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ABSTRACT

SOCIAL COMPARISON AS A DETERMINANT
OF SELF-PRESENTATION

Demir, Sila
Ph.D., Department of Psychology

Supervisor  : Prof. Dr. Tiirker Ozkan

October 2017, 171 pages

As social beings people usually try to project the best image of themselves on their
interaction partners. On other occasions, they try to create the image that they think
will be advantageous for them in a certain way. These self-presentational efforts
may be conscious or automatic, and may be triggered by some situational
determinants and be associated with some personality characteristics. Besides,
social comparison tendencies may also be associated with self-presentation.
People often compare themselves, their abilities, opinions, appearance,
accomplishments, and many others with that of the other people. The classical
social comparison theory suggests that individuals compare themselves to only
similar others, and the outcomes of these social comparisons lead people to either

change themselves or the comparison target to reduce the discrepancy, or cease



comparison. In the current thesis, first, the hypothesis that people only compare
themselves with the similar others was challenged, and comparison with
extremely-better and extremely-worse individuals was investigated. Secondly, the
main hypothesis that social comparison may also result in pretending as if you are
closer to the better-off others or more different than the worse-off others, but not
only changing oneself or the comparison target was studied. Therefore, social
comparison orientation should be associated with higher self-presentation
tendency. Besides these two broad hypotheses, it was suggested that each
comparison direction would lead to different self-presentational strategy, and this
relationship would be moderated by the personality traits of honesty/humility,
emotionality, extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and openness
measured with HEXACO-PI-R, and the self-concept clarity of the individuals.
Overall, the hypotheses were supported, except the moderation hypotheses, and

the implications and future directions were discussed.

Keywords: Self-presentation, social comparison, HEXACO, self-concept clarity.



0z

OZ-SUNUMUN BELIRLEYICIiSI OLARAK
SOSYAL KARSILASTIRMA

Demir, Sila
Doktora, Psikoloji Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi  : Prof. Dr. Tiirker Ozkan

Ekim 2017, 171 sayfa

Sosyal varlik olarak insan, iletisim kurdugu kisilerde genellikle en iyi izlenimi
yaratmaya c¢alisir. Diger durumlarda ise, kendine herhangi bir agidan faydali
olacagini diisiindiigii izlenimi yaratmaya ¢alisir. Bu 6z-sunum davranisi bilingli ya
da otomatik olabilecegi gibi, durumsal belirleyiciler tarafindan etkinlestirilebilir
ve birtakim kisilik 6zellikleriyle iligkilidir. Bunlarin yaninda sosyal karsilagtirma
egilimleri de 6z-sunum ile iliskili olabilir. Kisiler siklikla kendilerini, becerilerini,
fikirlerini, goriinlimlerini, basarilarin1t ve bircok bagka oOzelliklerini diger
insanlarla karsilastirirlar. Klasik sosyal karsilagtirma kuraminda Festinger (1954),
kisinin kendini yalnizca benzer olanlarla karsilastirdigini ve karsilastirma sonunda
ya kendini ya da kars1 tarafi degistirmeye veya karsilastirma yapmay1 birakmaya
itebilecegini Onermektedir. Bu g¢alismada, ilk olarak, kisinin kendini yalnizca
benzerleriyle karsilagtirdigi hipotezi stnanmistir ve kisinin kendinden ¢ok daha iyi

ve ¢ok daha kétiilerle de karsilastirma yapabilecegi dnerilmistir. ikinci ve esas

Vi



olarak, sosyal karsilastirmanin kisinin kendinden daha iyi olana yakinmis gibi
davranmasi ya da kendinden daha kétiiden uzakmais gibi davranmasi gibi sonuglari
olabilecegi test edilmistir. Boylece Festinger’in sosyal karsilastirma sonucunda
Ongordiigii li¢ ¢oziime ek bir ¢oziim Onerilmistir. Bu durumda, sosyal
karsilastirmanin  6z-sunum ile iliskili olacagi beklenmektedir. Bu iki genis
hipoteze ek olarak, her karsilastirma yoniiniin farkli 6z-sunum egilimleriyle iliskili
olacagi ve bu iliskinin HEXACO kisilik 6zellikleri ve benlik kavrami netligi
tarafindan diizenlenecegi Onerilmektedir. Genel olarak, diizenleyici degisken
hipotezleri disindaki hipotezler desteklenmistir. Sonuglarin degerlendirilmesi ve

