several life

events.

Although individual difference variables can be conceptualized in
many different ways, the two-factor structure proposed here is useful in
forming global information about individuals, and can be supported on the
basis of current literature and conceptual analyses. The theoretical
framework that would best support this two-factor approach is imamoglu’s
Balanced Integration-Differentiation Model (BID). Imamoglu argues that
Individuation and Relatedness are two basic human needs, which are
distinct but complementary. The construct named as “Individuated
Functioning” in the current study describes exactly the same human
tendency referred to as “Individuation” in the BID Model. “Social
Openness”, on the other hand, is fairly similar to “Relatedness” in the BID
Model; the major difference is that Relatedness is the name of a general
motivation to be positively interrelated with others, while Social Openness
appears as a courage or forwardness to be involved in various social
interactions and social experiences, which may or may not give birth to
good relations with others. As noted in the Introduction, Individuation and
Relatedness are distinct but complementary self orientations. Individuated
Functioning and Social Openness also are empirically and theoretically
different constructs although they were found to be strongly associated, and
both Study 1 and 2 shows that they have similar influences on Relative
Preferences: Higher a person is on Social Openness and Individuated
Functioning, higher the difference in their relative preference for face-to-

face over mediated communication.
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According to the findings, although there is a general tendency of
preferring face-to-face over mediated communication, this relative
preference decreases if people have low levels of orientation toward Social
Openness and Individuated Functioning. If individuals are low on these two
aspects, they may perceive mediated communication as a good way of
giving their negative message as compared to the individuals who are high
on those aspects. To some extent, the findings can be interpreted as
supporting the argument that whether or not an aspect of the technology is a
constraint or an opportunity may depend on the users’ characteristics.
People with high levels of Social Openness and Individuated Functioning
may perceive some aspects of communication technologies (e.g., limited
transmission of nonverbal messages, asynchrony...etc.) as constraints, thus,
their relative preference for face-to-face communication over mediated
communication may remain high. However, people with low levels of
Social Openness and Individuated Functioning, may not perceive a big
difference between giving a message face-to-face or through mediated
communication, probably due to the fact that they experience problems or
difficulties in face-to-face communication, and they consider characteristics
of mediated communication (e.g., limited transmission of nonverbal

messages, asynchrony...etc.) as opportunities to overcome these difficulties.

4.5 Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research
Although the current study has contributed to the current literature, it
is not without its limitations that should be considered when interpreting the

presented findings and in planning future research.
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First, people may relate differently to their friends, romantic
partners, family members, relatives, neighbors, acquaintance... etc. The
results of these two studies are limited to friendship. Because of the
complex nature of interpersonal relationships, it is hard to generalize results
of these studies to different forms of interpersonal relations. Future studies
are needed to examine whether present findings can be generalized to other
close relationships. Second, | did not ask participants about their closeness
to friends and/or importance of maintaining friendship, which may influence
the outcomes.

Third, conceptualization and categorization of individual difference
variables were difficult and complex. Although individual difference
characteristics were categorized into two latent constructs in both studies,
more research should be conducted by using different measures of
individual difference variables, and two-factor structure should be re-tested.

Fourth, it is assumed that people use face-to-face communication
relatively less and mediated communication more when they are unsatisfied
with the quality of face-to-face communication. However, participants were
not directly asked how satisfied they were in face-to-face communication. In
interpretation of results, a low score on perceived difficulty of
communication situation (Study 1), or on participants’ oversensitivity to
negative feedback and the time needed for preparation before responding
(Study 2) were accepted as signs of relative satisfaction or dissatisfaction
with face-to-face communication.

Fifth, in current studies, all data consist of participants’ perceptions

and self-reports. Although self-reports have always been central in
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psychology, they are neither the only means nor the invariably best.
Alternatives may be peer ratings. People might believe that they were
nervous, energetic, original, accommodating, or careful but others around
them might have quite different ideas about their characteristics. Future
studies could also collect measures of actual communication behaviors, and

other persons’ evaluations of one’s characteristics.

Sixth, as mediated technologies become more complex, and capable
of integrating video and voice, it would become more important to
understand how attributes of such kinds of complex technologies influence
communication choice. Further studies are needed to examine those new
technologies such as virtual social networks (e.g., Facebook,
MySpace...etc.).

Another limitation of the study was unequal male-female ratio. In
both data sets, majority of the respondents were female. This limitation may
need to be considered when generalizing our results to men. Although
gender was not found to have significant effects on the variables considered,

this issue may need to be pursued further in future research.

4.6 Contributions to Current Literature and Conclusions

Individuals have a desire to open-up their feelings and thoughts to
others, which is preferably fulfilled through face-to-face communication.
New communication technologies have a capacity to respond to the
fundamental desire of people to communicate and to relate to each other.
Some people appreciate these technologies more than others. The current

studies demonstrated that individuals’ characteristics are systematically
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related to their relative preferences for face-to-face over mediated channels.
It appears that people who tend to be less open to social experiences and
have less motivation to improve their personal skills benefit from
communication technologies which provide a “safe context” to them during
negative communication situations. It seems that, to some extent,
communication technologies may be providing a comfortable alternative
which those people are looking for in order to overcome their difficulties.
These ideas are supported by mediation models. In overall, the current
studies contributed to the understanding of how and why people prefer one
communication method over another by using a conceptual framework in
which various characteristics of individuals, channels and situations were
included. I would like to mention the following points as the major
strengths of the current studies.

In recent years, researchers whose main research interest is
interpersonal communication have begun to appreciate the importance of
understanding the role of mediated communication in the phenomena they
study. Yet, majority of research focused on establishing technological
relationships with strangers, or maintenance of long distance relationships
(Joinson, McKenna, & Postmes, 2007). In the current research, | tried to
bring a relatively neglected area of mediated communication to the
attention, which is mediated communication for maintaining close-distance
friendships.

Second, | reviewed a sizable and remarkably diverse body of
literature concerned with the social psychology of face-to-face and mediated

communication. My focus has been on bringing the previous studies
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regarding the roles of several individual difference factors in face-to-face
and mediated communication behaviors together. This detailed review led
me to think that it is important to concentrate on what the general themes
were underlying those factors. Two empirical works reported here
coherently demonstrated the existence of these general themes: Social
Openness and Individuated Functioning. The studies contributed to existing
literature by showing that an understanding of individual difference factors
on channel preferences can be enhanced by consideration of the use of those
higher order constructs.

Another contribution of the current studies to literature is that they
supported idea that the valence of the message (positive versus negative)
should be taken into account while studying communication relative
preferences for face-to-face over mediated communication. This result may
provide a basis for conducting further studies. Future studies in this field
may focus on examining what message (e.g., expressing embarrassment,
injury, anger, failure, guilt...etc) is negative for whom. Future studies may
also focus on finding out what aspect of the message other than its valence
influence individuals’ channel preference.

One of the strength of these studies is that they did not only
demonstrate that some general individual factors were associated to the
channel preferences but also attempted to explain through which specific
mechanism they were associated. The offered mechanisms were the
perceived difficulty of communication situations (Study 1); individuals’
oversensitivity to negative feedback and their need for preparation before

responding (Study 2). | think that a deeper understanding of general
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individual difference factors on channel preferences can come from
recognizing and working with such kinds of relatively specific variables.

The fourth strength is that | examined individuals’ preferences for
several different communication technologies within a single study. General
trend in the literature is to examine a single technology at a time. The
current study allowed me to examine the associations of preference for one
channel to other.

As final words, | would like to say that | believe that the insights
gained by this research will be beneficial for understanding how channel
preference is accomplished during friend-to-friend interactions, and this
understanding of channel preferences, in turn, will be incorporated into
theoretical models of the interpersonal communication process. | am,
therefore optimistic about the prospects for achieving a more comprehensive
and systematic social psychological understanding of interpersonal

communication —both face-to-face and mediated.
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APPENDIX A

THE SCALES USED IN THE STUDY 1

A.1  The Need for Cognition

Asagida bazi ifadeler bulunmaktadir. Her birini size uygunlugu

acisindan degerlendiriniz.

=| = & |
2ZZ |E |2 |25
=% > | | |2
N
CEE | |8 |E<
[asj{yas 515 ﬁ
1. Karmasik problemleri basit problemlere 2 3 4
yeglerim.
2. Cok diisiinmeyi gerektiren bir isin 2 3 4
sorunlulugunu almak hosuma gider.
3. Diisiinmek benim i¢in bir eglence bigimi 2 3 4
degildir.
4. Diigiince yetenegini zorlayacak bir sey
yapmaktansa, az diisiinmeyi gerektirecek 2 3 4
seyleri tercih ederim.
5. Bir mesele hakkinda derin diistinmemi
gerektirecek durumlar1 6nceden sezip, 2 8 4
onlardan uzak durmaya caligirim.
6. Bir sorunu kafamda uzun siire yogun bir 2 3 4
bigimde tartigmak hosuma gider.
7. Sadece durumun gerektirdigi kadar derin 2 3 4
diigtinliriim.
8. Uzun siireli islere kafa yormaktansa, kiigiik,
giinliilk meseleler hakkinda diigiinmeyi 2 8 4
yeglerim.
9. Nasil yapildigini 6grendikten sonra fazla
diisiinmeyi gerektirmeyecek isleri tercih 2 3 4
ederim.
10. Isimde diisiinme yetenegime giivenerek 2 3 4
yiikselme fikri bana ¢ekici gelir.
11. Sorunlara yeni ¢oziimler bulmay1 gerektiren 2 3 4
isler bana gergekten zevk verir.
12. Yeni diislince bigimleri 6grenmek bana pek 2 3 4
heyecan vermez.
13. Yasamimin ¢6zmem gereken bulmacalarla 2 3 4
dolu olmasini yeglerim.
14. Soyut diisiinme eylemi bana ¢ekici gelir. 2 3 4
15. Ayni 6neme sahip, fazla diisiince
gerektirmeyen bir i yapmaktansa, kafa 2 3 4

calistirmayi gerektiren zor ve 6nemli isi
yapmay1 tercih ederim.
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16. Cok zihinsel ¢aba gerektiren bir isi
tamamlayinca tatminden ziyade rahatlama
duygusu hissederim.

17. Bence bir nesnenin kendisinden beklenen isi
gdrmesi 6nemlidir, isi nasil ve neden
gordiigii benim ilgimi ¢ekmez.

Kisisel olarak beni etkilemeleri s6z konusu
olmasa bile birgok degisik konuda
diistiniirim.

176



A2

Personality Characteristics

BIiREYSEL OZELLIKLER OLCEGI

Asagida size uyan ya da uymayan pek cok kisilik 6zelligi bulunmaktadir. Bu
Ozelliklerden her birinin sizin i¢in ne kadar uygun oldugunu ilgili rakami daire

icine alarak belirtiniz.

Ornegin; Kendimi ........... biri olarak gériiyorum.
Hic uygun | Uygun degil | Kararsizim Uyagun Cok uygun
degil
1 2 3 4 5
TE g TE s
NI B NI %
> g B £ 7 > £ 2 = 2z
E 5 & 3 5 5 & 35
o N5 2 E e N5 2L
T P X D L oo M D O
1 Aceleci 1 2 3 4 5 24 Pasif 1 2 3 4 5
2 Yapmactk 1 2 3 4 5 25 Disiplini 1 2 3 4 5
3 Duyarli 1 2 3 4 5 26 Aggozli 1 2 3 4 5
4 Konugkan 1 2 3 4 5 27 Sinirli 1 2 3 4 5
Kendine
5 glivenen 1 2 3 4 5 28 Canayakm 1 2 3 4 5
6 Soguk 1 2 3 4 5 29 Kizgin 1 2 3 4 5
Sabit
7 Utangag 1 2 3 4 5 30 fikirli 1 2 3 4 5
8 Paylasimc1 1 2 3 4 5 31 Gorgisiz 1 2 3 4 5
9 Genig-rahat 1 2 3 4 5 32 Durgun 1 2 3 4 5
10 Cesur 1 2 3 4 5 33 Kaygil 1 2 3 4 5
11 Agresif 1 2 3 4 5 34 Terbiyesiz 1 2 3 4 5
12 Caligskan 1 2 3 4 5 35 Sabirsiz 1 2 3 4 5
igten
13 pazarlikli 1 2 3 4 5 36 yaratici 1 2 3 4 5
14 Girisken 1 2 3 4 5 37 Kaprisli 1 2 3 4 5
Icine
15 lyi niyetli 1 2 3 4 5 38 kapanik 1 2 3 4 5
16 Igten 1 2 3 4 5 39 Cekingen 1 2 3 4 5
Kendinden
17 emin 1 2 3 4 5 40 Alingan 1 2 3 4 5
18 Huysuz 1 2 3 4 5 41 Hosgorili 1 2 3 4 5
19 Yardimsever 1 2 3 4 5 42 Diizenli 1 2 3 4 5
20 kabiliyetli 1 2 3 4 5 43 Titiz 1 2 3 4 5
21 Usengec 1 2 3 4 5 44 Tedbirli 1 2 3 4 5
22 Sorumsuz 1 2 3 4 5 45 Azimli 1 2 3 4 5
23 Sevecen 1 2 3 4 5
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A.3 Balanced Integration Model of Self

Asagidaki maddelerin her birine 6l¢iide katildigimiz liitfen 5°1i 6lgek {lizerinde
belirtiniz.

Hic Katilmiyorum  Ne katiliyorum, Katilyorum Tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katilmiyorum katiliyorum
1 2 3 4 5
g £
£ E 5 5
£ 5 | sz E | _E
12|85 5|5
g E = ® N 2 c Z
5|5 |22 RE|ES
Z2 | X |zz |2 | FE
1. Kendi kendime kaldigimda yapacak ilging seyler
bulabilirim. 1 2 3 4 5
2. Kendimi aileme hep yakin hissedecegime
inantyorum. 1 2 3 4 5
3. Insanlarla iligki kurmakta giigliik ¢ekiyorum. 1 2 3 4 5
4. Kendi isteklerimi yapabilmek i¢in kendime
. 1 2 3 4 5
mutlaka zaman ve imkan tanimaya c¢aligirim.
5. Kendimi duygusal olarak toplumun disinda kalmis
gibi hissediyorum. 1 2 3 4 5
6. Kendimi duygusal olarak aileme ¢ok yakin
hissediyorum. 1 2 3 4 5
7. Farkli olmaktansa, toplumla diisiinsel olarak
kaynasmis olmayi tercih ederim. 1 2 3 4 5
8. Kendimi yakin ¢evremden duygusal olarak
kopmus hissediyorum. 1 2 3 4 5
9.Kendimi insanlardan olabildigince soyutlayip,
. . . 1 2 3 4 5
kendi isteklerimi gergeklestirmeye calisirim.
10. Hayatta gerceklestirmek istedigim seyler i¢in
calisirken, ailemin sevgi ve destegini hep yanimda 1 2 3 4 5
hissederim.
11. Kendimi yalniz hissediyorum. 1 2 3 4 5
12.Ailemle duygusal baglarimin zayif oldugunu
hissediyorum. 1 2 3 4 5
13. Ailemle aramdaki duygusal baglarin hayatta
yapmak istedigim seyler i¢in bana gii¢ verdigini 1 2 3 4 5
diisliniiyorum.
14. Kendimi diger insanlardan kopuk hissediyorum. 1 2 3 4 5
15. Toplumsal degerleri sorgulamak yerine
. - - ; 1 2 3 4 5
benimsemeyi tercih ederim.
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16. Kendimi sosyal ¢cevreme duygusal olarak yakin
hissediyorum.

17. Kendimi ilging buluyorum.

18. Insanin kendi kendini istedigi gibi degil,
toplumda gecerli olacak sekilde gelistirmesinin
onemli oldugunu diisliniiyorum.

19. insan gelistikge, ailesinden duygusal olarak
uzaklagir.

20. Insanin en 6nemli amaci sahip oldugu potansiyeli
hakkiyla gelistirmek olmalidir.

21. Insanin kendi farkliligin1 gelistirip ortaya
¢ikarabilmesi gerekir.

22. Kisinin kendine degil, topluma uygun hareket
etmesi, uzun vadede kendi yararina olur.

23. Insanin yapmak istediklerini yapabilmesi i¢in,
ailesiyle olan duygusal baglarini en aza indirmesi
gerekir.

24. Cevremdekilerin onayladig: bir insan olmak
benim i¢in 6nemlidir.

25. Zamanimizda insanlar arasinda gii¢lii duygusal
baglarin olmasi, kendileri igin destekleyici degil,
engelleyici olur.

26. Sahip oldugum potansiyeli ve dzelliklerimi
gelistirip kendime 6zgii bir birey olmak benim i¢in
¢ok onemlidir.

27. Cevreme ters gelse bile, kendime 6zgii bir
misyon i¢in yasayabilirim.

28.Herkesin kendi farkliligini gelistirmeye ugragmasi
yerine toplumsal beklentilere uygun davranmaya
¢aligsmasinin daha dogru oldugu kanisindayim.

29.Toplumlar gelistikge, insanlararasi duygusal
baglarin zayiflamasi dogaldir.
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A.4  Preference for Communication Channels

AnkKketin bu biliimiinde, bir arkadasinizla iletisim kurmanizi gerektirecek cesitli
durumlar siralanmistir. Kendinizi bu durumlari yasayan kisinin yerine koyun. Bu

goriismelerden her birini yiiz yiize yapmay1 veya siralanan iletisim kanallarindan birini

kullanmayi (telefon, internet-chat, goriintiilii internet-chat veya e-mail) tercih ediyor

olabilirsiniz. Sizden istedigimiz, yiiz yiize iletisimi ya da size verilen diger iletisim
kanallarindan birini tercih etmeniz s6z konusu oldugunda, éncelikli olarak hangisini

kullanmayi tercih edeceginizi 5’li 6l¢ek iizerinde isaretlemenizdir.

Olcek iizerinde
1. “Asla tercih etmem”
2. “Biiyiik olasilikla tercih etmem”
3. “Kararsizim”
4. “Biiyiik olasilikla tercih ederim”
5. “Kesinlikle tercih ederim” anlamina gelmektedir.

DIKKAT! Durumlar1 degerlendirirken, iletisim kanallarindan herhangi birini
kullanmakla ilgili teknik bir problem bulunmadigini (sizin ve arkadasinizin telefon,
bilgisayar, internet baglantis1 ve web-cam imkanlarina sahip oldugunu) ve arkadasimiza
yiiz yiize ulagsma imkaninin da var oldugunu (aramizda asilmasi zor bir fiziksel mesafe

olmadigim) varsayin. Hangi kanal sececeginiz tiimiiyle sizin kisisel tercihinize kalms

......................................................................................................................................

¢ Calismada incelenen iletisim kanallar1 hakkinda aciklamalar:

¢ Yiiz yiize: Kisinin ayn1 mekanda kars1 karstya gelerek konugmast

Mektup: Kagit-kalem kullanilarak olusturulan yazili mesajlarin iletilmesi. Sadece posta

i aracihigiyla gonderilen mektuplar degil, arkadasimzin odasina/masasina elden birakabileceginiz
i veya bir tamdik araciliftyla génderebileceginiz yazili mesajlar da mektup olarak kabul

i edilmektedir.

: Sabit telefon: Sabit telefonla (ev ya da ofis telefonu) yapilan konusmalar

: Cep telefonu (sesli goriisme): Cep telefonuyla yapilan karsilikli konusmalar

i Cep telefonu (SMS mesaj): Cep telefonuyla yapilan yazili gériismeler (metin mesaji alma- Verme)
i Internet-chat : MSN, ICQ...vb. kanallarla gergeklestirilen, taraflarin es-zamanli olarak

i yazisabildikleri internet iletisimi :
: Internet-chat (goriintiilii): Internet chat kanallarinin webcam araciligiyla gériintii ve ses islevleri :

i kazandirilmis hali :
i E-posta: internet iizerinden gonderilen sanal mektup; e-mail

......................................................................................................................................