gelecek calismalar i¢in Oneriler son kisimda tartigilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Oz-sunum, sosyal karsilastirma, HEXACO, benlik kavrami

netligi.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Social psychology is commonly defined as studying the individual during
the presence of real, imagined, or implied others. There is no doubt that these real,
imagined, and implied others affect how individuals act in a given situation. Also,
people define themselves and construct their identities in relation to others. How
they relate to others, how they do in comparison to others, and how they are
evaluated by others are important factors in individuals’ self-concept. In this social
world, people also need to achieve and maintain the acceptance of others,
especially those who are important in one’s life, such as family members, current
or possible partner, peers, supervisors etc. When interacting with others, whose
evaluation would be consequential for themselves, people try to project images
that they believe would be advantageous for them for an immediate or a long-term
cause (Gibbs, Ellison, & Heino, 2006: Schlenker & Pontari, 2000). Winning the
favor of others, getting a promotion in the job, achieving or maintaining the
partner’s attraction, or having the friends embrace and regard oneself are some
examples of short-term and long-term interpersonal goals. Moreover, the
advantageous images are not always positive profiles; but sometimes people
benefit from creating an immoral or a rude profile. For example, having
subordinates beware of oneself might be advantageous for some high-status
people, or some people may try to control their social interactions by creating a
distance between themselves and others through an unpredictable image by erratic
behaviors. Consequently, the impression people form of others becomes a vital

means to these ends. However, the images individuals portray are not always



accurate reflections of their self, but also not completely diverted images from the
reality. They should strategically balance the desired and the accurate information.

In addition to face-to-face interaction, social networking sites are also very
fundamental contexts for creating the desired images (Mehdizadeh, 2010).
Especially in these online interactions, people are more likely to exaggerate their
accomplishments and omit negative outcomes or experiences (Jung, Youn, &
McClung, 2007; Papacharissi, 2002). By the rise of Facebook, Twitter, Instagram,
Snapchat, and many others, individuals can reach to various audiences to portray
their strategically advantageous images, in addition to all offline contexts. All
kinds of acts individuals utilize to serve this end are called “self-presentation” (SP;
Goffman, 1959; Jones & Pittman, 1982; Leary, 1995). In Schneider’s words, “self-
presentation may be the manipulation of information about the self by an actor”
(Schneider, 1981, p. 25). Starting with Goffman (1959) a lot of research have been
conducted on self-presentation. Some of these scholars have uncovered the
individual difference variables predicting self-presentation, such as Big Five, Dark
Triad, self-monitoring, self-consciousness, gender, etc. However, not only
individual differences, but also “immediate circumstances, of course, are powerful
determinants of the style one adopts in a given situation” (Wolfe, Lennox, &
Cutler, 1986, p. 356). Therefore, some contextual effects on self-presentational
tendencies have been studied extensively, in addition to personality variables. For
example, feelings of superiority and inferiority are one of the fundamental
situational determinants of self-presentation that were extensively investigated
(e.g. Brown & Gallager, 1992).

Another inseparable part of social life is referencing others for evaluating
oneself. This phenomenon, social comparison, is suggested as one of the basic
drives of human-beings. The social comparison theory was postulated by Festinger
(1954) first as “there exists, in the human organism, a drive to evaluate his
opinions and abilities” (p. 117). When there are no non-social and objective

anchors against which people can assess their own opinions and abilities, they take



others’ opinions and abilities into account as anchors for self-evaluation. People
may actively search for this information in social environment. For example,
learning one’s score on an exam might not be enough to understand how much an
individual succeeded, but learning how the peers did would provide an accurate
understanding of one’s success. In more subjective cases, for instance when
evaluating physical appearance, people may choose others in similar age or life
style to judge their own standing. Furthermore, an encounter with a self-relevant
information from another individual may trigger comparison process. Viewing
photos of someone having fun on Instagram, self-promotional posts on Facebook,
encountering homeless people on the way to one’s home, encountering a high-
status person in one’s expertise, a sSimple shampoo ad, or a seriously ill person at
the hospital may elicit social comparison and self-evaluation.