1. Arkadasiniz1 lizecek ya da kizdiracak bir hata yaptiniz ve bu hatanizi ona itiraf

edeceksiniz.

etmem

olasilikla
tercih etmem

tercih ederim
tercih ederim

olasilikla

Yiizyiize

Mektup

Sabit telefon

Cep telefonu (sesli goriisme)

Cep telefonu (SMS mesaj)

Internet-chat

Internet-chat (goriintiilii)

E-mail

PR EIE R P Asla tercih

NN NN N N NN
Biiyiik

W) W WK amarsi7im
-b-b-b-b-b-b-b-bBﬁyﬁk
1| o1 01| 01| O1) O1) O O | esinlikle

2. Arkadasiniz yaptig1 bir caligma/6dev hakkinda diisiincenizi soruyor. Siz, yaptigi
calismay1 pek begenmediniz ve kendisine elestirilerinizi sOyleyeceksiniz.

etmem

olasilikla
tercih etmem

tercih ederim
tercih ederim

olasilikla

Yiizyiize

Mektup

Sabit telefon

Cep telefonu (sesli goriisme)

Cep telefonu (SMS mesaj)

Internet-chat

Internet-chat (goriintiilii)

E-mail

P E PR P Asla tercih

N R[N N[N R[N N g
Biiylik

W W W W) WIW K aarsizim
o101 01| 01| O1) O1 O O\ esinlikle

B S L

3. Arkadasiniz bir konuda karar verme asamasinda.

Sizi o konuda kendinden daha

bilgili ve deneyimli biri olarak gordiigiinden karar vermeden 6nce sizin bilginizden
yararlanmak, sizden fikir almak istiyor. Ona konuyla ilgili deneyimlerinizi ve

kigsel fikrinizi aktaracaksiniz.

etmem

olasilikla
tercih etmem

tercih ederim
tercih ederim

olasilikla

Yiizyiize

Mektup

Sabit telefon

Cep telefonu (sesli goriisme)

Cep telefonu (SMS mesaj)

Internet-chat

Internet-chat (goriintiilii)

E-mail

=P P PR T F |Asla tercih

N N[NNI NN NN g s o
Biiyiik

W00 W W) W WK aLars17im
-b-b-b-b-b-b-b-bBﬁyﬁk
o1 o1 o1 01 01 O1) O O esinlikle
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4. Arkadasimiz, kendisini ¢ok sevindiren ve gururlandiran bir basari kazandi. Bu
basarisindan 6tiirii onu tebrik edeceksiniz.

etmem

olasilikla
tercih etmem

olasilikla

tercih ederim

tercih ederim

Yiizyiize

Mektup

Sabit telefon

Cep telefonu (sesli goriisme)

Cep telefonu (SMS mesaj)

Internet-chat

Internet-chat (goriintiilii)

E-mail

EIE I E PR Y| F Asla tercih

N R[N R[N NN g e
Biiyiik

W00 W W) W WK aarg17im

B s

arjoron oo o O Ok asinlikle

5. Gegmiste yasadiginiz bir basarisizliginizi ya da utandiginiz bir olay1

arkadasiniza anlatacaksiniz.

etmem

olasilikla
tercih etmem

olasilikla

tercih ederim

tercih ederim

Yiizyiize

Mektup

Sabit telefon

Cep telefonu (sesli goriisme)

Cep telefonu (SMS mesaj)

Internet-chat

Internet-chat (goriintiilii)

E-mail

PIEIE R IEIR T F Asla tercih

N[RN[R R[N NN [ e
Biiyiik

W00 W) W WK aars17im

B L

oo on oo o O Ok asinlikle

6. Arkadasinizin size yonelik bir hatasi/kusuru oldugunu diisiintiyorsunuz.
hatasini ona soyleyecek ve 6ziir dilemesini isteyeceksiniz.

W
c

etmem

olasilikla
tercih etmem

olasilikla

tercih ederim

tercih ederim

Yiizyiize

Mektup

Sabit telefon

Cep telefonu (sesli goriisme)

Cep telefonu (SMS mesaj)

Internet-chat

Internet-chat (goriintiilii)

E-mail

=IEE R PP R F Asla tercih

N R[N RN [N [N N [ e
Biiyiik

W00 WL W W W WK aars17im

B L L R

oo on oo o O Ok asinlikle
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7. Arkadasinizla bir goriisme yapacaksiniz ve bu goriismede arkadasiniz, ona daha
once yapmis oldugunu bir iyilik ya da yardimdan otiirii size tesekkiir edecek.

etmem

olasilikla
tercih etmem

olasilikla

tercih ederim

tercih ederim

Yiizyiize

Mektup

Sabit telefon

Cep telefonu (sesli goriisme)

Cep telefonu (SMS mesaj)

Internet-chat

Internet-chat (goriintiilii)

E-mail

== P = E P PP Asla tercih

NN NN N NN N s s
Biiyiik

WL W W) W) WIW K aarg17im

B S S S

oo o oo 01 Ok asinlikle

8. Arkadasiniz yaptig1 bir calisma/ddev hakkinda diisiincenizi soruyor.

calismay1 cok begendinizi ve onu takdir ettiginizi sOyleyeceksiniz

Ona yaptig1

etmem

olasilikla
tercih etmem

olasilikla

tercih ederim

tercih ederim

Yiizyiize

Mektup

Sabit telefon

Cep telefonu (sesli goriisme)

Cep telefonu (SMS mesaj)

Internet-chat

Internet-chat (goriintiilii)

E-mail

PP P E PP |Asla tercih

N R[N [N N[N N N s
Biiylik

W00 W W) W WK aarg17im

B S L

oo o1 o1 010 O O ik asinlikle

9. Yaptigiiz ya da sodylediginiz bir seyin arkadasinizi tizdiigiinii ya da kizdirdigini
fark ettiniz. Kendisinden 6ziir dileyeceksiniz.

etmem

olasilikla
tercih etmem

olasilikla

tercih ederim

tercih ederim

Yiizyiize

Mektup

Sabit telefon

Cep telefonu (sesli goriisme)

Cep telefonu (SMS mesaj)

Internet-chat

Internet-chat (goriintiilii)

E-mail

PR IE IR F Asla tercih

N R[N [N N[N NN e
Biiyiik

W W W) W WK aarg17im

B S L

orjon o o1 oo O O ik asinlikle
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10. Arkadasinizla bir gériisme yapacaksiniz ve bu gortismede, ona, sizin igin daha
once yapmis oldugunu bir iyilik ya da yardimdan o6tiirii tesekkiir etmeyi
lanliyorsunuz.

tercih etmem

olasilikla
WL W W) W) WIW K aarg17im

tercih ederim

tercih ederim

olasilikla

etmem

Yiizyiize

Mektup

Sabit telefon

Cep telefonu (sesli goriisme)
Cep telefonu (SMS mesaj)
Internet-chat

Internet-chat (goriintiilii)
E-mail

== P = E P PP Asla tercih
R
oo o oo 01 Ok asinlikle

11. Arkadasinizin yaptig1 ya da sdyledigi bir sey kalbinizi kirdi. Hissettiginiz
kirginlig1 arkadagimiza ifade edeceksiniz.

olasilikla
tercih etmem
olasilikla
tercih ederim
tercih ederim

etmem

Yiizyiize

Mektup

Sabit telefon

Cep telefonu (sesli goriisme)
Cep telefonu (SMS mesaj)
Internet-chat

Internet-chat (goriintiilii)
E-mail

PP P E PP |Asla tercih

NNNI\JI\JI\)I\)I\JBﬁyﬁk
W00 W W) W WK aarg17im
o1 o o1 O 01 01 O O ik asinlikle

B S L

12. Sizi ¢cok mutlu eden ve gururlandiran bir basar1 kazandiniz. Bu sevincinizi ve
gururunuzu arkadaginiza anlatacaksiniz.

olasilikla
tercih ederim

tercih etmem
tercih ederim

olasilikla

etmem

Yiizyiize

Mektup

Sabit telefon

Cep telefonu (sesli goriisme)
Cep telefonu (SMS mesaj)
Internet-chat

Internet-chat (goriintiilii)
E-mail

B S L

=P =P PP PR Asla tercih
NSNS

W W W) W WK aarg17im
oo o1 o 01 O1) O O ik asinlikle
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13. Yaptigmiz bir ¢alismayi/6devi nasil buldugunu arkadasiniza soracaksiniz.
Arkadasimizin ¢aligmanizi pek basarili bulmadigini, caligmanizi elestirecegini

tahmin ediyorsunuz.

etmem

olasilikla
tercih etmem

tercih ederim
tercih ederim

olasilikla

Yiizyiize

Mektup

Sabit telefon

Cep telefonu (sesli goriisme)

Cep telefonu (SMS mesaj)

Internet-chat

Internet-chat (goriintiilii)

E-mail

== P = E P PP Asla tercih

NN NN N NN N s s
Biiyiik

WL W W) W) WIW K aarg17im

SEEEEEE R
oo o oo 01 Ok asinlikle

14. Arkadasinizin yaptig1 ya da sdyledigi bir sey sizi kizdirdi.

arkadasiniza ifade edeceksiniz..

Duydugunuz 6fkeyi

etmem

olasilikla
tercih etmem

tercih ederim
tercih ederim

olasilikla

Yiizyiize

Mektup

Sabit telefon

Cep telefonu (sesli goriisme)

Cep telefonu (SMS mesaj)

Internet-chat

Internet-chat (goriintiilii)

E-mail

PP P E PP |Asla tercih

N R[N [N N[N N N s
Biiylik

W00 W W) W WK aarg17im

NEEEEEERT
oo o1 o1 010 O O ik asinlikle

15. Yaptigimiz bir ¢alismayi/6devi nasil buldugunu arkadasiniza soracaksiniz.
Arkadasimizin ¢alismanizi basarili buldugunu ve size takdirlerini iletecegini tahmin

ediyorsunuz.

etmem

olasilikla
tercih etmem

tercih ederim
tercih ederim

olasilikla

Yiizyiize

Mektup

Sabit telefon

Cep telefonu (sesli goriisme)

Cep telefonu (SMS mesaj)

Internet-chat

Internet-chat (goriintiilii)

E-mail

P =P IR Y|P Asla tercih

N[RN[R R[N [N
Biiyiik

W ||| W W) W)W WK ararsizim

SRR R
orjorjon o1 01 01 01 O asinlikle
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16. Arkadasiniz, belirli bir konuda sizden daha bilgili ve deneyimli biri oldugundan
o konuyla ilgili bir karar vermeden 6nce arkadaginiza danismak ve ondan fikir
almak istiyorsunuz.

tercih etmem

olasilikla
WL W W) W) WIW K aarg17im

tercih ederim

tercih ederim

olasilikla

etmem

Yiizyiize

Mektup

Sabit telefon

Cep telefonu (sesli goriisme)
Cep telefonu (SMS mesaj)
Internet-chat

Internet-chat (goriintiilii)
E-mail

=P E R PP PP Asla tercih
I\JNNNNNNNBUyuk
-b-b-b-b-b-b-b-bBﬁyﬁk
onoron o o1 ot 01 O asinlikle
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A.5 Perceived Difficulty of Communication Situations

Baz1 duygu ve diisiinceleri arkadasimiza ifade etmek kolaydir, bazilari ise
zordur. Sizden istedigimiz, bir sonraki sayfadaki iletisim durumlarindan her birinin
arkadaglarinizla iletisiminizde sizin i¢in ne 6l¢iide zor oldugunu 5°li 6l¢ek tizerinde

belirtmenizdir.

LUTFEN SUNA DIKKAT EDINIZ:

Size, durumun kendisinin degil, o durumda arkadasinizla iletisim kurmanin ne

Olciide zor oldugunu soruyoruz.

Ornegin, “Arkadasiniza bir hatamzi ya da sugunuzu itiraf etmek’ maddesi s6z konusu
oldugunda, bir hata yapmis ya da sug islemis olma durumunun size yasattig1 zorlugu
degil, bu hatay1 veya sucgu arkadasiniza itiraf etmenin size gore ne 6l¢lide zor oldugunu
Soruyoruz.

Liitfen, hayatinizdaki tek bir arkadasiniz1 degil, arkadas iliskilerinizi genel

olarak diisiiniin ve 5’1i 6l¢ek tizerinde, her bir maddeyi degerlendirin.

1. Cok kolay 2. Kolay 3. Ne kolay ne zor
4. Zor 5. Cok zor
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1) Arkadasinizi izecek ya da
kizdiracak bir hata yaptiginizda
bu hatanizi ona itiraf etmek

| Cok kolay

™! Kolay

! Ne kolay

| Zor

9" Cok zor

2) Arkadasinmiz yaptigi bir
calisma/6dev hakkinda
diistincenizi sordugunda, yaptig1
calismay1 pek basarilt
bulmadiginiz1 ona iletmek ve
calismasina yonelik
elestirilerinizi sdylemek

[3XY

N

(¢,

3) Sizi belirli bir konuda kendinden
daha bilgili ve deneyimli olarak
goren arkadaginiz, o konu
hakkinda size danistiginda onu
bilgilendirmek ve konuyla ilgili
kisisel fikirlerinizi aktarmak

4) Arkadasiniz kendisini ¢ok
sevindiren ve gururlandiran bir
basar1 kazandiginda bu
basarisindan 6tiirii onu tebrik
etmek

5) Gegmiste yasadiginiz bir
basarisizliginiz1 ya da utandiginiz
bir olay1 arkadaginiza anlatmak

6) Arkadasinmzin size yonelik bir
hatasi/kusuru oldugunda, bu
hatasini ona sdyleyerek oziir
dilemesini istemek

7) Arkadasimzin, ona yapmis
oldugunuz bir iyilik ya da
yardimdan otiirli size tesekkiir
etmesi

8) Arkadasimiz yaptigi bir
calisma/6dev hakkinda
diisiincenizi sordugunda, ona
calismasini basarili buldugunuzu
sOylemek ve onu takdir etmek

9) Yaptiginiz ya da s6ylediginiz bir
seyin arkadasinizi izdiigiinii ya
da kizdirdigini fark ettiginizde
kendisinden 6ziir dilemek

10) Arkadasiniza sizin igin yapmig
oldugu bir iyilik ya da yardimdan
otlri tesekkiir etmek.

11) Arkadasinizin yaptigi ya da
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Cok kolay

Kolay

Ne kolay

Zor
Cok zor

sOyledigi bir sey kalbinizi
kirdiginda, hissettiginiz kirginligi
arkadasiniza ifade etmek

12)Sizi ¢ok mutlu eden ve
gururlandiran bir basari
kazandiginizda bu sevincinizi ve
gururunuzu arkadaginiza
anlatmak

[3XY

13) Yaptiginiz bir ¢alismayi/6devi
nasil buldugunu arkadasiniza
sordugunuzda, arkadasinizin
calismanizi pek basarili
bulmadigim sdylemesi,
caligmanizi elestirmesi

14) Arkadasinizin yaptigi ya da
sOyledigi bir sey sizi

kizdirdiginda duydugunuz 6fkeyi
arkadasiniza ifade etmek.

15)Yaptigimiz bir ¢aligsmay1/6devi
nasil buldugunu arkadaginiza
sordugunuzda, arkadasinizin
calismanizi basarili buldugunu
sOylemesi ve sizi takdir etmesi

16) Arkadasiniz, belirli bir konuda
sizden daha bilgili ve deneyimli
biri oldugundan o konuyla ilgili
bir karar vermeden Once
arkadasiniza danigmak ve ondan

fikir almak istiyorsunuz.
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A.6 Attitudes about-Face-to-face and Mediated Communication

Glinlimiizde, iletisim kurmanin pek ¢ok yontemi vardir. Asagidaki iletisim
yontemlerinden her birine yonelik genel tutumunuzu asagidaki 1 (¢ok olumlu)
ve 5 (¢ok olumsuz) arasinda numaralandirilmis ifadelerden hangisi en iyi ifade

eder?

Yiiz yiize iletisim

1 2 3 4 5
¢ok olumlu olumlu | ne olumlu ne olur olumsuz ¢ok olumsuz
Mektup
1 2 3 4 5
¢ok olumlu olumlu ne olumlu ne olur olumsuz ¢ok olumsuz
Sabit telefon
1 2 3 4 5
¢ok olumlu olumlu | ne olumlu ne olur olumsuz ¢ok olumsuz
Cep telefonu (sesli goriisme)
1 2 3 4 5
¢ok olumlu olumlu | ne olumlu ne olur olumsuz ¢ok olumsuz
Cep telefonu (SMS mesaj)
1 2 3 4 5
¢ok olumlu olumlu | ne olumlu ne olur olumsuz ¢ok olumsuz
E-mail
1 2 3 4 5
¢ok olumlu olumlu | ne olumlu ne olur olumsuz ¢ok olumsuz
Internet chat
1 2 3 4 5
¢ok olumlu olumlu | ne olumlu ne olur olumsuz ¢ok olumsuz
Internet goriintiilii chat
1 2 3 4 5
¢ok olumlu olumlu | ne olumlu ne olur olumsuz ¢ok olumsuz
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A.7 Anxiety about Face-to-face and Mediated Communication

Asagidaki iletisim yontemlerin her birini kullanirken ne 6l¢iide kaygi
duymaktasiniz? Liitfen her birini 1 (¢cok az diizeyde) ve 5 (¢ok yiiksek diizeyde)
arasinda degerlendiriniz.

Yiiz yiize iletisim

1 2 3 4 5
Cok az Az Orta Yiiksek Cok yiiksek
diizeyde diizeyde diizeyde | diizeyde diizeyde
Mektup

1 2 3 4 5
Cok az Az Orta Yiiksek Cok yiiksek
diizeyde diizeyde diizeyde | diizeyde diizeyde

Sabit telefon

1 2 3 4 5
Cok az Az Orta Yiiksek Cok ytiksek
diizeyde diizeyde diizeyde | diizeyde diizeyde

Cep telefonu (sesli goriisme)

1 2 3 4 5
Cok az Az Orta Yiiksek Cok ytiksek
diizeyde diizeyde diizeyde | diizeyde diizeyde

Cep telefonu (SMS mesaj)

1 2 3 4 5
Cok az Az Orta Yiiksek Cok ytiksek
diizeyde diizeyde diizeyde | diizeyde diizeyde
E-mail

1 2 3 4 5
Cok az Az Orta Yiiksek Cok yiiksek
diizeyde diizeyde diizeyde | diizeyde diizeyde

Internet-chat

1 2 3 4 5
Cok az Az Orta Yiiksek Cok yiiksek
diizeyde diizeyde diizeyde | diizeyde diizeyde
Goriintiilii Internet-chat

1 2 3 4 5
Cok az Az Orta Yiiksek Cok ytiksek
diizeyde diizeyde diizeyde | diizeyde diizeyde
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A.8 Feelings & Thoughts towards Recently Developed

Communication Technologies

Farz edin ki yeni bir iletisim teknolojisi gelistirildi ya da var olan
teknolojilerin 6zellikleri, islevleri arttirilarak piyasaya yeni bir {iriin siirtildii.
Sizce bu yeni teknolojik iletisim yontemini 6grenirken asagidaki duygu ve
diisiinceleri ne dlgiide yasarsiniz?

Ogrenme Cok az Az Orta Yiiksek Cok yiiksek
arzusu

Korku
ya da
cekingenlik

Cok az Az Orta Yiiksek Cok yiiksek

Basarma K A Viiksek K viiksek
duygusu Cok az z Orta tikse Cok yiikse

Ogrenmeye
isteksizlik | Cok az Az Orta Yiksek | Cok yiiksek
ya da

isengeclik

Merak Cok az Az Orta Yiksek | Cok yiiksek

Basarisizhk Kk Az Orta Viiksek K viiksek
duygusu Cok az ukse Cok ytikse

Seving Cok az Az Orta Yiiksek Cok yiiksek

Siiphe Cokaz | Az Orta Yiiksek | Cokyiiksek

Hayranhk Cok az Az Orta Yiiksek Cok yiiksek

Ogrenmede
giicliik Cok az Az Orta Yiiksek Cok yiiksek
cekme ve
kendini
yetersiz
hissetme
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A9 Demaographics

Cinsiyetiniz: Boliim: Yas:

Ne siklikta internet kullaniyorsunuz?

a. hergiin  b. giin agin c. haftada 1 veya 2 kez d. 2 haftada 1 kez e. Ayda 1 kez
veya daha az

Kendinize ait bilgisayarimz var m1?

a. Evet b. Kendime ait degil, ama ev halki ile ortak paylastigimiz bir bilgisayar var.
c. Hayir

Yasadigimiz mekanda (ev ya da yurt) internet baglantisi1 saglayabiliyor musunuz?
a. Evet, evde/yurtta her istedigimde internet’e baglanabiliyorum.

b. Evet, evde/yurtta internet baglantisi var ama her istedigimde kullanamiyorum (sinirlt
baglant: siiresi ya da teknik problemler, bilgisayar1 kullanabilmek i¢in sira beklemek...vs. gibi
sorunlar nedeniyle)

c. Hayir, evde/yurtta internet baglantisi yok.

Kendinize ait bir cep telefonunuz var mi1? Varsa ne kadar siiredir cep telefonu
sahibisiniz? (yil olarak)

Hayir, yok Evet, var ............. yildir kullantyorum

Giindelik yasamimizda ne siklikta telefonla iletisim kuruyorsunuz?

a. herglin  b. giin asin c. haftada 1 veya 2 kez d. 2 haftada 1 kez e. Ayda 1 kez
veya daha az

Giindelik yasaminmizda ne siklikta mektup yoluyla iletisim kuruyorsunuz?

a. herglin  b. giin asin c. haftada 1 veya2 kez d. 2 haftada 1 kez e. Ayda 1 kez
veya daha az
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Giindelik yasaminizda ne sikhikta sabit telefonla iletisim kuruyorsunuz?

a. herglin  b. giin asin c. haftada 1 veya 2 kez d. 2 haftada 1 kez e. Ayda 1 kez
veya daha az

Giindelik yasamimizda ne sikhikta cep telefonuyla konusarak iletisim kuruyorsunuz?

a. herglin  b. giin asir c. haftada 1 veya 2 kez d. 2 haftada 1 kez e. Ayda 1 kez
veya daha az

Giindelik yasamimizda ne sikihikta cep telefonuyla yazih mesajlasma yoluyla iletisim
kuruyorsunuz?

a. herglin  b. gilin agin c. haftada 1 veya 2 kez d. 2 haftada 1 kez e. Ayda 1 kez
veya daha az

Giindelik yasaminizda ne siklikta internet chat ile yazisarak iletisim kuruyorsunuz?

a. hergiin  b. giin agin c. haftada 1 veya 2 kez d. 2 haftada 1 kez e. Ayda 1 kez
veya daha az

Giindelik yasaminizda ne sikhikta goriintiilii internet chat ile iletisim kuruyorsunuz?

a. hergiin  b. giin agin c. haftada 1 veya 2 kez d. 2 haftada 1 kez e. Ayda 1 kez
veya daha az

Giindelik yasamimizda ne siklikta e-posta ile iletisim kuruyorsunuz?

a. herglin  b. giin asin c. haftada 1 veya 2 kez d. 2 haftada 1 kez e. Ayda 1 kez
veya daha az
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APPENDIX B

PSYCHOMETRIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE NEW SCALES
USED IN THE FIRST STUDY
B.1. The results of Factor Analyses for the Preference Ratings for

Face-to-Face and Mediated Communication

Preference Ratings for Face-to-Face Communication

A Principal Component Factor Analysis was conducted to determine
the factor structure of the Preference Ratings for Face-to-Face
Communication. Varimax rotation procedure (which is an orthogonal and
also the most commonly used rotation in the exploratory analyses) was
used (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). Three scenarios which were not loading
highly (less than .30) on any factor were excluded. The excluded items
were the number 3(advising), 9 (apologizing) and 13 (getting criticism).
After the exclusion of three scenarios, Principal Component Factor Analysis
yielded two factors explaining 51.3% of the total variance. The first factor
included items related to giving positive messages. It explained 26.96% of
the total variance. The second factor included items related to giving
negative messages. It explained 24.39% of the total variance. The subscale
of giving positive messages consisted of 7 scenarios, with a reliability
coefficient of .83. The subscale of giving negative messages consisted of 6
scenarios, with a reliability coefficient of .81. The items, their loadings,
eigenvalues, percent of variances and reliabilities are presented in Table

B.1.1.
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Table B.1.1

Factors, Factor Loadings and Eigenvalues of the Factor Analyses for the Preference Ratings for Face-to-face Communication
and for Several Technologically Mediated Channels

FACE-TO-
FACE

LETTER

PHONE

CELL-
PHONE
TALK

SMS

MESSAGE

E-CHAT
(textual)

E-CHAT

(audio-visual)

E-MAIL

o=.831 0=.81

0=.89

0=.87

0=.89

0=.83

0=.87 {a=.79

0=.90

E2

o=.84

F1 iF2

0=.92 {0=.88

F1

0o=.93

E2

a=.86

o=.93

a=.86

Positive Messages

10. Arkadasinizla bir gériisme
yapacaksiniz ve bu goriigmede, ona,
sizin i¢in daha 6nce yapmis oldugunu
bir iyilik ya da yardimdan o6tiirii
tesekkiir etmeyi planliyorsunuz.

7114

.62

51

.66

.30

.70¢ .28

a7

27

71437

.81

37

.78

31

08. Arkadasiniz yaptig bir
¢alisma/6dev hakkinda diislincenizi
soruyor. Ona yaptigi caligmay1 ¢ok
begendiginizi ve onu takdir ettiginizi
sGyleyeceksiniz.

.731.23

.53

.59

81

19

827 .09

a7

.23

.82:78

.83

.28

.78

.28

16. Arkadasiniz, belirli bir konuda
sizden daha bilgili ve deneyimli biri
oldugundan o konuyla ilgili bir karar
vermeden Once arkadasiniza
danigsmak ve ondan fikir almak
istiyorsunuz.

.751.10

.16

.79

.78

.23

747 .22

12

.29

75130

.75

.33

.76

.30

04. Arkadasiniz, kendisini ¢ok
sevindiren ve gururlandiran bir basari
kazandi. Bu basarisindan 6tiirii onu
tebrik edeceksiniz.

.591.19

.60

44

.66

.24

59¢ .14

.63

.32

75131

.73

.33

.62

.25
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FACE-TO-
FACE

LETTER

PHONE

SMS

MESSAGE

E-CHAT
(textual)

E-CHAT

(audio-visual)

E-MAIL

o=.83}{ 0=.81

0=.83

F1

0o=.93

F2

a=.86

Q:

.86

15. Yaptiginiz bir calismayi/6devi
nasil buldugunu arkadasiniza
soracaksiniz. Arkadasimizin
calismanizi basarilt buldugunu ve
size takdirlerini iletecegini tahmin
ediyorsunuz.

74112

A7

75

.39

.82

19

07. Arkadaginizla bir goriisme
yapacaksiniz ve bu goriigmede
arkadasiniz, ona daha 6nce yapmis
oldugunu bir iyilik ya da yardimdan
oOtiirii size tesekkiir edecek.

.57|.33

42

49

.69

.20

.64

13

74

.22

.76|.28

.68

40

.70

.33

12. Sizi ¢ok mutlu eden ve
gururlandiran bir basar1 kazandiniz.
Bu sevincinizi ve gururunuzu
arkadasiniza anlatacaksiniz.

.66.16

.23

.78

a7

.16

75

18

.66

.34

.781.36

.80

.35

.76

.25

Negative Messages

11. Arkadasinizin yaptigi ya da
sOyledigi bir sey kalbinizi kirdu.
Hissettiginiz kirginlig1 arkadaginiza
ifade edeceksiniz.

21 .81

.63

43

.24

.79

27

a7

.52

.60

45 71

42

73

.66

.46

14. Arkadasinizin yaptig1 ya da
sOyledigi bir sey sizi kizdirdi.
Duydugunuz 6tkeyi arkadasiniza
ifade edeceksiniz.

17 .70

A48

.59

.38

.66

A48

.61

.50

57

.50 .66

43

74

.67

46

06. Arkadasinizin size yonelik bir
hatasi/kusuru oldugunu
diistiniiyorsunuz. Bu hatasini ona

.10 .78

.80

.18

.34

.70

27

.67

37

.69

.38 .70

.25

.80

40

.68
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FACE-TO- LETTER PHONE CELL- SMS E-CHAT E-CHAT E-MAIL
FACE PHONE MESSAGE | (textual) (audio-visual)
TALK
F1 F2 |F1 F2 F1 F2 F1 F2 F1 F2 F1 F2 F1 F2 F1 E2
o=.83{0=.81 [0=.89 {0=.87 |0=.89 {0=.83 [0=.87 {0=.79 [0=.90 {0=.84 [0=.92 {0=.88 |[0=.93 {0=.86 |0=.93 ia=.86

sOyleyecek ve dziir dilemesini
isteyeceksiniz.
basarisizliginizi ya da utandiginiz bir
olay1 arkadasiniza anlatacaksiniz.
02. Arkadasiniz yaptigi bir 21 .49 .62 51 43 A7 .30 42 41 .53 51 .45 .62 .36 46 .58
¢alisma/6dev hakkinda diislincenizi
soruyor. Siz, yaptig1 ¢alismayi pek '
begenmediniz ve kendisine
elestirilerinizi sdyleyeceksiniz.
01. Arkadasinizi lizecek ya da 15 12 .83 .20 .07 .78 .04 .78 .25 74 .34 .73 .35 .69 L 82
kizdiracak bir hata yaptiniz ve bu
hataniz1 ona itiraf edeceksiniz.
Total Variance Explained(%) 26.96 |24.39|32.42:28.72|33.0324.67 | 31.56 | 21.87 | 35.23 { 24.60 | 39.32 | 27.75 | 39.44 | 67.54 | 40.56 23.54
Eigenvalue 3.50 317 | 421 } 3.73 | 433 1 320 | 530 | 1.64 | 458 | 3.20 | 511 | 361 | 513 | 3.65 | 5.27 3.06

Principal Component Analysis, with Varimax Rotation, 2-factor solutions




Preference Ratings for Mediated Communication

A series of Principal Component Factor Analysis with Varimax
rotation were conducted to examine whether the same factor structure
existed in the scales for preference for other communication channels. In all
scales, except for “Preference for Letter” and “Preference for E-chat with
audi-visual chat”, a similar two-factor structure was found. The scales for
“the Preference for Letter” and “the Preference for E-chat with audio-visual
chat” exhibited a one factor structure. When they were forced to two
factors, as can be seen in Table B.1.1, the items were loaded highly on both
factors. As the items of those two scales were not loading clearly to the
appropriate factors, it was decided to exclude those two scales from further

analyses.

The same three items which were not loading highly (less than .30)
on any factor in the scale of preference for face-to-face communication did
not load highly on the factors in many of the scales of preference for other
communication channels as well. Therefore, those items were excluded.
Some items cross-loaded: Item 2 in the scales for Phone talk, and SMS
message; item 14 in the scales for cell-phone talk, SMS message and e-chat;
item 6 in the scale for e-mail; item 11 in the scales for SMS message and e-
mail. All these items (item 2, 14, 6 and 11) were decided to be included into
the subscale of “giving negative messages” as the contents of the items were
negative. Also, the contributions of each of those items to the reliabilities of
the subscales were examined and it was decided that keeping those items in

the “giving negative messages” subscale would be better. The first one of
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the two factors, giving negative messages, explained 33.03%, 31.56%,
35.23%, 39.32%, 40.36% of the total variance of the preference for phone
talk, cell phone talk, SMS message, e-chat and e-mail, respectively. The
second factor, giving positive messages, explained 24.67%, 35.23%,
24.60%, 27.75%, 23.54% of the total variance of the scales. The reliability
coefficients of the subscales of giving positive messages were found to be
.89, .87, .90, .92 and .93 for phone talk, cell phone talk, SMS messages, e-
chat and e-mail, respectively. The reliability coefficients of the subscales of
giving negative messages were found to be .83, .79, .84, .88 and .86 for
phone talk, cell phone talk, SMS messages, e-chat and e-mail, respectively.
The item loadings, eigenvalues, percent of variances and reliabilities were
presented in Table B.1.1. The items were ordered for an easy interpretation.

Only the items with a loading higher than .30 were shown.

The items on each subscale were averaged for further analysis. In
sum, twelve scores were computed: One composite score for the preference
for face-to-face communication in giving positive messages, one composite
score for the preference for face-to-face communication in giving negative
messages, five composite scores for the preferences for technological
channels in giving positive messages, and five composite scores for
preferences of technological channels in giving negative messages (hamely
the preference for phone talk, cell phone talk, SMS message, e-chat and e-
mail). After computation of those scores, a Principal Component Analysis
with Varimax rotation was conducted on the composite scores of the
preference for technological communication channels in giving positive

messages. Then, a similar analysis was conducted on the computed scores of
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the preference for technological communication channels in giving negative
messages. The results of the first analysis yielded two factors: Preferences
for auditory channels (phone talk and cell phone talk) and preferences for
written channels (e-chat, e-mail, SMS message). The first one of the two
factors, auditory channels, explained 37.87% of the total variance; the
second factor, written channels, explained 34.09% of the total variance. The
results of the second analysis also yielded a two-factor structure. The first
one of the two factors, auditory channels, explained 37.28% of the total
variance; the second factor, written channels, explained 36.99% of the total

variance. The factor loadings can be seen in Table B.1.2.

201



Table B.1.2.

Factors, Factor Loadings and Eigenvalues of the Factor Analyses for the
Composite Scores of Preferences for Technological Mediated Channels in
Giving Negative Messages, and for the Composite Scores of Preferences for

Technological Mediated Channels in Giving Positive Messages

® Messages © Messages

F1 F2 F1l F2

o=.84 o=.71 0=.75 0=.72

Auditory Channels

Cellular phone talk 91 .20 .83 .33

Phone .90 .04 91 .07

Written Channels

E-chat 24 .82 .08 .88
E-mail A2 .78 13 .69
SMS messages .39 74 41 73

Total Variance Explained 37.28 36.99 37.87 34.09
(%)

Eigenvalue 2.48 1.24 2.60 1.00

Principal Component Analysis with Varimax Rotation
Note: ® stands for “negative”, © stands for “positive”
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B.2 The Results of Factor Analyses for the Perceived Difficulty of

Communication Situations

In the study, as explained B.1, participants were described several
hypothetical situations, and were asked to rate their preference for several
communication methods if they were in these situations. Next, the same
hypothetical situations were given again, and this time, participants were
asked to rate the difficulty of these situations. As a result of a statistical
examination of the Preference Ratings for Face-to-Face and Mediated
Communication the items tapping to three situations (“advising”,
“apologizing”, “getting criticism”) were decided to be excluded (See B.1.1).
In order to make the measure of “Perceived Difficulty of Communication
Situations” relevant to the Preference Ratings of Face-to-Face and Mediated
Communication, the items tapping to the same hypothetical situations
(“advising”, “apologizing”, “getting criticism’’) were excluded from it as
well. A principal Component Analysis with VVarimax rotation was
performed on the remaining thirteen items of the Scale for Perceived
Difficulty of Communication Situations. A two-factor structure was
gathered. The first factor consisted of 7 items with a content of “giving
positive message”. The second factor consisted of 6 items with a content of
“giving negative items”. The first factor explained 24.29% of the total
variance, and the second factor explained 21.46%. The reliability
coefficients were .91 and .87, respectively. The items, their factor loadings,
eigenvalues, total variances explained, and the reliabilities were given in

Table B.2.
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Table B.2

Factors, Factor Loadings and Eigenvalues of the Factor Analyses for the

Scale of Perceived Difficulty of Communication Situations

F1

E2

Positive Messages (a=.91)

10. Arkadasiniza sizin i¢in yapmis oldugu bir iyilik ya da
yardimdan 6tiirii tesekkiir etmek.

8. Arkadasiniz yaptig1 bir calisma/6dev hakkinda diisiincenizi
sordugunda, ona ¢aligmasini basarili buldugunuzu séylemek ve
onu takdir etmek

16. Arkadasiniz, belirli bir konuda sizden daha bilgili ve
deneyimli biri oldugunda o konuyla ilgili bir karar vermeden 6nce
arkadasiniza danigmak ve ondan fikir almak istemeniz

4. Arkadasiniz kendisini ¢ok sevindiren ve gururlandiran bir
basar1 kazandiginda bu basarisindan 6tiirii onu tebrik etmek

15. Yaptiginiz bir ¢alismay1/6devi nasil buldugunu arkadasiniza
sordugunuzda, arkadasinizin ¢aligmanizi basarili buldugunu
sOylemesi ve sizi takdir etmesi

07. Sizi gok mutlu eden ve gururlandiran bir basar1 kazandiginizda
bu sevincinizi ve gururunuzu arkadasiniza anlatmak

12. Arkadasinizin, ona yapmis oldugunu bir iyilik ya da
yardimdan 6tiirii size tesekkiir etmesi

Negative Messages (o= .87)

11. Arkadasinizin yaptig1 ya da sdyledigi bir sey kalbinizi
kirdiginda, hissettiginiz kirginlig1 arkadasiiza ifade etmek

14. Arkadasinizin yaptig1 ya da sdyledigi bir sey sizi kizdirdiginda
duydugunuz 6fkeyi arkadasiniza ifade etmek

6. Arkadasinizin size yonelik bir hatasi/kusuru oldugunda, bu
hatasini ona sdyleyerek 06ziir dilemesini istemek

5. Gegmiste yasadiginiz bir basarisizliinizi ya da utandiginiz bir
olay1 arkadasiniza anlatmak

2. Arkadasiniz yaptig1 bir calisma/ddev hakkinda diisiincenizi
sordugunda, yaptig1 ¢calismay1 pek basarili bulmadiginizi ona
iletmek ve ¢aligmasina yonelik elestirilerinizi soylemek

01. Arkadasinizi izecek ya da kizdiracak bir hata yaptiginizda bu
hatanizi ona itiraf etmek

Total Variance Explained (%)
Eigenvalue

81

79

71

.66

.63

48
44

15

.03

.07

.08

29

-.05

24.29

3.16

01

10

-.03

.03

.09

12
27

81

.82

15

.54

.52

48

21.46
2.79

Note. Principal Component Analysis with Varimax Rotation

204



B.3 The Results of Factor Analyses for the Negative Attitudes about

Mediated Communication

A principal Component Analysis with Direct Oblimin rotation was
performed on the five items of the scale for the Negative Attitudes about
Mediated Communication. A two-factor structure was gathered. The first
factor consisted of 3 items: E-chat (textual), email and SMS message. The
second factor consisted of 2 items: Phone-talk and cell-phone talk. The first
factor explained 40.03% of the total variance, and the second factor
explained 13.50%. The reliability coefficients were .70 and .74,
respectively. The items, their factor loadings, eigenvalues, total variances

explained, and the reliabilities were given in Table B.3.

Table B.3 Factors, Factor Loadings and Eigenvalues of the Factor
Analyses for the Scale of the Negative Attitudes about Mediated

Communication

Negative Attitudes about
Mediated Communication
Fl F2
Written channels
SMS Message 71 -48
E-chat 69 -.24
E-mail 60 -.20
Auditory channels
Cellular phone talk 47 -91
Phone talk 21 - 65
Total Variance Explained (%) 40.03 13.50
Eigenvalue 2.42 1.15

Note: Principal Axis Analysis, Direct Oblimin Method
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B.4 The Results of Factor Analyses for the Anxiety about Mediated

Communication

A principal Component Analysis with Direct Oblimin rotation was
performed on the data involving five items of the scale for Anxiety about
Mediated Communication. A two-factor structure was obtained. The first
factor consisted of 3 items: E-chat (textual), email and SMS message. The
second factor consisted of 2 items: Phone-talk and cell-phone talk. The first
factor explained 44.78% of the total variance, and the second factor
explained 26.67%. The reliability coefficients were .84 and .89,
respectively. The items, their factor loadings, eigenvalues, total variances

explained, and the reliabilities were given in Table B.4.