Although the tendency to compare oneself with others is a fundamental
drive, as researchers dogged deeper it was suggested that the frequency and
content of social comparisons is likely to be a function of an individual’s
personality. Thus, the social comparison orientation as an individual difference
has been proposed (Diener & Fujita, 1997; Gibbons & Buunk, 1999). The bulk of
studies indicate that self-esteem, concern for others’ feelings, self-consciousness,
and age are some of the important individual difference variables associated with
social comparison (e.g., Buunk & Gibbons, 2007; Gilbert, Giesler, & Morris,
1995; Swap & Rubin, 1983).

In relation to social comparison and self-presentation, Rousseau
(1754/1984) asserts that “people not only want to be better than others but they
also want public esteem because of their superiority” (Webster, Duvall, Gaines, &
Smith, 2003; p. 213). That is, being better than others is not enough for individuals,
but to be known as “better” is also vital. In order to make one’s accomplishments
known to others, self-presentation becomes an essential tool. Using many self-
promotional tactics, individuals can announce their superiority. Furthermore, the

other way around, a desire to make up for an inferiority publicly or to non-disclose



an inferiority that results from social comparison is also possible with various self-
presentation tactics.

Taken together, the current study aims to investigate social comparison as
an antecedent of self-presentation. In general terms, it is predicted that the
tendency and the direction of social comparison will be associated with assertive
and defensive tactics of self-presentation. In addition, personality and self-concept

clarity are expected to have a moderator role in this relationship.



CHAPTER 2

BACKGROUND

2.1. Self-Presentation

Self-presentation is manipulating the image of the self, portrayed to others,
in a way that would serve the social or material needs of the individual. Getting
the desired outcomes from other people is highly dependent on others’ impression
of the individual; thus, people are attentive to the self-relevant information they
convey to others (Leary & Allen, 2011). The self-presentations can be influenced
from a number of factors; e.g. context of interaction, the interaction partner, nature
of the relationship between interacting individuals, the desired outcomes and their
value to one, and many others (e.g. Rosenbaum, Johnson, Stepman, & Nuijten,
2010; Swencionis & Fiske, 2016; for a review see Leary, 1995). In that sense, self-
presentation is a dynamic activity that is constantly shaped by the changing
requirements and the conditions of each social context as people adjust their self-
presentational behaviors following their goals (Yang, 2014). Although self-
presentation is a fundamental part of everyday social life, it has not attracted the
attention of the scholars before Erving Goffman, a sociologist, published his
seminal work, The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life (1959). He has described
the face-to-face interactions in a theatrical analogy, and suggested that, first, the
roles are prepared in the backstage, and then performed on the stage by the actor.
In this analogy, the stage is the social context where the individual conveys the
image that he or she has pondered by oneself earlier, which is the backstage

preparation. In Goffman’s analysis, individuals are aware of the multiplicity of the



roles that they perform in various situations. Therefore, they need to constantly
monitor the impression they project on others.

During the same times, Edward E. Jones, a social psychologist, began his
work on ingratiation (e.g., getting other people like one’s self though various
tactics) as an impression management strategy (1964). Contrary to Goffman’s
narrative explanations of his anthropological observations, Jones’ studies on self-
presentation included laboratory experiments (e.g. Jones, Gergen, Gumpert, &
Thibaut, 1965; Jones, Gergen, & Jones, 1963). He manipulated the conditions in
which individuals interact with others, and observed how and in which conditions
the individual tried to project an image that would be liked. “When one considers
the great number and variety of target persons toward whom ingratiating overtures
might be directed, and the many interaction contexts in which such overtures
might occur, it is clear that any attempt to develop check list of specific ‘effective’
tactics would be fruitless. It is probably true in general, however, that when we are
dealing with ingratiation we are largely concerned with communicative behaviors
which reflect the communicator’s view of himself, aspects of the surrounding
environment, and his esteem of the target person.” (Jones, 1964, p. 24) He
proposed four groups of ingratiation tactics: other-enhancement, opinion
conformity, self-presentation, and rendering favors.