Table B.4 Factors, Factor Loadings and Eigenvalues of the Factor
Analyses for the Scale of t he Anxiety to about Mediated

Communication

Anxiety about Mediated
Communication

FL F2

Written Channels (é.=.84)

E-Chat (textual) .88 10

E-mail .79 32

SMS Message 15 16
Oral Channels (& =.89)

Phone talk 16 .89

Cellular phone talk 25 .89
Total Variance Explained (%) 44.78 26.67
Eigenvalue 2.54 1.57

Note: Principal Axis Analysis, Direct Oblimin Method
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APPENDIX C
THE NEW AND THE REVISED SCALES IN THE STUDY 2

Cl. Liebowitz Social Anxiety Scale

. Tiim seceneklere gecen haftay diisiinerek-bugiin de dahil olacak sekilde puan
veriniz. Eger durumlardan biri gecen hafta icerisinde olusmadiysa, bu

i durumla karsilastiginizda gostereceginiz tepkiyi puanlaymmz. Her bir durum

| icin (yasanmus olan ya da yasanmus oldugu varsayilan) hem “korku ya da
kayg1”min derecesini hem de “kacinma” sikh@im puanlayimz.

Korku ya da kayg1 | Kacinma davramsi

1=yok 1=asla (% 0)

2=hafif 2=ara sira (% 1-33)
3=orta 3=sikca (% 34-67)
4=siddetli 4=genellikle (% 68-100)

1. Topluluk igerisinde telefon etmek

2. Kiigiik bir grupla beraber bir
aktiviteye katilmak

3. Toplulukta yemek yemek

4. Toplulukta igecek igmek

5. Yonetici konumundaki biri ile
konusmak

6. Seyirci 6niinde rol yapmak,
oynamak ya da konugmak

7. Bir partiye / davete gitmek

8. Biri ya da birileri tarafindan
izlenirken ¢alismak

9. Biri ya da birileri tarafindan
izlenirken yazi yazmak

10. Cok iyi tanimadigimiz birine
telefon etmek

11. Cok iyi tammadiginiz biri ile yiiz
yiize konusmak

12. Yabancilarla tanigmak
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Korku ya da kaygi
1=yok

2=hafif

3=orta

4=siddetli

Kac¢inma davranisi
1=asla (% 0)

2=ara sira (% 1-33)
3=sik¢a (% 34-67)
4=genellikle (% 68-100)

13. Genel bir tuvalette idrar yapmak

14. Bagkalarmin oturuyor oldugu bir
odaya girmek

15. 1lgi merkezi olmak

16. On hazirlik olmadan bir
toplulukta konusmak

17. Beceri, bilgi ya da yetenek ile
ilgili bir sinava girmek

18. Cok iyi tanimadiginiz birine karst
goriis bildirmek ya da onunla ayni
fikirde olmadiginizi s6ylemek

19. Cok iyi tanimadigimiz birinin
dogrudan gozlerinin i¢ine bakmak

20. Bir gruba sozlii rapor vermek

21. Cinsel ya da romantik bir iligki
amaciyla biriyle yakinlagmaya
caligmak

22- Bir mal1 paras1 iade edilmek
lizere geri gotlirmek

23. Bir parti / davet vermek

24, Israrci bir saticiy1 reddetmek

208




C2.  Shyness Scale

Bazi duygu ve davramislara iliskin olarak asagida verilen ifadelerden size
uygun olan ve olmayanlari 6zenle saptadiktan sonra yanitlarimzi, her ifadenin
karsisindaki “Bana hi¢ uygun degil, uygun degil, kararsizim, bana uygun,
bana cok uygun” seceneklerinden yalmz biri i¢in (X) isareti koyarak
belirtiniz. Liitfen bos birakmayimiz ve her ifade icin bir isaretleme yapinz.
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1. lyi tammadigim kisilerle
birlikteyken kendimi tedirgin L2 3 415
hissederim.
2. Toplumsal iligkilerimde hi¢ rahat 1 2 3 4 5
degilim.
3. Bagkalarindan herhangi bir konuda
o . 1 2 3 4 5
bilgi istemek bana zor gelir.
4. Arkadas toplantilar1 ve diger 1 5 3 4 5
sosyal etkinliklerde genellikle
rahat degilimdir.
5. Bagkalari ile birlikte iken 1 5 3 4 5
konusacak uygun konulart
bulmakta giicliik ¢ekerim.
6. Yeni girdigim bir ortamda
- 1 2 3 4 5
utangacligimi yenmek uzun zaman
alir.
7. Yeni tanistigim insanlara dogal 1 5 3 4 5
davranmakta gii¢liik ¢ekerim.
8. Yetkili bir kisi konusurken 1 2 3 4 5
kendimi gergin hissederim.
9. Sosyal yeterliligim konusunda 1 2 3 4 5
kugkularim var.
10. Karsimdaki kiginin gozlerinin igine 1 2 3 4 5
bakmak bana zor gelir.
11. Sosyal ortamlarda kendimi baski 1 2 3 4 5
altinda hissederim.
12. Tanimadigim kisilerle konusmak 1 2 3 4 5
bana zor gelir.
13. Kars1 cinsten kisilerle birlikteyken 1 2 3 4 5
daha utangag olurum.
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14. Topluluk 6niinde konusmakta 1 2 4 5
giicliik cekerim.
15. Kalabalikta herkesin bakiglarin
. . 1 2 4 5
tizerimde hissetmekten rahatsiz
olurum.
16. Bagkalarinin yaninda hata 1 2 4 5
yapmaktan ¢ekinirim.
17. Birisinden bir sey ddiing isterken 1 2 4 5
giicliik cekerim.
18. Tek basima aligverise gitmekten 1 2 4 5
¢ekinirim.
19. Bagkalaria duygularim 1 2 4 5
aciklamakta giicliik ¢cekerim.
20. Birisine 6diing verdigim bir seyi 1 2 4 5
istemekten ¢ekinirim.
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C3.  Cognitive Flexibility Scale

i Asagidaki maddeler, kendi davranislarimiza yonelik bazi duygu ve
 diisiinceler ile ilgilidir. Her birine ne dlciide katildigimz1 “Hig
 katilmiyorum”, katilmiyorum”, “Pek katilmiyorum”, “Biraz katihyorum”,
“Katillyorum”, “Kesinlikle katiliyorum” ifadelerinden uygun olanini

. seceneklerinden birini isaretleyerek belirtiniz.

g E =
S 5| E| E|E|cE
2 = = S| S |5
E| E E | N2 & |2
== - I e 0 x| M |
1. Bir fikri pek ¢ok farkli bigimde 1 2 3 4 5 6
iletebilirim.
2. Yeni ve alisiimadik durumlardan 1 2 3 4 5 6
kacimirim.
3. Bir tiirlii karar veremem. 1 2 3 4 5 6
4. Cézﬁmsﬁ; gibi gél’ﬁ{le{l 1 2 3 4 5 6
sorunlara ige yarar ¢éziimler
bulabilirim.
5. NaS}l davranacaglma karar verirken 1 2 3 4 5 6
nadiren se¢eneklerim olur.
6. Problemlere yaratici ¢oziimler 1 2 3 4 5 6

tiretmek i¢in ugrasabilirim.

7. Durum neyi gerektirirse gerektirsin, 1 2 3 4 5 6
ona uygun hareket ederim.

8. Yaptigim bilingli se¢cimlere gore 1 2 3 4 5 6
davranirim.

9. Herhangi bir durumda olasi1 pek ¢ok 1 2 3 4 5 6
farkli bigimde davranabilirim.

10. Gergek yasam durumlarinda
elimdeki bilgiyi kullanmada zorluk 1 2 3 4 S 6
yasarim.

11. Bir problemi ele alirken
alternatifleri dinleme ve dikkate 1 2 3 4 > 0
almaya istekliyimdir.

12. Farkli bigimlerde davranmay1
. . o 1 2 3 4 5 6
denemek icin gerekli olan dzgiivene
sahibim.
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C4. The Measure of the Need for Preparation before Responding and The Measure for Oversensitivity to Negative

Bodily Feedback

Asagidaki tablonun her bir satir bashginda cesitli iletisim durumlar: verilmistir. Her bir siitun bashginda ise, bu iletisim
durumlarinda bir Kisinin sahip olabilecegi duygu ve diisiinceler siralanmstir. Eger s6z konusu iletisim durumlarini
yasayan Kkisi siz olsaydimiz bu duygu ve diisiinceler size ne kadar uyardi? Her bir hiicrede 1’den 5’e kadar bir sayiy1
isaretleyerek o hiicrenin satirinda belirtilen iletisim durumunda hiicrenin siitununda belirtilen duygu ya da diisiinceyi
ne dlciide tastyacagimzi belirtiniz. LUTFEN her bir iletisim durumunu A’dan F’ye kadar siralanan duygu/diisiince

ifadeleri acisindan teker teker degerlendirip hicbirini atlamadan isaretleyiniz.

1’den 5’e kadar sayillarin anlam asagida verilmistir:

1: “Bana hi¢ uygun degil” 2: “Uygun degil” 3: “Kararsizim” 4: “Bana uygun” 5: “Bana
¢ok uygun”



€T¢

A

Ben konusurken onun
durusunda ve yiiz
ifadesinde olumsuz
degisimler olursa kendimi
¢ok kotii hissederim.

B.

Soylediklerimden rahatsiz
oldugunu fark edersem

hemen susmay1 ya da konu
degistirmeyi tercih ederim.

C.

Konusurken gozlerinin
icine bakmakta
zorlanirim.

1. Arkadasimzi tizecek ya da kizdiracak
bir hata yaptiniz ve bu hatanizi ona itiraf
edeceksiniz.

2. Arkadasiniz yaptigi bir calisma/6dev
hakkinda diisiincenizi soruyor. Siz, yaptig
calismay1 pek begenmediniz ve kendisine
elestirilerinizi sdyleyeceksiniz.

3. Gecmiste yasadiginiz bir
basarisizliginizi ya da utandiginiz bir olay1
arkadasiniza anlatacaksiniz.

4, Arkadagimzin size yonelik bir
hatasi/kusuru oldugunu diisiiniiyorsunuz. Bu
hatasini ona sdyleyecek ve 0ziir dilemesini
isteyeceksiniz.

5. Arkadasinizin yaptig1 ya da soyledigi
bir sey kalbinizi kirdi. Hissettiginiz kirgimlig
arkadasiniza ifade edeceksiniz.

6. Yaptiginiz ya da sdylediginiz bir
seyin arkadasinizi {izdiiglini ya da
kizdirdigin fark ettiginiz i¢in kendisinden
Oziir dileyeceksiniz.

7. Arkadasinizin yaptig1 ya da soyledigi
bir sey sizi kizdirdi. Duydugunuz 6fkeyi
arkadasiniza ifade edeceksiniz.
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D.

Ben konusurken onun
durusunda ve yiiz
ifadesinde olumsuz
degisimler olursa kendimi
¢ok kotii hissederim.

E.

Soylediklerimden rahatsiz
oldugunu fark edersem
hemen susmay1 ya da konu
degistirmeyi tercih ederim.

F.

Konusurken gozlerinin
icine bakmakta
zorlanirim.

8. Arkadasiniz1 tizecek ya da kizdiracak
bir hata yaptiniz ve bu hatanizi ona itiraf
edeceksiniz.

9. Arkadasiniz yaptigi bir calisma/6dev
hakkinda diisiincenizi soruyor. Siz, yaptig1
calismay1 pek begenmediniz ve kendisine
elestirilerinizi sdyleyeceksiniz.

10. Gegmiste yasadiginiz bir
basarisizligimzi ya da utandiginiz bir olay1
arkadasiniza anlatacaksiniz.

11. Arkadasinizin size yonelik bir
hatasi/kusuru oldugunu diisiiniiyorsunuz. Bu
hatasini ona sdyleyecek ve 0ziir dilemesini
isteyeceksiniz.

12. Arkadasinizin yaptig1 ya da soyledigi
bir sey kalbinizi kird1. Hissettiginiz kirgimlig
arkadasiniza ifade edeceksiniz.

13. Yaptiginiz ya da sdylediginiz bir
seyin arkadasiniz1 tizdtigiinii ya da
kizdirdigim fark ettiginiz i¢in kendisinden
oziir dileyeceksiniz.

14. Arkadagimizin yaptigi ya da soyledigi 1 2 3 4 5
bir sey sizi kizdirdi. Duydugunuz 6fkeyi
arkadasiniza ifade edeceksiniz.




C5.  Preference Ratings for Face-to-Face and Mediated

Communication (Short)

Anketin bu béliimiinde, bir arkadasinizla iletigim kurmanizi
gerektirecek gesitli durumlar size verilecektir. Kendinizi bu durumlari
yasayan kiginin yerine koyun. Bu gériismelerden her birini YUZ YUZE
yapabilir ya da YAZILI TEKNOLOJIK ILETISIM KANALLARIndan
birini (e-mail, MSN, cep telefonu mesaji... gibi) kullanabilir, ya da

ISITSEL TEKNOLOJIK ILETISIM KANALLARIni (telefon konusmasi
gibi) tercih edebilirsiniz. Sizden istedigimiz, yiiz yiize iletisim, yazili
teknolojik iletigim veya isitsel teknolojik iletisimden birini tercih
etmeniz s6z konusu oldugunda, oncelikli olarak hangisini kullanmayi tercih
edeceginizi 5'li 6lgek iizerinde isaretlemenizdir.

DIKKAT! DIKKAT!

Durumlan degerlendirirken, iletisim kanallarindan herhangi

birini kullanmakla ilgili teknik bir problem bulunmadigini (sizin

ve arkadasinizin telefon, bilgisayar, internet baglantisi
imkanlarina sahip oldugunu) ve arkadasiniza yiiz yiize ulagma
imkaninin da var oldugunu (aranizda asilmasi zor bir fiziksel

mesafe olmadidini) varsayin. Hangi kanali sececediniz tiimiyle

\/—\
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Arka sayfadaki tabloda satirlar ¢esitli iletisim durumlarini, siitunlar ise iletisim
yollarmi (yiiz ylize, yazili, isitsel) ifade etmektedir. Eger s6z konusu iletisim
durumlarini yasayan kisi siz olsaydiniz bu iletisim yollarindan her birini ne dl¢iide

tercih ederdiniz?

blgeh lizerinde 1-5 arasinda sayilar su anlamlara gelmekhktedir:

1. “Asla tercih etmem” 2. “Buyuk olasilikla tercih etmem”
3. “Kararsizm” 4. “Buyik olasilikla tercih ederim”

5. “Kesinlikle tercih ederim”

Litfen, hayatinizdaki tek bir arkadasimizi degil, :
arkadas iligkilerinizi genel olarak disiiniin ve 5'li 6lgek :
izerinde, her bir iletisim durumunda, verilen 3 iletigim yolunun ;
her biri igin ayri ayri degerlendirme yapin. '

....................................................................................................................

Calismada incelenen iletisim kanallar: hakkinda aciklamalar:

YUZ YUZE: Kisinin ayni mekanda karsi karsiya gelerek
konusmasi

YAZILI TEKNOLOJIK ILETISIM: Taraflarin e-mail, MSN, cep
telefonu mesaj1 gibi araclar kullanarak sadece yazili mesajlar :
araciligiyla kurdugu iletisim :

ISITSEL TEKNOLOJIK ILETISIM: Taraflarin telefon ya da
benzeri bir aracla birbirlerinin sesini isiterek ve birbirlerine
seslerini ileterek kurduklari iletisim

.
....................................................................................................................
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A.

Yiiz yiize
iletisim

B.

Yazih
teknolojik
iletisim

C.

Isitsel
teknolojik
iletisim

1. Arkadasinizi iizecek ya da
kizdiracak bir hata yaptiniz ve bu
hatanizi ona itiraf edeceksiniz.

2. Arkadasiniz yaptig1 bir
calisma/ddev hakkinda diisiincenizi
soruyor. Siz, yaptig1 ¢caligmay1 pek
begenmediniz ve kendisine
elestirilerinizi sdyleyeceksiniz.

3. Gegmiste yasadiginiz bir
basarisizliginizi ya da utandiginiz

bir olay1 arkadasiniza anlatacaksiniz.

4. Arkadasimizin size yonelik bir
hatasi/kusuru oldugunu
diisiiniiyorsunuz. Bu hatasini ona
sOyleyecek ve oziir dilemesini
isteyeceksiniz.

5. Arkadasimizin yaptig1 ya da
soyledigi bir sey kalbinizi kird1.
Hissettiginiz kirginligi arkadasiniza
ifade edeceksiniz.

6. Yaptiginiz ya da soylediginiz bir
seyin arkadasinizi izdiigiinii ya da
kizdirdigini fark ettiginiz i¢in
kendisinden 6ziir dileyeceksiniz.

7. Arkadasimizin yaptig1 ya da
sOyledigi bir sey sizi kizdirdi.
Duydugunuz 6tkeyi arkadasiniza
ifade edeceksiniz.
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APPENDIX D

PSYCHOMETRIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE NEW SCALES

USED IN THE SECOND STUDY

D.1  The Results of Factor Analyses for The Measure of the Need for

Preparation before Responding

Participants’ need for preparation before responding was measured
by asking them to evaluate their potential behaviors in seven hypothetical
situations. Participants were asked to rate three items for each of the
situations. For each situation, the mean of participants’ three ratings was
calculated. Thus, seven composite scores were gathered. The factor
structure of the scale was examined by entering those composite scores into
a factor analysis with Principal Axis Factoring. A two-factor structure was
found in which all items heavily loaded into both factors. The solution was
forced to have a one-factor structure. The analysis extracted a factor
explaining 38.07 % of the whole variance. For scores involving all the
scenarios across all items (7 scenarios X 3 items), Cronbach’s alpha was

found to be .88. The items and their loadings are provided in Table D.1
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Table D.1  Factor Loadings and Eigenvalues of the Factor Analyses

for the Measure of the Need for Preparation before

Responding

Need for Preparation before Responding (*)

F1

- i N o . e 74
5. Arkadasimizin yaptig1 ya da sdyledigi bir sey kalbinizi kirdi. Hissettiginiz
kirginlig1 arkadasiniza ifade edeceksiniz.
4. Arkadasinizin size yonelik bir hatasi/kusuru oldugunu diisiiniiyorsunuz. AN
Bu hatasini ona sdyleyecek ve 6ziir dilemesini isteyeceksiniz.

< i N - N .69
7. Arkadasimizin yaptigi ya da sdyledigi bir sey sizi kizdirdi. Duydugunuz
ofkeyi arkadasiniza ifade edeceksiniz.
6. Yaptiginiz ya da sdylediginiz bir seyin arkadasinizi lizdiigiinii ya da 62
kizdirdigin fark ettiginiz i¢in kendisinden 6ziir dileyeceksiniz.
Arkadaginizi iizecek ya da kizdiracak bir hata yaptiniz ve bu hatanizi ona .55
itiraf edeceksiniz.
2. Arkadasiniz yaptigi bir calisma/ddev hakkinda diigiincenizi soruyor. Siz, 53
yaptig1 caligmay1 pek begenmediniz ve kendisine elestirilerinizi
sOyleyeceksiniz.

. y . g N . 40

3. Gegmiste yasadiginiz bir basarisizliginizi ya da utandiginiz bir olay1
arkadasiniza anlatacaksiniz.
Total Variance Explained (%) 38.07
Eigenvalue 3.25

Note.Principal Axis Factoring

(*)For each situation listed, three ratings was taken and the mean rating was calculated

1-“Soyleyeceklerimi kafamda defalarca evirip geviririm.”,

2-Soyleyeceklerime nasil karsilik verecegini 6nceden tahmin edip kendimi buna hazirlamak

i¢cin zamana ihtiya¢ duyarim”,

3-“Soyleyeceklerimi dnceden prova etmemis olsam da rahatlikla konusabilirim.” (Reversed)
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D.2  The Measure for Oversensitivity to Negative Bodily Feedback
Participants’ oversensitivity to negative bodily feedback was
measured by asking them to evaluate their most likely behaviors in response

to seven hypothetical situations. Participants were asked to rate three items
for each of the situations. For each situation, the mean of participants’ three
ratings was calculated. Thus, seven composite scores were gathered. The
factor structure of the scale was examined by entering those composite
scores into a factor analysis with Principal Axis Factoring. A one-factor
structure was obtained. The analysis extracted a factor explaining 51.97 %
of the whole variance. For scores involving all the scenarios across all items
(7 scenarios X 3 items), Cronbach’s alpha was .91. The items and their

loadings are provided in Table D.2
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Table D.2 Factor Loadings and Eigenvalues of the Factor Analyses
for the Measure of the Oversensitivity to Bodily Negative

Feedback

Oversensitivity to Bodily Negative Feedback (*)

F1

5. Arkadasimizin yaptig1 ya da sdyledigi bir sey kalbinizi kirdi. B84

Hissettiginiz kirginlig1 arkadaginiza ifade edeceksiniz.
.80

4. Arkadasiizin size yonelik bir hatasi/kusuru oldugunu
diisiiniiyorsunuz. Bu hatasini ona sdyleyecek ve 6ziir dilemesini
isteyeceksiniz.