Nevertheless, at first, self-presentation as a field of study encountered a
resistance from some researchers, because, as Baumeister (1986) later interpreted,
self-presentation theorists came up with alternative explanations to these
researchers’ findings in other domains (e.g. for cognitive dissonance,
psychological reactance). In 1970s, however, the self-presentation perspective
gained recognition and research in this field flourished. Researchers in this field
mostly focused on the personal and the situational determinants of self-
presentation, as well as the intra- and interpersonal consequences of it. Keeping
up with the recent developments in technology and cyber world, the more recent

studies mainly focused on self-presentations in computer mediated and online



interactions (Haferkamp & Kramer, 2011; Hendrickse, Arpan, Clayton, &
Ridgway, 2017; Michinov & Primois, 2005).

2.1.1. Functions of self-presentation. A functional approach to
understand a social phenomenon is to start with the question of why.
Understanding why people engage in self-presentation is a complex but productive
investigation. To begin with, self-presentation serves many personal and
interpersonal functions for the individual, namely interpersonal, self-construction,
emotion regulation, evolutionary, and societal functions. First, the self-
presentation can be utilized to get the desired interpersonal outcomes through
creating positive images on others. Desirable impressions on others helps one have
better interactions with others in short-run; and in the long-run, they have richer
and more supportive social environments, better jobs and promotions, and
therefore, get better social and financial outcomes (Barrick, Shaffer, & DeGrassi,
2009; Leary, 1995).

The second function is a more intra-personal one that works even when the
individuals do not know the interaction partner, and would have no future
interaction, and any social and material gain whatsoever. This function is about
constructing and maintaining the self. Undesired impressions usually lower the
individual’s self-esteem. Leary (1995) explains this with the operant conditioning
theory of learning: People often feel negative emotions when they have made a
bad impression on others, and positive emotions when they have made a good
impression. These experiences are repeated countless times in our lives, and we
come to associate the impressions we make with the reduced or increased self-
esteem and the emotions we feel afterwards. Therefore, even after an impression
towards a stranger with no future interaction, people elicit the same emotional
response, and this affects their self-esteem. For example, embarrassment in front
of a stranger is almost as shameful as embarrassment in front of an acquaintance.
Moreover, constructing and maintaining private identities require people to

portray a consistent image in most occasions. Thus, even when the impression is



not essential in a particular context, people try to create the desired image to match
their identity and self-concept. Furthermore, self-presentation is a well-established
habit that people perform since very early ages, starting with influencing parents,
peers, and teachers (e.g. Altermatt & Painter, 2015; Murray, Berkel, Brody, Miller,
& Chen, 2009). The socialization process teaches individuals to monitor the
impression they make on others, and it gets harder to shut down the self-
presentation struggle.

In addition to these self-relevant functions, self-presentation serves an
emotion regulation function. Getting approval of others elevates people’s mood,
and self-presentation is a way to get this approval of others (Leary, 1995). The
negative state relief model suggests that people act in ways to relieve their negative
emotions and promote positive emotions. Also, talking about oneself and sharing,
that is self-disclosure —a form of self-presentation—, relieve the negative emotions
and reduce stress (Lee, Lee, & Kwon, 2011; Pennebaker, 1990). Studies show that
people are more likely to engage in self-disclosure in computer-mediated,
compared to face-to-face interactions (Joinson, 2001).

Moreover, some evolutionary functions of self-presentation can also be
considered. Self-presentation might play an important role in survival and
reproduction (Koban & Ohler, 2016; Lange, Zaretsky, Schwarz, & Euler, 2014).
Many studies on online self-presentation evidence that the profile photos of men
and women on Facebook differ in ways parallel to the evolutionary theory; while
men underline their status and courage, women present themselves more relational
and emotional (Tifferet & Vilnai-Yavetz, 2014). Moreover, in online dating
profiles women emphasize their reproductive fitness by minimal clothing and
exposure of their skin (Gallant, Williams, Fisher, & Cox, 2011). Indeed, a review
on online dating behaviors concludes that when choosing a mate, individuals are
attracted to those characteristics which are parallel to the stereotypes (Abramova,

Baumann, Krasnova, & Buxmann, 2016). While women are more interested in



long-term mating, and value income, status, and education over attractiveness,
men are more inclined to short-term mating, and value physical attractiveness.