7. Arkadagimizin yaptig1 ya da sdyledigi bir sey sizi kizdirdu. 70

Duydugunuz 6fkeyi arkadasiniza ifade edeceksiniz.

1. Arkadasinizi iizecek ya da kizdiracak bir hata yaptiniz ve bu .70
hatanizi ona itiraf edeceksiniz.

6. Yaptiginiz ya da sdylediginiz bir seyin arkadasinizi tizdiigiinii -69

ya da kizdirdigin fark ettiginiz i¢in kendisinden 6ziir
dileyeceksiniz.

2. Arkadasiiz yaptigi bir ¢calisma/6dev hakkinda diisiincenizi 67

soruyor. Siz, yaptigi ¢alismay1 pek begenmediniz ve kendisine
elestirilerinizi sdyleyeceksiniz.

3. Gegmiste yasadiginiz bir basarisizliginizi ya da utandiginiz bir 64
olay1 arkadasiniza anlatacaksiniz.

Total Variance Explained (%) 51.97

Eigenvalue 4.10

Note.Principal Axis Factoring

(*)For each situation listed, three ratings was taken and the mean rating
was calculated/

1-“ Ben konusurken onun durusunda ve yiiz ifadesinde olumsuz degisimler
olursa kendimi ¢ok kotii hissederim.”,

2- “Soylediklerimden rahatsiz oldugunu fark edersem hemen susmay1 ya
da konu degistirmeyi tercih ederim.”,

3-“Konusurken gozlerinin i¢ine bakmakta zorlanirim.”
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APPENDIX E

THE TURKISH SUMMARY OF RESEARCH (TURKCE OZET)

Gliniimiizde bireyler, kisilerarasi iletisim i¢in yiiz yiize iletisimi kullanmanin
yant sira, pek ¢ok farkli teknolojik kanal arasindan tercih de yapabilmektedir.
Cep telefonlar1 ve internet teknolojileri gibi ¢esitli secenekler arasindan hangi
kanalin arkadaslar arasi iletisimde tercih edildigini ve bu tercihin sebeplerini
anlayabilmek, genel anlamda kisilerarasi iliskileri anlayabilmek icin gerekli hale
gelmistir. Bu calisma, arkadaslik iligkilerinde iletisim kanal tercihlerini

incelemeyi amaglamaktadir.
1. BOLUM
GIRIiS
1.1 Kisilerarasi fliskilerde Teknolojik Tletisim Kullanim

Yiiz ylize iletisim, insanlik tarihindeki en eski iletisim yontemidir ve
giindelik yasantimizda halen yogun olarak kullanilan yontemdir. Ancak yazinin
icadindan baglayarak, insanlarin iletisim kapasitesini arttiran pek ¢ok gelisme
olmustur. Yirminci yiizyilda telefonun ve telgrafin insanligin hizmetine
sunulmus, giiniimiize ¢ok yakin yillarda ise cep telefonlar1 ve internet
teknolojileri hayatimizda yerini almustir. Tletisim yazinindaki pek ¢ok ¢alismada
teknolojik araglarla gergeklestirilen iletisimin 6zellikleri yiiz ylize iletisimin
ozellikleri ile karsilastirilmis ve su farkliliklar ortaya konmustur (McKenna ve

ark.,2002):
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1) Kullanicilara kimliklerini gizleme imkan1

saglamalari;

2) Goriintii aktarimi saglamayan teknolojik iletisimde,

kullanicilarin dig goriintiilerinin 6nemini yitirmesi;

3) lletisimin zamanlamasi ve hizi iizerinde teknoloji

kullanicilarinin daha ¢ok kontrol sahibi olmasi;

4) Kisilerin kendilerine benzeyen nitelikte insanlarla

tanigma firsatinin teknolojik iletisim ile artmasi .

Biitiin bu 6zellikler, birbirine yabanci kisilerin birbirleriyle iletisim
kurmalarini kolaylagtirmistir. Ama ayni zamanda yukaridaki 2 ve 3 numarali
Ozellikler, birbirlerini 6nceden taniyan ve yiiz yiize iletisim imkanina sahip olan
insanlarin da iletisimine kolayliklar getirmistir. Literatlirdeki pek cok calisma,
iletisim teknolojilerinin birbirine yabanci insanlarin tanigsmasina ve iligki
kurmasina etkisini aragtirmigtir. S6z konusu teknolojilerin hali hazirda var olan
kisilerarasi iliskileri slirdiirmeye ve giiclendirmeye yonelik etkisi daha az
arastirilmistir. Giiniimiizde sadece teknolojik araglarla siirdiiriilen “sanal” iligki
ve sadece yiiz ylize iletisim ile siirdiiriilen “ gergek™ iliski diye bir ayrim ¢ok
gecerli degildir; insanlar sanal ya da gergek iliskiden birini tercih etmektense,
cogu zaman iliskilerinde yiiz yiize iletisim ile teknolojik iletisimi karma bigimde
kullanmaktadir. Bu gercegi dikkate alan ¢alismalara ihtiya¢ vardir. Mevcut
calisma, bu ihtiyaci gidermeye yonelik olarak, bir arkadaslik iligkisinde yiiz yiize
ve teknolojik iletisim olanaklarini ayn1 anda el altinda bulunduran kisilerin

yapacagi iletisim tercihinin ardinda yatan kisisel ve durumsal 6zellikleri

incelemeyi amaglamaktadir.

1.2 Iletisim Kanah Tercihleri ile Ilgili Kuramsal Modeller

Iletisim teknolojilerinin kisilerarast iliskilere etkisini agiklamaya yonelik
arastirmalar 1970lerde baslamis, ve gelistirilen modeller baslica iki gruba

ayrilmistir. {1k gruptaki modeller, su fikre dayanir:Yiiz yiize iletisim pek ¢ok
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iletisim ipucunun (beden dili ve ses tonu farkliliklari ile aktarilan mesajlar gibi)
kullanilmasina imkan saglarken, teknolojik iletim araglar1 ayni imkani
saglayamaz.Farkli teknolojiler, farkl tiirde ipuclarini aktarabilir, digerlerini eler.
Bu nedenle yiiz yiize iletisim yerine teknolojik iletisimi kullanmak, kisilerarasi

iletisimin niteliginde degisiklik yaratir.

Sosyal Var Olma Modeli (Short, Williams ve Christie, 1976) ile Medya
Zenginligi Modeli (Daft ve Lengel 1986), bu ilk grupta yer alan modellerdendir.
Bu modellere gore teknolojik iletisim, insan iliskileri agisindan her zaman igin
yiiz ylize iletisime kiyasla daha az tatmin edicidir. Daha sonra gelistirilen Gorev-
Kanal Uygunlugu Modeli’nde ise (bknz. Sherman, 2003), 6nemli olanin
iistlenilen iletisim gorevinin niteligine uygun kanali bulmak oldugu savunulur.
Yiiz ylize iletisim her gorev i¢in en iyi tercih olmayabilir. Duygusal ya da
biligsel tiirde iletisimler icin farkli ipuclari (gorsel, isitsel, dokunsal gibi) daha
etkili olabilir, buna bagl olarak farkl: iletisim gorevleri icin farkli kanallar

tercih etmek miimkiindiir.

Ikinci gruba giren modeller (Ornek: Sosyal Bilgi Isleme Kurami, Sosyal
Kimliklesme/Kimliksizlesme Kurami), bireylerin iletisim siirecindeki aktif
roliinii vurgular. Kanallarin teknolojik 6zelliklerinin yani sira, o kanallar
kullanan bireylerin ve kanallarin kullanildig1 sosyal ortamlarin 6zellikleri de
onemlidir. Teknolojik iletisim yoluyla kurulan ve siirdiiriilen iliskiler, yiiz yiize
iletisimle kurulan ve siirdiiriilenler kadar, ve hatta daha fazla, yakinlik yaratabilir
(Whalter, 1996). S6zkonusu modellerde teknolojik iletisim ile ilk kez tanigsan
insanlarin birbirlerine yakinlik hissetmesinin yiiz yiize iletisimle tanigmaya
kiyasla daha uzun siirebilecegi, ama gerekli zaman tanindiginda yiiz yiize
iletisim yoluyla saglanan yakinlik diizeyinde yakinlik hissedebilmelerinin

miimkiin oldugu savunulur.
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1.3 Yiiz Yiize ve Teknolojik iletisimde Bireysel Farkhliklar
1.3.1 Kisilik

Kisilik yapisin1 incelemek i¢in olusturulan farkli siniflandirmalar vardir.
Siiflandirmalarin hemen hepsinde kisilik, 3-7 arasinda degisen sayida boyutlara
sahiptir. Icedoniikliik/Disadoniikliik ve Duygusal tutarlilik/Nérotisizm
boyutlarinin varlig1 hakkinda giiglii bir goriis birligi vardir. Disadoniikliik;
insanlarla iletisim kurmaktan hoslanma, konuskanlik, risk almaktan hoslanma,
sOziinli gegirebilme gibi 6zellikleri ifade eder. Duygusal Tutarlilik/Norotisizm
ise utangaclik, sucluluk, huzursuzluk gibi hisleri ifade eder. Eyseck’in
smiflandirmasinda bunlara ek olarak Psikotisizm boyutu vardir (Eysenck ve
Eysenck, 1991). Bu boyut, yalniz olma, baskalarina kars1 duyarsiz olma,
saldirganlik ve sosyal normlara uymama gibi 6zellikleri ifade eder. Bazi
smiflandirmalarda bu kavram Uyumluluk, Sorumluluk, A¢iklik gibi boliimlere
ayrilmistir. Uyumluluk, kibar ve sevgi dolu olmay1; Sorumluluk, diizenli ve
kendini kontrol edebilen biri olmay1; Aciklik ise yaratici, sezgi dolu olmayi ve

pek cok farkl seye ilgi duymayi ifade eder.

Kisilik faktorleri ile yiiz yiize ve teknolojik iletisim degiskenleri
arasindaki iligkiyi inceleyen cesitli calismalar yapilmistir. Yiiz ytize iletisimle
iliskisi en ¢ok arastirilan kisilik degiskenleri igeddniikliik/Disaddniikliik ve
Duygusal Tutarlilik faktdrleridir (Ornek: (McCroskey, Heisel ve Richmond,
2001; McCroskey, Richmond, Heisel ve Hayhurst, 2004). Disadoniik ve
duygusal tutarlilig1 yiiksek bireylerin, yiiz ylize iletisimi, icedoniik ve nérotik
bireylerden daha rahat kullanabildigine dair arastirma bulgular1 vardir. Ayrica

deneyime acik, uyumlu ve sorumlu bireylerin, yiiz yiize iletisimde deneyime
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kapali uyumsuz ve sorumsuz bireylere kiyasla daha basarili olduklarina dair bazi
bulgular, ilgili literatiirde yer almaktadir (Ornek: Jensen-Campbell, Knack,
Waldrip ve Campbell, 2006; Sneed, McCrae, & Funder, 1998).Teknolojik
iletisimle ilgili olarak ise, disadoniikliik, duygusal tutarlilik, sorumluluk,
deneyime aciklik ve uyumluluk diizeyi diistiikge teknolojik iletisime yoneligin
artti ilgili literatiirden anlasiimaktadir (Ornek: Butt ve Philipps,2008; Tuten

and Bosnjak, 2001).

1.3.2 Kavrama Ihtiyaci

Kavrama Ihtiyaci, insanlarin bilissel etkinliklere olan ilgisini ve bu tiir
etkinlikler i¢in ¢aba harcama egilimini gosterir (Cacioppo ve Petty, 1982).
Bilissel uyaricilardan hoslanma, karmasik olani basit olana yegleme, ve
anlamaya-kavramaya yonelik ilgi gibi unsurlari igerir (Lord ve Putrevu, 2006).
Zihinsel bir yetenekten ¢ok, zihinsel etkinliklerde bulunma motivasyonu olarak
diistiniilmelidir. Caligmalar, bu kavramin ikna etme, sosyal bilis, karar verme ve
kisilerarasi iligkiler gibi pek cok farkli alanla iliskisini ortaya koymustur (bknz.
Petty, Brifiol, Loersch,ve McCaslin, 2009). Bu kavramin Kisileraras1 yiiz yiize
iletisim ile iliskisini gdsteren bazi calismalar da vardir. Ornegin, hem Kavrama
Ihtiyact hem de giriskenlik diizeyi yiiksek olan bireyler tartisma iceren iletisim
durumlarindan hoslanirlar (Nusbaum ve Bendixen, 2003); fakat s6zel

saldirganlik gostermezler (Sanders, Gass, Wiseman & Bruschke, 1992).

Kavrama ihtiyacinin teknolojik iletisim ile iliskisini inceleyen ¢aligsmalar
da vardir. Ancak bu ¢aligmalar genellikle Web kullanimu ile ilgilidir: E-6grenme,

iirtin bilgisi arastirma ve eglence gibi (6rn.: Amichai ve Kaynar, 2006; Tuten ve
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Bosnjak, 2001). Kavrama ihtiyacinin kisilerarasi iletisimde kanal tercihi yapma
tizerindeki etkisi ise ¢alisilmamistir. Kisilerarasi iletisimde kanal tercihi yapmak,
diistinme ve karar verme siireglerini icerdiginden zihinsel bir etkinliktir. Ayn1
zamanda da bagkalari ile iyi iligkiler siirdiirme ile ilgili oldugundan sosyal bir
etkinliktir. Zihinsel bir etkinlik olmasindan 6tiirii, kanal tercihi Kavrama Ihtiyaci
ile baglantili olabilir. Bu ¢alismada, Kavrama Ihtiyaci diisiik olan bireylerin zor
iletisim durumlarindan kag¢ima egilimi gdsterecekleri ve dolayisiyla bu tiir
iletisim durumlarinda, yliz yiize iletisime kiyasla daha az bilginin aktarimina
imkan veren (sozel olmayan iletisim ipuglarini eleyen) teknolojik iletigim

kanallarini tercih edebilecekleri beklenmektedir.

1.3.3 Dengeli Biitiinlesme ve Ayirdetme-Ayrisma Benlik ( Denge)

Modeli

Dengeli Benlik Modeli, doga diizeni ve insanin bu diizen i¢indeki yeri
tizerine iki temel fikre dayanmaktadir:

“Dogal diizen, farklilagsmis parcalarin bir denge i¢inde karsilikli

biitiinlesmesini igerir. Ve insanlar bu dogal diizenin bir pargasi

olduklarindan,  farklilasma ve biitiinlesmeye yonelik dogal
egilimlerin her ikisine de sahiptirler.

Model, insanlarin kisilerarasi biitiinlesme ve kisisel farklilasma
egilimlerini anlayabilmeyi hedefler (imamoglu, 2003). Kisileraras biitiinlesme,
baskalar1 ile yakin iliski i¢inde olmayt; kisisel farklilagsma ise kendine has
ozellikleri ile kendini tanimlayan 6zgiin bir birey olmay1 ifade eder.Modelde,

kisilerarasi biitlinlesme yonelimi “iligkililik; kisisel farklilagsma yonelimi ise

“kendilesme” olarak adlandirilmistir.

Mliskililik ve kendilesme ydnelimlerinin nitelikleri birbirinden farkli pek

cok psikolojik degiskenle olan iliskisini gdsteren calismalar mevcuttur. Ornegin,

227



iliskililik yonelimi, algilanan anne-baba sevgi ve kabulii, kendinden memnuniyet
ve aile memnuniyeti, olumlu “ben” ve “6teki” modelleri, gilivenli baglanma,
olumlu gelecek beklentisi ve 6zgiliven ile olumlu yonde iliskili bulunmustur.
Kendilesme ise; kavrama ihtiyaci, merak, bilinmezligi tolere edebilme gibi
degiskenlerle olumlu yonde iliskili bulunmustur. (Imamoglu, 2003, 2006;
Imamoglu ve Guler-Edwards, 2007, imamoglu & Imamoglu, 2007, 2010;

Imamoglu ve Karakitapoglu-Aygiin, 2006, 2007).

Benlik yonelimlerinin kisilerarasi iletisim ile iliskisini inceleyen dnceki
bir ¢aligmada, iligkililik ve kendilesme yonelimlerinin her ikisinin de iletisim
yetkinligi ile olumlu, yliksek baglamli iletisim ile olumsuz yonde iliskili oldugu
gosterilmistir. S6z konusu c¢alismada, iletisim yetkinligi; anlam ¢6zme yetenegi,
duygular1 davranislarin rehberi olarak kullanma ve iletisim kolaylig1
degiskenlerinden olusan bir iist kavramdir. Yiiksek baglamli iletisim ise; dolayl
iletisim, kapali ve muglak iletisim, uyma davranis1 gibi degiskenleri
icermektedir (Tosun, Imamoglu ve Imamoglu, 2009). iliskililik ve kendilesme
egilimlerinin yiiz yilize ya da teknolojik iletisimi tercih etme iizerindeki etkisi ise

daha 6nce galisilmamaistir.

1.4 Araci1 Degiskenler
1.4.1 Tletisim Durumlan

[letisimi anlayabilmek igin, iletisim kuran insanlarin 6zellikleri kadar o
kisilerin i¢inde bulunduklar1 durumlarin 6zelliklerini de anlamak 6nemlidir

(Hargie, 2006). Literatiirde kisisel 6zellikleri anlayabilmek i¢in gelistirilmis ve
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pek cok arastirmaci tarafindan kabul goren siniflandirma sistemleri var olsa da
(Ornegin, Bes Faktorlii Kisilik Modeli), kisileraras1 durumlarin zeliklerini
siiflandirmak i¢in gelistirilmis ve pek ¢ok arastirmacinin kabul edip kullandig1
siiflandirma sistem(ler)i yoktur. Durumlar1 psikolojik acidan degerlendirmede
kullanilabilecek en temel 6zellik, o durumlarin olumlu ya da olumsuz oluslaridir.
Iletisim durumlarmi degerlendirirken, olumlu durumlarin olumlu igerige sahip
mesajlarmn alinip verildigi durumlar oldugu, olumsuz durumlarin ise olumsuz
igerige sahip mesajlarin alinip verildigi durumlar oldugu sdylenebilir. Yani
iletigsim baglaminda durumlarin degerlendirilmesi, mesajlarin igerigine gore
olabilir. Birbirlerine olumsuz icerikte bilgi ve degerlendirmeleri aktaracaklari
durumlarda romantik partnerlerin teknolojik iletisimi yiiz yiize iletisime tercih
edeceklerine dair bir arastirma raporu bulunmaktadir (O’Sullivan, 2000). Ancak
olumsuz icerikli mesaj aktarimi yapan her birey degil, bu aktarimlari 6zellikle
zor olarak tanimlayanlar teknolojik iletisime basvuruyor olabilir. Bilgileri,
becerileri ve iletisim kurma motivasyonlar: yiiksek olsa bile, bireyler bazi
iletisim durumlarini zor olarak tanimlayabilirler.Catisma, baskalarina
geribildirim verme, ricada bulunma 6ziir dileme, reddetme gibi durumlar herkes
tarafindan zor olarak algilanabilecek durumlardir; fakat bu durumlari kimin ne
Olctlide zor olarak algiladig1 noktasinda bireysel farkliliklar da s6z konusu

olabilir.
1.4.2 Yiiz Yiize iletisim Kaygis1 ve Teknolojik Iletisim Kaygisi

Iletisim kaygisi, sosyal kayg ile iliskilidir (Schlenker ve Leary, 1982).
Sosyal kayginin bir alt tiirii olarak da diisliniilebilir. Bu kaygi, insanlarin iletigim
durumlarindan kacinmasina ve insanlarla sik sik iletisime girmelerini gerektiren
gorev ve islerden uzak durmalarina sebep olur (McCroskey &Andersen, 1976).
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Brown, Fuller ve Vician (2002) tarafindan, “bilgisayar aracilikli iletisim
kaygis1” kavrami iiretilmistir. Bilgisayar teknolojisi kullanarak kurulacak
iletisimden kaginmayi ifade eder. Bu kavram, sozel iletisim kaygisiyla,
bilgisayar kullanma kaygisiyla ve bilgisayar teknolojilerine asina olma ile iliskili
bulunmustur. Ancak Brown ve arkadaslar1 (2002) calismada, bilgisayar aracilikli
iletisim kaygisini, sadece e-posta iletisimine yonelik kaygi ile sinirl
tutmuslardir. Bu ¢alismada, “Teknolojik iletisim kaygisi” adli genel bir kavram
onerilmektedir. Bu kavram, mektup yazma kaygisi, telefonla konusma kaygist,
SMS mesaji1 gonderme kaygisi ve bilgisayarin farkli iletisim olanaklarini (6rn.:

e-sohbet, e-posta...gibi) kullanmaya yonelik kaygilar1 icermektedir.