Furthermore, in addition to reproduction, since being in a social group
increased chances of survival of our ancestors, people might have evolved to
increase their acceptance in a group and maintain supportive relationships. And in
the current modern life, creating a desirable image strengthens one’s social
connections (Baumeister & Tice, 1990). Lastly, as Goffman (1959) suggested,
self-presentation is crucial for a smooth interaction to occur and society to work.
He notes that to have a pleasant interaction people should have some amount of
information about each other; and to provide some information about the self to
the interaction partner, people should engage in self-presentation. In sum, a
tactical self-presentation can be utilized to serve many functions depending on the
immediate or long-term goals.

2.1.2. Role of impression monitoring in self-presentation. Even when
these functions are at stake, people are not always concerned about their social
image. Sometimes people give no thought to their self-presentation in the course
of their daily life, and some other times people get preoccupied with others’
impression of them. To be able to utilize self-presentation strategies people must
pass through some levels of impression monitoring (Leary, 1995) —the extent to
which individuals attend to their impression on others. In the lowest phase, the
impression oblivion, the individuals are unaware of how they are perceived by
others, and how their behaviors influence others’ perceptions of them. As they
move to the second (preattentive impression scanning) and the third (impression
awareness) levels people’s awareness of others’ impression gradually increases.
In the highest level, the impression focus, the individual is preoccupied with their
impression on others, which relatively rarely occurs; and their motivation to create
the desired image is at its highest level. However, to able to monitor the impression
on others does not necessarily lead one to manage their impression, without a

motivation.



2.1.3. Impression motivation. The motivation to monitor and adjust one’s
impression on other individuals is mutable. This motivation can be affected from
the life stages, social goals, the importance of these goals, the discrepancy between
the desired and the conveyed impressions, and so on (Leary & Miller, 2000).
Overall, it stems from a desire to maximize the rewards and minimize the
punishments, as most of the behaviors (Schlenker, 1980). Leary and Kowalski
(1990) summarize the factors of impression motivation in three categories: goal-
relevance, value of the desired goals, and the discrepancy between the current and
the desired image.

First, goal-relevance (relevance of the image to the goals) is determined by
how public the behavior is performed. As long as the behavior will be heard from
secondhand sources, the motivation to manage the impression is reduced, and
increased publicity makes the impression more relevant to the social goals (Arkin,
Appleman, & Berger, 1980). Also, people are more motivated to monitor their
impression on others when they have higher dependency on their interaction
partner; for example, their supervisors, teachers, or parents (Kowalski & Leary,
1990). The impression these targets have on the individual is more consequential.
Moreover, as social beings, to satisfy the need to belong, people depend on their
close others to create lasting relationships (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). Thus, they
need to convey the images that will make them accepted in the group and will
maintain this inclusion (Leary, 1995).

Furthermore, people place high importance on first impressions (Asch,
1946). These impressions are usually fundamental for short-term, and potentially
for long-term goals. Therefore, they are more motivated to display a better self
when they first meet an individual. And that’s why they get very nervous in the
first dates (Leary & Miller, 2000). By time and increased familiarity and security
in a relationship, the need to convey a specific image is reduced. Moreover, the
marginal effect of each self-presentational effort decreases with increased

repertoire of images and impressions about the individual. Finally, this motivation
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is even increased when the possibility to engage in with an individual in the future
increases. This affects the goal relevance of the impression created upon them and
people’s concerns of the impression (Gergen & Wishnov, 1965). The implications
for the future are higher in this instance, compared to people with whom no
possible encounter is anticipated.