1.4.3 Yiiz Yiize ve Teknolojik Iletisime Yénelik Tutumlar

[letisim teknolojilerine yonelik tutumlar, kisinin gesitli teknolojilere
yonelik genel egiliminin olumlu ya da olumsuz olmasi durumudur (Taylor &
Todd, 1995). iletisim teknolojilerine ydnelik tutumlar, bu teknolojilerin ne
Olctlide kullanilacag tizerinde etkili olabilir (Venkatesh, Ramesh, & Massey,
2003). Onceki pek ¢ok ¢alismada teknolojinin hem iletisim amagl hem de bilgi
edinme amacli kullanimin1 kapsayacak sekilde “bilgi teknolojilerine yonelik
tutumlar” ¢alisilmistir. Bu ¢alismada ise, s6z konusu teknolojilerin yalnizca
kisilerarasi iletisim amaglh kullanimini ¢alismak hedeflenmistir.

Yiiz yiize iletisime deger veren bireyler, Internet’i —ya da diger iletisim
teknolojilerini- onun alternatifi olarak diisiinmezler (Papacharissi ve Rubin,
2000). Dolayisiyla, kisinin teknolojik iletisime yonelik tutumlarinda yiiz yiize
iletisime yonelik tutumlari da bir rol oynar. Baz1 mesajlar yiiz yiize iletisim

sirasinda vermek, bireylere kendini kotii hissettirebilir, onlar1 utandirabilir. Ya
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da baz1 mesajlar1 iyice diislinlip planlamadan sdylemek, dogaclama bir konusma
yapmak zor olabilir. Bu gibi durumlarda sikint1 yasayan bireyler, yiiz ylize
iletisime yonelik olumsuz tutumlara sahip olabilir. Bu kisilerin teknolojik
iletisime olan ilgisi daha yiiksek olabilir, ¢iinkii iletisim teknolojilerini yiiz yiize
iletisim sirasinda yasanabilen olumsuzluklardan kaginma araglar1 olarak
gorebilirler. Bu nedenle, hem ¢aligmada teknolojik iletisime hem de yiiz yiize

iletisime yonelik tutumlar ayr1 ayr1 l¢lilmiis ve degerlendirilmistir.

2. BOLUM

Bu calismada, kisilerarasi iliskilerde yiiz yiize ve teknolojik iletisimi
kullanan bireylerin iletisim tercihlerininin incelenmesi amag¢lanmistir. Bu
noktada ““iletisim kanal1 tercihi” ile “iletisim kanal1 kullanimi1™ arasindaki farka
deginmekte fayda olabilir. Kullanim, bireylerin ger¢ek hayattaki davranislarini
ifade eder (her bir kanalin ne siklikta kullanildig1 gibi). Tercih ise, “eger elinizde
pek ¢ok iletisim kanalin1 kullanma imkani olursa, tanimlanan durumlarda hangi
kanali kullanmay tercih ederdiniz?” seklindeki hipotetik bir soruya verilen
bilingli cevaplar ifade eder. Iletisim teknolojileri kullanimimin incelendigi
calismalarin pek cogunda bireylerin ger¢ek kullanma davraniglarinin
Olciilmeyip, ¢esitli kanallar1 kullanim sikliklar1 katilimeilarin kendilerine
sorulmustur. Bu ¢aligsmalarda, kisilerin verdikleri cevaplar ger¢ek kullanim
sikliklarin1 yansitmaktan ¢ok, tercihlerini yansitiyor olabilir. Teknolojik iletisim
kullanim1 6lgiimlerini arastirmacinin dogrudan kendisinin yap(a)madigi
durumlarda, 6l¢timlerin kullanim sikligin1 mi1 yoksa kullanim tercihini mi
yansittig1 belirsiz kalmaktadir. Bu ¢alismada ise, katilimcilara dogrudan

dogruya kullanim tercihleri ile ilgili sorular yoneltilmistir. Yiiz yiize iletisimin
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yani sira katilimcilara ne 6lgiide tercih ettikleri sorulan kanallar sunlardir:
Mektup, sabit telefon, cep telefonu (sesli goriisme), cep telefonu (SMS mesaji),
e-posta, e-chat (yalnizca yazili), e-chat (gorsel-isitsel). Katilimcilara bir dizi
kisilerarasi iletisim durumu (6rn.: yardim isteme, geribildirim verme, 6ziir
dileme...vb.) verilip her bir durumda listelenen iletisim yollarindan hangisi ile
iletisim kurmayzi tercih edecekleri sorulmustur. Ayrica, ayn1 durumlart ne derece
“zor durum” olarak nitelendirdikleri sorulmustur. Calismanin geri kalaninda
olumlu ve olumsuz iletisim durumlarinda kisilerin yiiz yiize iletisimi mi yoksa
teknolojik iletisimin yazili veya isitsel yontemlerinden birini mi daha ¢ok tercih
ettikleri ve bu tercihler iizerinde hangi bireysel faktorlerin etkili oldugu
sorularina yanit aranmistir. Degiskenler arasindaki iligkilerin varligi, olumlu ve

olumsuz iletisim durumlari i¢in ayr1 ayr1 sorgulanmastir.

2.1 Arastirma Sorulari

Soru 1: Arkadas iligkilerinde yiiz yiize iletisim mi yoksa teknolojik

iletisim mi daha ¢ok tercih edilmektedir?

Literatiirde, teknolojik iletisimin, bireylerin iletisim ihtiyacini yiiz yiize
iletisim kadar tatmin etmesinin asla miimkiin olmadigi, dolayisiyla teknolojik
iletisim tercihinin her zaman yiiz yiize iletisimden diisiik olacag: iddias1 vardir.
Ayn1 zamanda, teknolojik iletisimin zaman i¢inde kisilerarasi iligkilerde yiiz
yiize iletisim kadar tatmin edici olabilecegine, hatta bazen yiiz ylize iletisimden
daha ¢ok tercih edilebilecegine dair bir kars1 iddia da bulunmaktadir. Bu
calismada, s6z konusu iddialarin dogrulugu, bir grup Tiirk tiniversite

Ogrencisinden toplanan verilerle stnanmaktadir.
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Soru 2: iletisim durumlarmin olumlu/olumsuz olusu iletisim kanali

tercihlerini etkiler mi?

Ister yiiz yiize ister teknolojik kanallar araciligiyla verilecek olsun,
olumlu igerikli mesaj verme durumunun olumsuz igerikli mesaj verme durumuna
gore daha c¢ok tercih edilecegi beklenmektedir. Ayrica,farkli kisilik 6zelliklerinin
kanal tercihleri tizerindeki etkisinin kendisini en ¢ok olumsuz iletisim

durumlarinda gostermesi beklenmektedir.

Soru 3: Yiiz yiize ve teknolojik iletisim tercihleri birbiri ile nasil bir

iligki igindedir?

Bireylerin, yiiz yiize iletisimden kagindiklart durumlarda teknolojik
iletisimi tercih etmeleri beklenmektedir. Ozellikle bireylerin “zor durum” olarak
algiladiklar1 olumsuz igerikli mesaj verilen durumlarda yiiz yiize iletisim ile

teknolojik iletisim tercihleri arasindaki iliskinin negatif olmas1 dngoriilmiistiir.

Soru 4: Genel bireysel farkliliklar iletisim kanali tercihleri tizerinde

etkisi var midir?

Calismada ele alinan genel bireysel farklilik degiskenleri; Bes Faktorlii
Kisilik Modeli’ndeki kisilik faktorleri, Kavrama Ihtiyaci ve Dengeli Benlik
Modeli’ndeki Kendilesme ve iliskililik yonelimleridir. Bu degiskenlerin
kimisinde sosyal ve duygusal icerik, kimisinde ise bilissel i¢erik daha yogundur.
Tletisim tercihi degiskenleri ile iliskisi bulunan genel bireysel farklilik
degiskenlerinin sosyal-duygusal icerikli ve bilissel igerikli olmak {izere iki grup
altinda toplanabilecegi ve her iki grup degiskenin de yiiz yiize iletisimi

teknolojik iletisime tercih etme diizeyini pozitif yonde etkileyecegi beklenmistir.
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Soru 5: Iletisime dzgii bireysel farklilik degiskenleri kanal tercihlerini

etkiler mi?

Calismada ele alinan Iletisime 6zgii bireysel farklilik degiskenleri
sunlardir: letisim durumlarmm algilanan gii¢liigii, yiiz yiize ve teknolojik
iletisim kaygis1, yiiz yiize ve teknolojik iletisime ydnelik tutumlar. Iletisim
durumlarin gii¢ olarak algilayan, yiiz ylize iletisim kaygis1 yliksek ve yiiz ylize
iletisime yonelik olumsuz tutumlar1 yiiksek olan, ayni1 zamanda da teknolojik
iletisim kaygis1 diisiik ve teknolojik iletisime yonelik olumsuz tutumlari diisiik
olan bireylerin yiiz ylize iletisimi teknolojik iletisime tercih etme diizeylerinin
diisiik olmas1 beklenmistir. Ayrica, iletisime 6zgii bireysel farklilik
degiskenlerinin genel bireysel farklilik degiskenleri ile iliskili olmasi
beklenmistir. Daha agik olarak; disadoniik, duygusal tutarlilig: ytiksek,
deneyime acik, sorumlu, uyumlu, kavrama ihtiyaci yliksek, kendilesmis ve
iligkili bireylerin iletisim durumlarin1 “kolay durum” olarak algilamasi, yiiz yiize
ve teknolojik iletisim kaygilarmin diisiik olmasi, yiiz ylize ve teknolojik iletisime
yonelik olumsuz tutumlarmin az olmas1 beklenmektedir. Once bu beklentiler test
edilip beklentileri dogrulayan degiskenler tespit edilecek, sonra beklentileri
dogrulayan degiskenler kullanarak, iletisime 6zgii bireysel farklilik
degiskenlerinin genel bireysel degiskenlerle yiiz yiize iletisimi teknolojik kanala
tercih etme diizeyi arasindaki iligkide araci rol oynadigi bir kavramsal model

sinanacaktir.
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2.2 Yontem

2.2.1 Katilimcilar
Calismanin katilimcilari, 178 ODTU lisans dgrencisidir (128 kiz, 50
erkek). Katilimcilarin yaslar: 18-28 arasinda degismektedir (O = 20.55, SS =

1.75).

2.2.2 Ol¢iim

Kisilik faktorleri (Disadontikliik, Duygusal Tutarlilik, Sorumluluk,
Uyumluluk ve Deneyime Agiklik) toplam 45 sifatin 5 noktali 6l¢ek
lizerinde degerlendirildigi Genel Kisilik Ozellikleri Olgegi ile dl¢iilmiistiir
(Gengdz ve Onciil, hazirlik asamasinda). Bilme Thtiyaci, Cacioppo ve Petty
(1982) tarafindan gelistirilen 27 maddelik ve yine 5 noktali bir 6lgekle,
Benlik Modeli’nde belirtilmis olan iki temel benlik yonelimi (kendilesme
ve iliskililik) ise toplam 29 maddelik 5 noktali 6lgek ile (Imamoglu, 1998,
2003) dl¢iilmiistiir. Yiiz yiize ve Teknolojik iletisim Kanali Tercihleri
degiskenini ve iletisime 6zgii bireysel farklilik degiskenlerini (iletisim
Durumlarinin Algilanan Zorlugu, Yiiz Yiize iletisim Kaygisi ve Teknolojik
Iletisim Kaygisi, Yiiz Yiize ve Teknolojik Iletisime Yonelik Tutumlar)
dlemek icin yeni dlgekler gelistirilmistir. Olgek gelistirme ¢aligmalar
eklerde sunulmustur.

Verilerin elde edilmesinin ardindan, arastirma sorularina yonelik
analizlerin dncesinde, degiskenleri olusturmaya yonelik bir dizi 6n analiz
yapilmustir. Kanal tercihi puanlamalariin {izerinde yapilan faktor analizi
calismalar1 sonucunda, katilimcilarin tercih puanlamalariin “olumlu igerikli

mesaj verirken yapilan tercihler” ve “olumsuz igerikli mesaj verirken yapilan
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tercihler” olmak tizere iki grupta ele almanin miimkiin oldugu; teknolojik
iletisim kanallarinin ise yazili (SMS mesaji, e-mail- ve yazili e-chat) ve isitsel
(sabit telefon konusmasi ve cep telefonu ile sesli goriisme) olarak iki grupta
incelenebilecegi goriilmiistiir. Iki iletisim kanali (mektup ve gorsel-isitsel e-chat)

analizlerden ¢ikartilmistir. Boylelikle, 6 adet iletisim tercihi puani elde

edilmistir:
Olumsuz durumlarda Olumlu durumlarda
1) yiiz yiize iletisim tercihi 2) yiz ylize iletisim tercihi
3) isitsel iletisim tercihi 4) isitsel iletisim tercihi
5) yazili iletisim tercihi 6) yazili iletisim tercihi

Olumsuz durumlarda yiiz ylize iletisim tercihi ile isitsel iletisim
tercihinin farkini alarak “Olumsuz Durumlarda Yiiz Yiize Iletisimi Isitsel
Iletisime Tercih Etme Diizeyi” hesaplanmus; sonra olumsuz durumlarda yiiz
yiize iletisim tercihi ile yazili iletisim tercihinin farkini alarak “Olumsuz
Durumlarda Yiiz Yiize Iletisimi Yazili Iletisime Tercih Etme Diizeyi”
hesaplanmistir. Ayni islemler olumlu durumlar i¢in tekrarlanmstir.
Calismanin geri kalaninda bu dort fark puani, sonug degiskeni olarak ele
alinmustir.

2.2.3 Islem

ODTU Psikoloji Béliimii denek havuzundaki 6grencilerden veri

toplanmistir. Anket, 15-30 dakika aras1 slirmiistiir.
2.2.3 Bulgular

Birinci ve ikinci arasma sorularina cevap verebilmek iizere 2 (Iletisim
durumu: Olumlu veya olumsuz) x 3 (Kanal tercihi: Yiiz ylize, yazili veya isitsel)

tekrarl1 varyans analizi uygulanmistir. Olumlu durumlarin olumsuz durumlara;
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yiiz yiize iletisimin yazil1 ve isitsel teknolojik iletisim, isitsel teknolojik

iletisimin yazili teknolojik iletisime kiyasla daha ¢ok tercih edildigi goriilmiistiir.

Ucgiincii arastirma sorusuna cevap verebilmek i¢in yiiz yiize, yazili ve
isitsel iletisim tercihleri arasindaki korelasyonlar incelenmistir. Olumlu ve
olumsuz iletisim durumlarinda isitsel ve yazili iletisim tercihlerinin birbirleri ile
pozitif iligkisi oldugu, ancak yiiz yiize iletisimin olumlu durumlarda sadece
isitsel iletisim ile pozitif korelasyon gdsterdigi, olumsuz durumlarda ise sadece

yazili iletisim ile negatif korelasyonunun oldugu goriilmiistiir.

Dordiincii arastirma sorusuna cevap verebilmek icin genel bireysel farklilik
degiskenleri ile goreceli kanal tercihi degiskenleri arasindaki iligki incelenmistir.
Bulgular, bireylerin disadoniikliik, deneyime agiklik, kavrama ihtiyaci ve
kendilesme diizeyleri yiikseldikce, olumsuz durumlarda yiiz yiize iletisimi
teknolojik iletisime (hem yazili hem de isitsel) tercih etme diizeylerinin de
yiikseldigini gostermistir. Olumlu durumlarda da Disadoniikliik, deneyime
aciklik ve kendilesme diizeyleri yiiz yiize iletisimi teknolojik iletisime (hem
yazili hem de isitsel) tercih etme diizeyleri ile olumlu iliski i¢indedir. Ancak
olumlu durumlarda, kavrama ihtiyaci sadece yiiz yiize iletigsimi yazili iletisime

tercih etme ile olumlu iliskiye sahiptir.

Besinci arastirma sorusuna cevap verebilmek i¢in oncelikle, iletisime

0zgl bireysel farklilik degiskenleri ile

a)yliiz yiize iletisimi teknolojik (yazili ve isitsel) iletisime tercih

etme degiskenleri arasindaki iliski,
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b) genel bireysel farklilik degiskenleri arasindaki iliski

incelenmistir.

Iletisime 6zgii bireysel farklilik degiskenlerinin hangisinin ya da
hangilerinin genel bireysel farklilik degiskenlerinden hangisi ya da
hangileri ile yliz yiize iletisimi teknolojik (yazili ve isitsel) iletisime
tercih etme degiskenleri arasindaki iliskide araci rol oynayabilecegini
gormek i¢in Baron ve Kenny (1996) kurallar1 dogrultusunda bir
inceleme yapilmistir. Olumsuz durumlarda, iletisim durumlarinin
algilanan zorlugu degiskeninin asagida siralanan genel bireysel farklilik
degiskenleri ile yiiz yiize iletisimi teknolojik (yazili ve isitsel) iletisime
tercih etme arasinda araci degisken gorevi iistlenme potansiyeli
tagidigina karar verilmistir: Disadontikliik, deneyime aciklik,

kendilesme ve kavrama ihtiyaci.

Bu dort degiskene uygulanan faktor analizi, disadontikliik ve
deneyime aciklik degiskenlerinin bir faktorde, kendilesme ve kavrama
ithtiyact degiskenlerinin baska bir faktorde toplandigi iki degiskenligi
bir yap1 ortaya koymustur. Ilk faktdre Sosyal Aciklik, ikinci faktore ise
Kendilesmis Isleyis ad1 verilmistir. Sosyal Aciklik ve Kendilesmis
Isleyis faktorlerinin iletisim durumunun algilanan zorlugu degiskenini;
iletisim durumunun algilanan zorlugunun ise yiiz yiize iletisimi
teknolojik (yazili ve isitsel) iletisime tercih etme degiskenini olumsuz
yonde yordadig bir model yapisal esitlik analizi ile test edilmistir.
Analizler sonucunda, Sosyal Agiklik faktoriiniin iletisim durumunun

algilanan giicliigii degiskeni lizerinden sonug¢ degiskeni ile dolayl
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olarak iliskili oldugu; Kendilesmis Isleyis’in ise sonug degiskenini

dogrudan yordadig goriilmiistiir.