Secondly, as the goal’s value increases for the individual, he/she would be
more motivated to struggle for the desired image. But what influences the value
of the goal? First of all, when the resources are limited, their market value
increases. Therefore, to get a job with an only one position opening and many
candidates, the impression motivation would be very high (Leary, 1995). Or, since
people usually have less cross-sex friends compared same-sex friends, the image
convey to the cross-sex target becomes much more valuable (O’Grady, Harman,
Gleason, & Wilson, 2012). Moreover, the interaction partner’s characteristics also
play a major role in impression motivation. Usually, people want to impress the
attractive, successful, intelligent, social, and powerful people. Better
characteristics of the target increase the value of the impression created on them
(Zanna & Pack, 1975). For instance, motorists are more likely to pick up attractive
hitchhikers (Guéguen, 2007; Guéguen & Fischer-Lokou, 2004). Since self-
presentation is usually performed to get the approval of others, the value of this
approval is another factor influencing the value of the goal. Situational triggers of
recent experiences of failure and embarrassment (Miller & Leary, 1992), and the
characteristics of fear of negative evaluation and need for approval (Gregorich,
Kemple, & Leary, 1986; Schneider & Turkat, 1975) lead to placing higher value
on approval of others.

Thirdly, the discrepancy between the current and the desired image, that is
how the individual wants to be perceived by others and who he/she is actually
perceived, has a direct effect on the level of impression motivation. For that
reason, people usually try to compensate for failures or embarrassments by

striving to present a better self or balance the negative information with more
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positive ones (Cheryan, Cameron, Katagiri, & Monin, 2015; Schneider, 1969).
This compensation may take different forms; some may use the defensive tactics
of excuse or justification, while others may prefer the assertive tactics of
entitlement or enhancement (see section 2.1.4.4.). Further, people may also take
precautions for possible discrepancies. When they fear a self-relevant information
to create a discrepancy from their ideal image, they may try to conceal this
information, present that information lightly, or try to compensate for the negative
information beforehand (Leary, Landel, & Patton, 1996; Leary & Miller, 2000).
Overall, self-presentation serves many functions when employed
strategically, from a very intra-individual to a highly social gain. To be able to
utilize a self-presentation strategy one needs to be at a certain level of impression
monitoring; that is, aware of own impression on others. Furthermore, this
awareness is not enough unless the person has a motivation to alter own image

portray to the others.

2.1.4. Overview of concepts and methods in self-presentation

2.1.4.1. Self-presentation versus impression management. Many
researchers have a tendency to use self-presentation and impression management
interchangeably. And many others documented the differences between these two
terms. Impression management is defined as an "attempt to control images that are
projected in real or imagined social interactions™ (Schlenker, 1980, p. 6). The
impression management for a person might be performed by third parties, for
example friends, partners, and parents, as well as the person himself or herself
(Schneider, 1981). When the individual manages the “self-relevant” impression,
it would be the “self-presentation” (Schlenker, 1980). In that sense, self-
presentation can be considered as a special type of impression management. In the
current thesis, the focus is only on the self-presentation, but the impression

management other than conducted by the self and for the self is out of the scope.
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2.1.4.2. Desirable or desired image? People may employ self-presentation
strategies with many different agendas, as summarized in section 2.1.3. Therefore,
the images individuals want to display should be compatible to those agendas.
Although it is common to convey, or wish to convey, a positive and a socially
desirable image of the self on others, not all self-presentations are positive.
Sometimes, individuals benefit from unfriendly self-presentations, which would
be the desired image for them, though not desirable (Jellison & Gentry, 1978).
For example, people may want to look threatening, especially when they want
others comply to their requests without questioning or to gain power in some social
context (Jones & Pittman, 1982). People do even portray an image of mentally
disturbed, ill, or incompetent (Braginsky, Braginsky, & Ring, 1969; Kowalski &
Leary, 1990). In other words, although creating a socially desirable image is a
common self-presentation strategy, it is common because it is a frequently desired
image by the individuals. However, when the desired image is a negative or a
deviant one, individuals choose convey these impressions.