2.4 Tartisma

Bu calismada, bireylerin arkadaglik iligkilerinde yasanabilecek cesitli
olumlu ve olumsuz iletisim durumlarinda yiiz yiize iletisimi mi, yoksa teknolojik
iletigimin isitsel ya da yazili formlarindan birini mi tercih edecekleri
arastirilmistir. Her durumda yiiz yiize iletisimin daha cok tercih edildigi, onu
isitsel teknolojik iletisimin takip ettigi ve en son olarak yazili iletisimin tercih
edildigi goriilmistiir. Yiiz ylize iletisim, mesaj1 degisik ipuglar ile (gorsel,
isitsel, tensel..vb.) iletebilir, yazili iletisim ise sadece yazili metin yoluyla
iletebilir. Dolayisiyla bu ¢alisma bulgusu, iletisim kanali tercihlerinde,mesajin
iletiminde kullanilan ipuglarinin ¢esitliliginin 6nemli olabildigi iddiasin
dogrulamustir. Her ne kadar cep telefonlari ve Internet hayatimiza girse de, halen
yiiz ylize iletisim, arkadaslarla iletisimde en ¢ok tercih edilen yontemdir. Bu
nedenle ¢alismanin geri kalaninda hangi kisisel ve durumsal 6zelliklerin kisileri
yiiz ylize ya da teknolojik iletisimden birini se¢gmeye yonelttigi sorusu yerine,
hangi isitsel ya da durumsal 6zelliklerin yiiz yiize iletisimi teknolojik iletisime

tercih etme diizeyini arttirdig1 ya da azalttig1 sorusuna cevap aranmigtir.

Durumlarin olumlu ya da olumsuz olusunun iletisim tercihleri tizerindeki
etkisi incelendiginde, beklendigi gibi, olumlu durumlarda yiiz yiize ya da
teknolojik iletisim kullaniminin olumsuz durumlarda yiiz yiize ya da teknolojik
iletisim kullanimina kiyasla daha cok tercih edildigi goriilmiistiir. Bu bulgu,

isitsel iletisimin yiiz yiize iletisim ve yazili iletisim arasinda bir ara pozisyonda
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yer alis1 ile ilgili olabilir: Isitsel iletisim, mesajin aktariminda kullanilan
ipuclariin gesitliligi bakimindan yiiz ytize iletisimden daha disiik, yazili

iletisimden daha ytiksek bir pozisyondadir.

Teknolojik iletisimin isitsel ve yazili formlarini tercih etme diizeyleri
birbiriyle olumlu yonde iligkilidir, fakat her birinin yiiz yiize iletisimi tercih etme
diizeyi ile iliskisi farkli yonlerdedir. Isitsel iletisim tercihi,olumlu iletisim
durumlarinda yiiz yiize iletisim tercihi ile pozitif korelasyon gosterir; olumsuz
iletisim durumlarinda ise yliz yiize iletisim ile iliskili degildir. Oysa yazili
iletisim, olumlu iletisim durumlarinda yiiz yiize iletisim ile iliskili degildir, ama
olumsuz durumlarda yiiz yiize iletisim ile negatif korelasyon gdsterir. Bu
bulgu,teknolojik iletisimi ¢alisirken, tek bir kanala odaklanmak yerine, yazili ve
isitsel olmak iizere farkl: tiirde kanallar1 calismanin yararl olabilecegine isaret
eder. Yazil iletisimin sadece olumsuz durumlarda yiiz yiize iletisimle negatif
iligkisinin olmasi, olumsuz durumlarda yazili iletisimin yiiz yiize iletisime
alternatif olusturdugunu diisiindiirmektedir. Olumsuz durumlarda duygu ve
diisiinceleri yiiz yiize iletisimle ifade edebilmek kisilere zor gelebilir ¢ilinkii bu
durumlarda yiiz yiize iletisim sirasinda kisiler, kars1 taraftan gelebilecek olumsuz
tepkilere tamamen agik durumdadirlar; oysa yazili iletisim kisileri bu tepkilerle

dogrudan karsilasmaktan kurtarir.

Literatiirde ¢esitli bireysel farklilik degiskenlerinin iletisim kanali tercihi
tizerine etkilerine yonelik parga parga bulgular var olsa da, ¢ok sayidaki bireysel
farklilik degiskeninin iletisim tercihleri ile iligkisini bir arada ¢alisabilmek ve bu
degiskenlerin yarattig1 birbirine benzeyen ya da birbirinden farkli etkilerin ne
olduklarmi ve bunlarin sebeplerini anlayabilmek i¢in nasil bir yol izlenebilecegi
konusunda bir rehber yoktur. Hangi kisisel 6zelliklerin, ¢esitli durumlarda
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bireyleri bir iletisim kanalin1 tercih etmeye ittigine yonelik bilgi, kisilerin bu
durumlarla daha etkili bir bicimde bas etmesinde yardimci olabilir. iletisim
tercihi ile iliskili olmas1 muhtemel tiim bireysel farklilik degiskenlerini bu
calismaya dahil etmek miimkiin olamasa da, en azindan bazilar1 ele alinip
iletigim tercihleri ile iligkili bulunanlardan her biri, Sosyal A¢iklik ve

Kendilesmis Isleyis ad1 verilen {ist-kavramlardan birine yerlestirilmistir.

Calismada, Disadoniikliik ve Degisime Aciklik degiskenleri, Sosyal
Aciklik {ist-kavramini olusturmustur. Kendilesme ve Kavrama ihtiyaci
degiskenleri ise Kendilesmis Isleyis’in elemanlar1 olmuslardir. Sosyal Agiklik
kavramu, kisilerarasi iletisim durumlarinda olumlu duygu i¢inde olmayi ve
ka¢cmaktan ziyade yaklasma davranisina yonelik motivasyona sahip olmay1 ifade
eder. Kendilesmis Isleyis ise bir kisisel gelisim motivasyonunu, yani bilgili,
yetkin ve 6zgiin bir birey olmaya yonelik egilimi ifade eder. Sosyal Aciklik ve
Kendilesmis Isleyis, birbirini tamamlayan ama birbirinden farkli iki kavramdir.
Birbirleri ile olumlu yonde anlamli iliski i¢inde olmalari, ancak her ikisinin yiiz
yiize iletisimi teknolojik iletisime tercih etme diizeyi ile iligkisinin farkl
yollardan olmasi buna isaret etmektedir. Sosyal Aciklik, s6z konusu tercih
diizeyi ile dolayli olarak —olumsuz iletisim durumunun algilanan zorlugu
yoluyla- iliskili iken, kendilesmis Isleyis ise s6z konusu tercih ile dogrudan
iligkilidir. Bulgulara gore, Sosyal A¢iklik diizeyi yiikseldik¢e, olumsuz
durumlari “zor durum” olarak algilama egilimi diigmektedir; durumlar ne kadar
“kolay durum” olarak algilanirsa, yliz yiize iletisimi teknolojik iletisime tercih
etme o kadar yiiksek olmaktadir. Oysa Kendilesmis Isleyis, olumsuz iletisim

durumunun algilanan zorlugu ile iligkili degildir.
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Caligmanin bulgulari, ¢alisma sorularina yonelik bazi cevaplar
tiretmekle beraber, bir sonraki ¢calismaya yonelik bazi sorularin gelistirilmesine
de yol agmistir. Bir sonraki ¢alismanin amaclarindan biri, daha genis bir
orneklemden toplanacak verilerin analiziyle elde edilecek bulgularin, bu
calismada elde edilen bulgularla tutarliligini incelemektir. Ote yandan, ikinci
calisma, tamamiyla bu ¢alismanin bir replikasyonu olarak tasarlanmamistir. Bu
calisma, bireysel farklilik degiskenlerinin yiiz yiize iletisim ve teknolojik iletigim
tercihleri ile iligkisinin daha ¢ok olumsuz iletisim durumlarinda ortaya ¢iktigini
gostermis olmasi sebebiyle, yeni ¢alismada yalnizca olumsuz iletisim
durumlarindaki iletisim kanali tercihleri incelenmistir. Birinci ¢aligmada, pek
cok farkli iletisim kanalini tercih etme egilimleri ayr1 ayr1 incelenmis, fakat
faktor analizi ¢alismalari, bu kanallari isitsel ve yazili olarak iki baglik altinda
toplamanin miimkiin olabilecegini ortaya koymustur. Bu nedenle ikinci
calismada kisilere tek tek farkli kanallarla ilgili tercihlerini sormak yerine, yiiz
yiize, isitsel ve yazili iletisim olmak tizere ti¢ farkl: iletisim tiirii ile ilgili
tercihleri sorulmustur. Birinci ¢alismada, genel bireysel farklilik degiskenleri ile
iletisim tercihleri ile ilgili degiskenler arasinda agiklayici bir mekanizma olma
potansiyeli bulunan bir dizi iletisime 6zgii bireysel farklilik degiskeni ele alinmis
olsa da, bulgular, bunlarin i¢inde olumsuz iletisim durumlarinin algilanan
giicliigii degiskeninin bu agiklayici rolii en 1yi tagiyabildigine isaret ettiginden,
ikinci calismada diger iletisime 6zgii bireysel farklilik degiskenleri ele
alimmamistir. Bunun yerine, bireyleri olumsuz icerikli mesajlarin verildigi
iletisim durumlarini “zor durum” olarak degerlendirmeye iten daha spesifik
ozellikler belirlenmeye ¢alisilmistir. Bu amagla iki kavram otaya atilmistir: 1)

bireylerin olumsuz igerikli mesajlarin karsiliginda gelebilecek olumsuz bedensel
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geribildirime kars1 asir1 duyarli olmasi, ve 2) bireylerin, olumsuz mesaj
vermelerini gerektiren goriismelerin dncesinde sdyleyeceklerini hazirlayabilmek
i¢in zamana ihtiya¢ duymalar1. Ikinci ¢alismada, olumsuz durumlarin algilanan
zorlugu kavrami yerine, bu iki kavram ¢alismaya dahil edilmistir. ikinci
calismada, ilkinde ele alinana genel bireysel farklilik degiskenlerine yenileri de

eklenmistir: Utangaclik, sosyal kayg1 ve bilissel esneklik.

3.BOLUM
3.1 GIRIS

Daha 6nceki ¢alismada oldugu gibi, bu ¢alismada da amag, genel bireysel
farklilik degiskenleri, iletisime 6zgii iletisim degiskenleri ve iletisim kanali
tercihleri arasindaki iliskileri incelemektir. Onceki calismadaki genel bireysel
farklilik degiskenlerine ek olarak utangaglik, sosyal kaygi ve biligsel esneklik
degiskenleri incelenmistir. Tlk calismada oldugu gibi, iletisim degiskenleri ile
iligkili bulunan genel bireysel farklilik degiskenlerinin Sosyal Agiklik ve
Kendilesmis Isleyis ad1 altinda gruplandirilabilecegi; sosyal kaygi ve utangaglik
degiskenlerinin ters gevrilerek Sosyal Agiklik tist-kavramina dahil edilebilecegi;
biligsel esneklik degiskeninin ise Kendilesmis Isleyis iist-kavraminin bir pargasi

olabilecegi ongoriilmiistiir.
Bu calismada su sorulara cevap aranmaistir:

1.Arastirma Sorusu : iki arkadas arasindaki goriismelerde, hangi
iletisim yolu daha ¢ok tercih edilmektedir?:
Yiiz yiize iletisim mi, isitsel iletisimi mi, yazili
iletisim mi?
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2. Arastirma Sorusu: Yiiz ylize iletisim, isitsel iletisim ve yazili
iletisim tercihlerinin birbirleri ile iliskileri
nasildir?

3 Arastirma Sorusu: Genel bireysel faklilik degiskenleri (Sosyal
Aciklik ve Kendilesmis Isleyis) yiiz yiize
iletisimi teknolojik iletisime tercih etme diizeyi
ile nasil bir iligki i¢cindedir?

Bu sorular, yalnizca olumsuz iletisim durumlarini arastirmak i¢in

sorulmustur. Son olarak, genel bireysel farklilik degiskenler ile iletisim kanali
tercihi arasindaki iliskide araci rol oynayacak bir degisken olarak “olumsuz

durumlarla bag etmede giicliik” ad1 verilen bir degisken ortaya atilmistir. Bu

degisken, iki unsurdan olugmaktadir:

1)Olumsuz bedensel geribildirime kars1 agir1 duyarlilik
2) Yanit vermeden 6nce hazirlanma gereksinimi

Sosyal Aciklik ve Kendilesmis Isleyis degiskenlerinin olumsuz
durumlarla bag etmede giicliik ile negatif iliskili oldugu ve bu degiskenin de yiiz
yiize iletisimi teknolojik iletisime tercih etme diizeyi ile negatif iligkili oldugu

bir yapisal esitlik modeli ile test edilmistir.

Bu boliimiin geri kalaninda, ilk ¢alismada olmadigi halde ikinci

calismaya dahil edilen kavramlarla ilgili literatiir bilgileri verilmistir.

3.1.2 Bilissel Esneklik ve iletisim
Biligsel esneklik; esnek olmaya ve kendini durumlara uyarlamaya yonelik
arzu duyma, bir problemi ¢ozmek i¢in pek ¢ok farkli ¢6ziim yolunun
olabileceginin farkinda olma, ve 6z-etkinlik (self-efficacy) gibi unsurlari igeren
bir kavramdir. Biligsel esneklik kavrami; sozel saldirganlik ile ve iletisim

kurmaya isteksiz olma ile olumsuz yonde iligkili bulunmustur. Bir taraftan da

244



etkilesime katilma, 6z-izleme (self-monitoring), kisilerarasi iletisim yetkinligi,
kararlilik, kars1 goriislere hosgorii ile olumlu yonde iliskilidir.

Bilissel esneklik diizeyi yliksek bireyler, diisiik olanlara kiyasla, bir mesaji
yiiz yiize iletmede giicliik yasadiklarinda, alternatif iletisim kanallarinin varligini
kolayca fark edebilir, bunlar1 kullanmaya daha ¢ok heves gosterebilirler.
Dolayisiyla, Bilissel Esneklik ile olumsuz durumlarda yiiz yiize iletisimi
teknolojik iletisime tercih etme diizeyi arasinda olumsuz yonde iliski
beklenebilir. Ancak su da var ki, biligsel esnekligi yliksek bireyler, kisilerarasi
iletisimde, digerlerinden daha basarilidir. (Martin ve Anderson, 1998). Bu
nedenle onlar, Biligsel Esneklik diizeyleri diisiik bireylere kiyasla, yiiz yiize

iletisime bir alternatif arama egilimine daha az girebilirler.

3.1.3 Sosyal Kaygi, Utangaclik ve Iletisim

Kaygi, tehdit iceren durumlara verilen bir tepkidir. Sosyal kaygi ise,
bireylerin, bagkalarinin ortamdaki varlig1 sebebiyle hissettikleri rahatsizliktir. Bu
kaygi, bagkalarindan kaginma davranisini ve olumsuz degerlendirilme
korkusunu da igerebilir (Leary, 1991). Insanlar, sosyal ortamlarda olumlu bir
izlenim yaratma arzusu duyuyor ancak kendi 6zelliklerini bagkalarina olumlu bir
sekilde sunabilecekleri konusunda giivensizlik yasiyorlarsa sosyal kaygi
hissederler.Utangaclik ise sosyal ortamlarda haddinden fazla kendine odaklanma
sonucunda ortaya ¢ikar ve hafif diizeyde sosyal beceriksizlikten sosyal ortamda
tamamen ketlenmeye varan bir aralikta degisebilen davranissal sonuglar dogurur.
Utangag/Sosyal kaygisi yiiksek insanlar yiiz yiize kisilerarasi iletisimde daha az

yetkindirler ve teknolojik iletisime daha ¢ok basvururlar.
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3.1.3 Olumsuz Durumlarla Bas Etmede Giicliik
3.1.3.1 Yamit Vermeden Once Hazirlanma Gereksinimi

Etkili iletisim kurabilmek i¢in, kisilerin kendilerini gériismelere
hazirlama becerisinin olmasi gerekir. Bu hazirlanma, kisilerin, gériisme sirasinda
kendilerini digerlerine nasil sunduklarini kontrol etmeye yonelik bir ¢caba
olabilir. Zor bir goriisme esnasinda, 6rnegin gériismedeki diger kisinin
duymaktan hoslanmayacagi olumsuz bir mesajin verilecegi bir gériismede,
kendiyle ilgili olumlu bir imaj olusturabilmek, gériisme 6ncesinde zaman ve
emek harcayarak yapilan bir hazirlik ile miimkiin olabilir. Bu gibi zor
durumlarda, mesaj1 verecek kisiler, kendilerinin karsi tarafa nasil goriindiiklerini
miimkiin olan en st diizeyde kontrol edebilecekleri bir iletisim yolunu tercih
edebilirler. Teknolojik iletisim araglari, bu noktada kisilere kolaylik saglayabilir.
Ozellikle es zamanli goriismeyi gerektirmeyen iletisim araglar1 —yazili iletisim
kanallar1 gibi- kisinin bir seyi ifade etmeden once sozlerini hazirlamasina daha
¢ok imkan verir. Bu nedenle, bu ¢alismada, yanit vermeden 6nce hazirlanma
gereksinimi arttikca, yiiz yiize iletisimi teknolojik iletisime tercih etme
diizeyinin diisecegi ongoriilmiistiir. Ayrica, bu gereksinimin; utangaglik ve
sosyal kaygi ile negatif, disadoniikliik, bilissel esneklik, degisime aciklik,
duygusal tutarlilik, uyumluluk, kavrama ihtiyaci, kendilesme ve iliskililik ile

pozitif baglant1 iginde olmas1 beklenmistir.
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3.1.3.2 Olumsuz Bedensel Geribildirime kars1 Asir1 Duyarhhk

Herhangi bir durumun olumsuz sonuglanacagini (cezalandirilma, tehlike
ya da basarisizlik gibi) sezinleyen insanlar, ya bu durumu degistirmeye ya da bu
durumdan kagmaya calisirlar. Bir iletisim durumunun olumsuz sonuglanacagi
hissi, hem s6zel hem de s6zel olmayan ipuglar1 yoluyla edinilir. Bu yilizden bir
goriisme aninda bireyler, birbirlerinin sadece soézel ifadelerini dinlemekle
kalmayip sézel olmayan ifadeleri de gozlemlerler. Bazi bireyler, olumsuz
geribildirimin bedensel ifadelerine kars1 asir1 duyarlidirlar. Gortistiikleri kiginin
ses tonundaki bir gerginligi ya da yiiziindeki olumsuz bir ifadeyi hemen fark
edip bu gibi durumlarda geri ¢ekilmeyi (susmak ya da konu degistirmek gibi)
tercih ederler.Teknolojik iletisim araglarinin s6zel olmayan ifadeleri yiiz yiize
iletisim kadar iletemiyor olmasi, bu tarz kisiler i¢in bir avantaj olarak
kullanilabilir. Bu nedenle, bu ¢alismada, olumsuz bedensel geribildirime kars1
asir1 duyarlilik yiikseldikge, yiiz yiize iletisimi teknolojik iletisime tercih etme
diizeyinin diisecegi ongoriilmiistiir. Ayrica, bu 6zelligin; utangaclik ve sosyal
kaygi ile negatif, disadoniikliik, biligsel esneklik, degisime aciklik, duygusal
tutarlilik, uyumluluk, kavrama ihtiyaci, kendilesme ve iliskililik ile pozitif iligki

i¢inde olmasi beklenmistir.

3.2 Yontem

3.2.1 Katilhmecilar

Katilimcilar, yaslar1 17-27 20. 74 (SS =1.4) arasinda degisen 343

tiniversite 6grencisidir (202 kiz, 101 erkek).
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3.2.2 Olciim

Birinci ve ikinci ¢alismalarda bazi ortak ol¢iim araclari
kullanilmistir: Genel Kisilik Ozellikleri Envanteri, Kavrama Ihtiyaci Olgegi
ve Dengeli Biitiinlesme-Ayrisma Olcegi. Bunlara ek olarak, Bilissel
Esnekligi 6l¢gmek i¢in 12 maddelik ve 6 noktal1 bir 6lgek (Martin & Rubin,
1995);Utangaglig1 6lgmek i¢in 20 maddelik ve 5 noktal1 bir 6lgek (Cheek &
Buss, 1981; Tiirkge adaptasyonu: Giingor, 1991); Sosyal Kaygiy1 6lgmek

icin 26 maddelik ve 4 noktal1 bir 6l¢ek (Liebowitz, 1987) kullanilmistir.

“Olumsuz Bedensel Tepkilere Asir1 Duyarlilik” 6l¢iimii igin
katilimcilara 7 adet olumsuz durum senaryosu verilmis ve bu senaryolarin
her biri i¢in su maddeleri 5 noktali 6lgek kullanarak degerlendirmeleri

istenmistir:

Ben konusurken onun durusunda ve yiiz ifadesinde olumsuz
degisimler olursa kendimi ¢ok kotii hissederim.

Soylediklerimden rahatsiz oldugunu fark edersem hemen
susmay1 ya da konu degistirmeyi tercih ederim.

Konusurken gozlerinin i¢ine bakmakta zorlanirim.

Benzer bir bicimde, “Yamt Vermeden Once Hazirlanma Ihtiyac1”
6l¢timii i¢in katilimeilara ayn1 7 olumsuz durum senaryosu verilmis ve bu
senaryolarin her biri i¢in bu sefer su maddeleri 5 noktali 6l¢ek kullanarak

degerlendirmeleri istenmistir:

Soyleyeceklerimi kafamda defalarca evirip ¢eviririm.

Soyleyeceklerime nasil karsilik verecegini onceden tahmin
edip kendimi buna hazirlamak i¢in zamana ihtiya¢ duyarim.

Soyleyeceklerimi 6nceden prova etmemis olsam da rahatlikla
konusabilirim (ters madde).
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Iletisim kanali tercihleri i¢in yine ayni senaryolar verilmis ve katilimcilardan
anlatilan durumlarda kendileri olsalardi, yiiz yiize, yazili ve isitsel iletisim
yollarindan her birini ne diizeyde tercih edecekleri sorulmustur. Verilerin elde
edilmesinin ardindan, yiiz yiize iletisim tercihi ile isitsel iletigsim tercihinin farki
alinarak “Olumsuz Durumlarda Yiiz Yiize iletisimi Isitsel Iletisime Tercih Etme
Diizeyi” hesaplanmis; sonra yiiz yiize iletisim tercihi ile yazili iletisim tercihinin
farki alinarak “Olumsuz Durumlarda Yiiz Yiize letisimi Yazili Iletisime Tercih

Etme Diizeyi” hesaplanmistir.

3.3 Bulgular

Birinci arastirma sorusuna cevap verebilmek tizere 3 (Kanal tercihi: Yiiz
yiize, yazili veya isitsel) tekrarli varyans analizi uygulanmistir. Yiiz yiize
iletigsimin yazili ve isitsel teknolojik iletisime tercih edildigi goriilmiistiir. Yazil
ve isitsel teknolojik iletisim tercihlerinin diizeyleri arasinda anlamli bir fark

bulunamamastir.

Ikinci arastirma sorusuna cevap verebilmek i¢in yiiz yiize, yazili ve isitsel
iletisim tercihleri arasindaki korelasyonlar incelenmistir. Isitsel ve yazili iletisim
tercihlerinin birbirleri ile pozitif iligkisi oldugu, ancak yiiz yiize iletisimin yazili
iletisim ile negatif korelasyonunun oldugu, yliz ylize iletisim ile isitsel iletisim

arasinda anlamli korelasyon iliskisi olmadig1 gériilmiistiir.

Ucgiincii arastirma sorusuna cevap verebilmek igin genel bireysel farklilik
degiskenleri ile goreceli kanal tercihi degiskenleri arasindaki iligki incelenmistir.
Bulgular, bireylerin disadoniikliik, deneyime agiklik, kavrama ihtiyaci ve

kendilesme ve biligsel esneklik diizeyleri yiikseldik¢e ve de utangaglik ve sosyal
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kaygi diizeyleri diistiikge, olumsuz durumlarda yiiz yiize iletisimi teknolojik
iletisime (hem yazili hem de isitsel) tercih etme diizeylerinin de yiikseldigini

gostermistir.

Dordiincii arastirma sorusuna cevap verebilmek i¢in 6ncelikle, olumsuz
durumlarla bas etmede gii¢liik degiskeninin iki ayr1 unsuru kabul edilen olumsuz
bedensel tepkilere asir1 duyarlilik ve yanit vermeden 6nce hazirlanma ihtiyaci

degiskenlerinin

a) yliz yiize iletisimi teknolojik (yazili ve isitsel) iletisime tercih

etme degiskenleri ile iligkisi ve

b) genel bireysel farklilik degiskenleri ile iliskisi incelenmistir.

Olumsuz durumlarla bas etmede gii¢liik unsurlarindan hangisinin
ya da hangilerinin genel bireysel farklilik degiskenlerinden hangisi ya
da hangileri ile yiiz yiize iletisimi teknolojik (yazili ve isitsel) iletisime
tercih etme degiskenleri arasindaki iligkide araci rol oynayabilecegini
gormek icin Baron ve Kenny (1996) kurallar1 dogrultusunda bir
inceleme yapilmistir. Bu her iki degiskenin de asagida siralanan Genel
bireysel farklilik degiskenleri ile yiiz yiize iletisimi teknolojik (yazili ve
isitsel) iletisime tercih etme arasinda araci degisken gorevi iistlenme
potansiyeli tasidigina karar verilmistir:

a) Disadoniikliik, b) Deneyime Aciklik,

c¢) Utangaglik (ters), d) Sosyal Kaygi (ters)

e) Kendilesme, f) Kavrama Ihtiyact  g) Biligsel Esneklik.

Bu yedi degiskene uygulanan faktor analizi, disadoniikliik, deneyime

aciklik, utangaclik (ters) ve sosyal kaygi (ters) degiskenlerinin bir
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faktorde, kendilesme ve kavrama ihtiyaci degiskenlerinin bagka bir
faktorde toplandigi iki degiskenli bir yapi1 ortaya koymustur. Bilissel
esneklik, her iki faktorde de ytiksek yiik aldig1 i¢in elenmesine karar
verilmistir. Tipki ilk ¢caligmada oldugu gibi, ilk faktdre Sosyal Aciklik,
ikinci faktore ise Kendilesmis Isleyis ad1 verilmistir. Sosyal A¢iklik ve
Kendilesmis Isleyis faktdrlerinin olumsuz durumlarla bas etmede
giicliik degiskenini; olumsuz durumlarla bas etmede gili¢liigiin ise yiiz
yiize iletisimi teknolojik (yazili ve isitsel) iletisime tercih etme
degiskenini olumsuz yonde yordadigi bir model yapisal esitlik analizi
ile test edilmistir. Analizler sonucunda, Sosyal Ac¢iklik Faktori’niin
Olumsuz Durumlarla Bas Etmede Gtigliik degiskeni lizerinden sonug
degiskeni ile dolayli olarak iliskili oldugu; Kendilesmis Isleyis’in ise
sonug degiskenini hem dogrudan hem de dolayl olarak yordadig:

goriilmiistiir.

3.4 Tartisma

Ikinci ¢alismanin sonucunda,ilk ¢alisma ile tutarli bazi bulgular elde
edilmistir. Her iki calismada da, yiiz yiize iletisimin teknolojik iletisimden (hem
isitsel hem de yazil1) daha ¢ok tercih edildigi goriilmiistiir. Her iki calismada da,
olumsuz durumlarda yiiz yiize, yazili ve isitsel iletisim tiirlerinin birbirleriyle
iliskisi incelenip yazili ve isitsel iletisimin birbirleriyle pozitif yonde iliskili
oldugu; yiiz yiize iletigim ile isitsel iletisimin pozitif, yazili iletisimin negatif
yonde iliskili oldugu saptanmustir. Her iki ¢alismada da kendilesme, kavrama

ithtiyaci, degisime agiklik ve disadoniikliik degiskenleri kisilerin yliz ylize
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iletisimi teknolojik iletisime tercih etme diizeyleri ile olumlu iligki i¢cinde
bulunmustur. Ikinci ¢aligmada ayrica, bu iletisim tercihiyle sosyal kayg1 ve
utangaglik degiskenlerinin olumsuz yonde, biligsel esneklik diizeyinin ise olumlu
yonde iligkili oldugu goriilmiistiir. Her iki ¢calismada da yiiz yiize iletisimi
teknolojik iletisime tercih etme diizeyi ile anlamli iligki icinde bulunan
degiskenler iki faktorlii bir yapi altinda toplanmistir: Sosyal Agiklik ve
Kendilesmis Isleyis. Sosyal Aciklik faktérii, ilk calismada disadoniikliik ve
degisime acgiklik degiskenlerinden olusturulmustur; ikinci ¢alismada ise
disadoniikliik ve degisime agiklik ile beraber sosyal kaygi (ters olarak) ve
utangaclik (ters olarak) degiskenleri Sosyal Agiklik faktdriinde yer almislardir.
Kendilesmis Isleyis ise, her iki ¢alismada da kendilesme ve kavrama ihtiyac1
degiskenlerini igermektedir. Ilk ¢alismada, iletisim durumlarmin algilanan
zorlugu degiskeni, Sosyal Agiklik kavrami ile yiiz yiize iletisimi teknolojik
iletisime tercih etme diizeyi arasinda araci rol oynamustir. Ikinci ¢alismada ise,
araci rolii incelenen kavram, olumsuz bedensel geribildirime kars1 asir1
duyarlilik ve yanit vermeden 6nce hazirlanma gereksinimi degiskenlerinin bir
araya gelmesiyle olusan olumsuz durumlarla bas etmede giicliiktiir. Bu
kavramlar1 igeren bir yapisal model test edilmis, Sosyal Aciklik ile yiize iletisimi
teknolojik iletisime tercih etme diizeyi arasinda olumsuz durumlarla bas etmede
giicliik iizerinden dolayl bir iliskisi oldugu, Kendilesmis Isleyis’in ise hem
dolayli hem de dogrudan iligkisi oldugu goriilmiistiir. Bu iki ¢calismanin

bulgulari, genel tartisma boliimiinde bir arada tartigilmistir.
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4. BOLUM

GENEL TARTISMA

Bu tezde, geng yetiskinlerin arkadaslariyla iletisimde yaptiklar iletisim
kanali tercihlerinin arastirilmast amaglanmistir. Hem yiiz yiize iletisim, hem de
cesitli iletisim kanallar1 araciligi ile iletisim imkan1 bulundugunda, genglerin ne
tiir iletisimi tercih edecekleri ve bu tercihler lizerinde kisilerin ve iletisim
durumlarinin hangi 6zelliklerinin etkili olacagi sorularina cevap aranmistir. Bu

amagla, liniversite 6grencilerinden veri toplanilan iki anket ¢alismas1 yapilmastir.

En temel c¢alisma bulgusu, yiiz yiize iletisimin herkes tarafindan ve her
kosulda (hem olumlu hem de olumsuz mesaj aktariminda) teknolojik iletisimden
daha fazla tercih edildigidir. Bu bulgu, teknolojik iletisim kullaniminin giindelik
hayatta yayginlasmasi ile “insanlarin teknoloji bagimlisi ve de teknolojinin
kolesi durumuna gelecekleri, sosyal yapinin ve degerlerin yikilacag:i” (Thurlow,
Lengel ve Tomic, 2004) gibi endiseler tasiyan arastirmacilar rahatlatacak
niteliktedir. Bu tezdeki caligmalar, katilimcilarin gercekte ne siklikta yiiz yiize
ve teknolojik iletisimi kullandiklarina dair bilgi vermese de, ellerinde yiiz yiize
iletisim imkan1 bulundugu siirece arkadaslarina ¢esitli mesajlarin aktariminda
yiiz ylize iletisimi tercih edeceklerini gdstermektedir. Veriler, iletisim
teknolojilerine en kolay uyum saglayabilen kisilerden —iniversite
ogrencilerinden- toplanmistir. Buna ragmen, bulgular, teknolojik iletisimin degil,

yiiz yiize iletisimin daha ¢ok tercih edildigi yoniindedir.
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Anket caligmalarinda, bazilarinin iletisim kanali tercihleri ile iliskisi daha
onceki ¢alismalarda incelenmis olan, bazisi ise ilk defa bu ¢alismada incelenen
bir dizi genel bireysel farklilik degiskeni 6lglilmiistiir. Verilerin analizi sirasinda,
ele alinan genel bireysel faklilik degiskenlerinin her birinin Sosyal A¢iklik ve
Kendilesmis Isleyis olarak adlandirilan iki {ist kavramdan birine yerlestirilmesi
hem kavramsal hem de ampirik agidan uygun bulunmustur. Ilki, insanlarin
kisileraras1 deneyimler yasamak konusundaki hevesine ve cesaretine; ikincisi ise
kisilerin kendini gelistirmeye yonelik motivasyonuna isaret eden bu iki kavram,

iletisim kanali tercihleri literatiiriine yeni bir katkidir.

Daha 6nceki pek ¢ok ¢alisma, genel bireysel 6zelliklerin iletisim kanali
tercihlerine dogrudan etkisini aragtirmig, ama bu etkinin nasil bir siire¢
sonucunda ortaya ¢iktigini incelememistir. Bu ¢alismanin sundugu bir baska
yenilik de, baz iletisime-6zgii bireysel farklilik degiskenlerinin sagladigi dolayli

etkinin de incelenmis olmasidir.

Ik ¢alisma kisisel dzelliklerin kanal tercihleri iizerindeki etkisinin,
verilecek mesajin olumsuz oldugu durumlarda daha ¢ok kendini gosterdigini
ortaya koymustur. Bundan sonraki ¢alismalarda, spesifik olarak hangi olumsuz
mesajlar1 (6tke, kirginlik, elestiri...gibi) iletmenin, hangi 6zellikteki bireylerin
kanal tercihleri tizerinde etkili oldugu ya da mesajin olumlu/olumsuz olusu
haricinde iletisim durumunun ne gibi 6zelliklerinin kanal tercihinde etkili

olabilecegi arastirilabilir.

Son s6z olarak, burada sunulan ¢alismalar, arkadaslarla iletisimde
yapilan kanal tercihlerinin neye gore sekillendigini anlamaya katkida

bulunmaktadir ve bu anlayis, ilerideki caligmalarda, ister yiiz ylize ister
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teknolojik iletisim yoluyla gergeklessin, her tiirlii kisilerarasi iletisim siirecini
anlamay1 hedefleyen daha kapsayici kuramsal modeller i¢cinde

degerlendirilebilir.

255



APPENDIX F

CURRICULUM VITAE

PERSONAL INFORMATION

Surname, Name: Tosun, Leman Pinar

Date and Place of Birth: 7 April 1977, Adana

E-mail: tpinar@metu.edu.tr

EDUCATION

Degree Institution Year of

Graduation

MS Bogazigi University 2002

BS Bogazigi University 1999

High School Bursa Cumhuriyet High 1994
School

WORK EXPERIENCE

Year Place Enrollment
2004- Present METU Psychology Research
Department Assistant
2001-2004 Uludag University Research
Psychology Department Assistant
FOREIGN LANGUAGES
Advanced English, Intermediate Japanese
SCHOLARSHIPS AND AWARDS
2006 METU Social Sciences Institute Graduate Students
Best Performance Award
2005-continues Middle East Technical University Faculty

Development Program Scholarship

2004 The Best Poster Presentation Prize in 13th Turkish

Psychology Congress, Istanbul

2000-2001 A financial support from Association of

International Education of J

apan for attending to a
one-year bound Japanese language education in

Keio University, Tokyo, Japan

256



PUBLICATIONS

2.

Tosun, L.P. and Lajunen, T. (2010). Does Internet use reflect your
personality?: Relationship between Eysenck's personality, Computers in
Human Behavior, 26, 162-167.

Tosun, L.P. and Lajunen, T. (2009). Why do young adults develop a
passion for Internet activities?: The associations among personality,
revealing "true self" on the Internet and passion for the Internet,
Cyberpsychology and Behavior,12(4), 401-406.

Stiimer, N. and Tosun, L. P. (2006). The role of personality and driver
behaviors in predicting overtaking tendency , Gazi. Uni. Ankara.
"Proceeding Presented at Traffic and Road Safety Third International
Congress (Trodsa)", 1, p.677-691.

Berkay, F., Celen, N., Kusdil, M.E, Tekok-Kilig, A., Kayaoglu, A.,
Mermutlu, B., Demir, G.Y.,Yorulmaz, O. and Tosun, L.P. (2003).
1999 Marmara Depreminin Mudanya halk: izerindeki psiko-sosyal
etkileri (The psycho-social effects of 1999 Marmara Earthquake on
Mudanya’s people), Uludag Uni. Fen-Ed. Fak Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi,
4,1-24.

PAPERS PRESENTED IN INTERNATIONAL CONGRESSES

1.

Tosun, L.P., Imamoglu, S. & imamoglu, E.O. (2009). Impact of
cultural and authentic self orientations on high or low-context
communication styles, Paper presented at the Mini-Conference of the
International Association of Relationship Research, Lawrence, KS,
November 5-7, 2009.

Tosun, L.P. and Lajunen, T. (2009). Are technology-mediated
channels helpful to shy people in difficult communication situations?
Poster presented at the 11th European Congress of Psychology, Oslo,
Norway, 7-10 July

Tosun, L.P. and Lajunen, T. (2008).Who Communicates with whom
in which situations through which channel? : The role of personal,
relational and situational characteristics in face-to-face and

technology-mediated communication, Poster presented at the 4th

International Association for Relationship Research Conference 17-20
July, Province, Rhode Island, the USA.

Tosun, L. P., imamoglu, E. O.and Imamoglu, S. (2007).
Communication styles of Turkish young adults with different self-

257



orientations, Paper presented at 10th European Congress of
Psychology 3 - 6 July, Prague, Czech Republic.

Tosun, L. P. and Ataca, B. (2006).The effects of culture, gender and
self-construals on friendship and intimacy in face-to-face and
computer-mediated communication environments, Paper presented at
the 3rd International Association for Relationship Research
Conference at the University of Crete, 6-10 July, Greek.

Kusdil, M.E., Tekok-Kilig, A., Kayaoglu, A., Celen, N. ,Yorulmaz, O.
and Tosun, L.P. (2002). Psycho-social effects of 1999 Marmara
Earthquake on Mudanya’s people, Paper presented in 9th
International Symposiumon Natural and Human-Made Hazards, 3-6
October, Antalya, Turkey.

PAPER PRESENTED IN NATIONAL CONGRESSES

1.

Tosun, L.P., Imamoglu, S. and Imamoglu, O. (2008). Bes alanda
dengeli benlik: Benlik yonelimleri, kiiltiirel egilimler ve iletisim
stilleri (Balanced self in five domains: Self-orientations, cultural
orientations and communication styles), Paper presented at 15th
National Psychology Congress, 3-5 September, Istanbul, Turkey.

Tosun, L.P. and Lajunen, T. (2007). Internet iletisiminde bireysel
farkliliklar: Eysenck’in kisilik boyutlar1 ve Internet kullanimi
(Individual differences on Internet communication.: Eysenck’s
personality dimensions and the Internet usage), Paper presented at
the 1st Psychology Graduate Student Congress, 21-24 June, Izmir,
Turkey.

Tosun, L.P. and Sumer, N. (2006). Ebebeyn Baglilik 6l¢eginin
faktor yapisi: Farkli faktor yapilarinin Dogrulayict Faktor Analizi ile
karsilastirilmasi (Factor structure of Parental Bonding Scale:
Comparison of different factor models with confirmatory factor
analysis), Poster presented at 14th National Psychology Congress, 6-
8 September, Ankara, Turkey.

Tosun, L. P. and Ataca, B. (2004). Internet ortam1 ve yiiz yiize
ortamda arkadaslik tizerinde kiiltiir ve cinsiyetin etkisi (The effects of
culture and gender on friendship and intimacy in face-to-face and
computer-mediated communication environments), Poster presented
at the 13rd National Psychology Congress, 7-11 September, Istanbul,
Turkey.

Kusdil, M.E., Tekok-Kili¢, A. Kayaoglu, A. Celen, N. Yorulmaz, O.
and Tosun, L.P. (2002). 1999 Marmara Depreminin Mudanya
Halki1 Uzerindeki Psiko-Sosyal Etkileri (Psychological effects of
1999 Marmara Earthquake on people living in Mudanya), Poster

258



presented at 12th National Psychology Congress, 11-13 September,
Ankara, Turkey.

259