2.1.4.3. Deceitful or genuine? If people can put on an act of mentally
disturbed, violent, or weak, can we conclude that all self-presentations are
deceitful? According to Goffman (1959), self-presentation aims to intentionally
manipulate impression of the self on others. However, he does not conclude that
self-presentation is duplicitous in itself. Indeed, he claims that the true self is the
one the individuals present in public, rather than an internal drive that triggers
these public expressions. Even though Buss and Briggs asserted that individuals
display a different character than their true self (1984), this view did not attract
much support in the subsequent studies. A consensus seems to be achieved on that
a true information might be “packaged” differently for self-presentational
purposes, and the impression that the individuals try to project is usually accurate
(Leary, 1995; Schlenker, 1980; Schlenker & Weigold, 1992). Supporting this
view, individuals’ self-presentations match to their self-ratings, but sometimes

they are exaggerated or excluded from the portrayed image (Leary & Allen, 2011).
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Still, it is not realistic to expect individuals present themselves as they are, in all
aspects.

When trying to portray an image of the self, one of the most critical factors
is believability of the image presented (Schlenker & Weigold, 1992). An
inaccurate image can be invalidated by the existing knowledge of the interaction
partner or subsequent information. Also, presenting an image diverting from the
accurate one might trigger anxiety that would stop the individual from utilizing
any self-presentation strategy (Leary, 1995). Taken together, self-presentation
should balance the accurate and the useful impression (Schlenker, 2003). Indeed,
in online self-presentation, the portrayed images are slightly in favor of the
idealized version at the expense of accuracy (Toma & Hancock, 2011)

2.1.4.4. Self-presentation strategies. Self-presentation can be very
influential to project the desired impression on others and get the desired social
outcomes when conducted successfully. From the self-presentation theorists’
point of view, anything can be considered as a self-presentation tactic, which
might be serving to a long-term strategy. For instance, in one study, researchers
measured the amount of time people spent in a restaurant restroom by self-
grooming, that is doing their hair and straightening their clothes, and they
interpreted the data from the self-presentation point of view (Daly, Hogg, Sacs,
Smith, & Zimring, 1983).

While any behavior can be utilized for self-presentation purposes, there are
some commonalities. Jones and Pittman (1982) have identified five strategies of
impression management in their influential article: self-promotion, intimidation,
exemplification, supplication, and ingratiation. Self-promotion is used to persuade
the audience or the target that the individual is competent. Intimidation is to create
the image that the individual is dangerous and can do anything if angered.
Exemplification is to be seen as a moral exemplar, conscientious, and virtuous.

Supplication is displaying an image of weakness and helplessness for others’
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compassion and support. Lastly, ingratiation is used to get the attribution of
likability by using various tactics such as other-enhancement and doing favors.
Apart from these strategies, two distinct orientations of self-presentation have
been suggested: acquisitive/assertive and defensive/protective (Arkin, 1981;
Briggs & Cheek, 1988; Lennox, 1988; Lennox & Wolfe, 1984; Tedeschi, 1981;
Tedeschi & Lindskold, 1976; Tedeschi & Melburg, 1984). Acquisitive (or
assertive) self-presentation is characterized by an active search for social status
and power, while defensive (or protective) self-presentation emerges from
avoiding social rejection. Lee and colleagues used this framework in development
of their self-presentation tactics scale (Table 1; Lee, Quigley, Nessler, Corbett, &
Tedeschi, 1999). They categorized excuse, justification, disclaimer, self-
handicapping, and apology as defensive tactics, and ingratiation, intimidation,
supplication, exemplification, entitlement, enhancement, and blasting as assertive
tactics.

The defensive tactic of excuse is about verbally denying responsibility of
negative events; justification is about providing acceptable reasons for negative
acts while accepting responsibility; and disclaimers are about proving
explanations and justifications before an act. All these three tactics are about
escaping from a criticism or a punishment for a negative act. Self-handicapping is
putting an obstacle in the way of own success to prevent any dispositional
attributions of the observers; and finally, apologies are communicating the
remorse after any harm given to others. Assertive self-presentation, on the other
hand, comprise seven tactics. Entitlement is claims of credit for accomplishments;
and similarly, enhancement is about emphasizing the positivity and importance of
achievements. These two tactics are conceptually close since both are about for
getting credit for accomplishments, either achieved by the individual or not.
Ingratiation is performing behaviors to get the favor of others. Intimidation is
behaving in ways that would threaten the interaction partner by signaling that

he/she is powerful and can be dangerous. Supplication is projecting oneself as
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weak and in-need to get the help and support of others. Blasting is looking down
on rival groups or the groups of no association with the actor, and criticizing them
publicly. Finally, exemplification is portraying oneself as a person with high
morals that should be imitated by others (see Lee et al., 1999).

Table 1
Two-component model of self-presentation

Defensive SP Assertive SP
Excuse Ingratiation
Justification Intimidation
Disclaimer Supplication
Self-handicapping Entitlement
Apology Enhancement
Blasting

Exemplification

Note. Table adapted from Lee et al. 1999, p. 704.

Finally, it is noteworthy that although “using strategies” implies conscious
behavior, self-presentation does not necessarily work consciously (Leary, 1993).
The self-presentation tactics can become automatic if performed regularly, if the
requirements of the context are very explicit, or if the image to be presented is
internalized by the presenter. Even, self-presentation can be triggered non-
consciously by priming techniques (Tyler, 2012). Departing from this
nonconscious activation, it is also possible that a social comparison, or an implicit
social comparison might activate certain self-presentation tactics. For example,
being exposed to someone superior to the self in an important domain might lead
the individual to compensate with other qualities.

2.1.4.5. Measuring self-presentation. Just as any behavior might be

utilized as a self-presentation strategy, for research purposes any behavior can also
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be measured and interpreted as self-presentational, if the appropriate factors are
present —like motivation to manipulate one’s image for the sake of the desired
social outcomes. The literature on self-presentation is mostly built on a wide range
of behaviors that are either self-presentational themselves (e.g. promoting oneself)
or interpreted as self-presentational, post-hoc (e.g. changing attitudes in the
presence of some targets, tuning one’s behaviors to that of the audience, self-
disclosure, etc.).

Besides these behavioral measures, the categorized strategies and tactics
are commonly cited in the literature. Frequently, the self-presentation tactics scale
(Lee et al., 1999), modified impression management scale (Bolino & Turnley,
1999), self-presentation style inventory (Leary, Kowalski, Martin, & Koch, 1998),
and perfectionistic self-presentation scale (Hewitt et al., 2003) were used to
measure the tendency towards self-presentation, or the magnitude or the tactics of
it.

In addition to the scales of the categorized tactics, the scales of some
related constructs have been used as measures of self-presentation. One of the
most frequently used scales is the original and revised versions of self-monitoring
scale (Laux & Renner, 2002; Nowack & Kammer, 1987; Snyder, 1974). The term
“self-monitoring” and the self-monitoring scale was first introduced by Snyder
(1974), as he defined a high self-monitor as being sensitive to self-presentation of
others in social interactions, and using this information for monitoring own self-
presentations “out of a concern for social appropriateness” (p. 528).

However, use of the self-monitoring scale to measure self-presentation
tendencies has been criticized for its multidimensionality, and absence of negative
correlation with private self-consciousness as claimed by Snyder (Lamphere &
Leary, 1990; Renner, Laux, Schiitz, & Tedeschi, 2004). To compensate, some
researchers used the concern for appropriateness scale for defensive self-
presentation, and the revised self-monitoring scale developed by Lennox and
Wolfe (1984) for acquisitive. Besides, Jones (1964) had suggested need for
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approval as the motivation behind self-presentation. Therefore, to tap to positive
self-presentation and need for approval motive, the Marlow-Crowne social
desirability scale (Crowne & Marlow, 1960) was also used to measure self-
presentation. Lastly, some researchers (e.g., Leary, Nezlek, Downs, Radford-
Davenport, Martin, & McMullen, 1994) used a modified version of the Rochester
Interaction Record (RIR; Wheeler & Nezlek, 1977) to measure the types of
impressions individuals try to make in their everyday interactions. The RIR
included ingratiation, self-promotion, and exemplification, based on Jones &
Pittman’s (1982) taxonomy, and adonization (wish to be evaluated physically
attractive). Overall, regardless of the measure used, they have consistently found
similar associations between other constructs.

2.1.5. Individual differences associated with self-presentation.
Categorizations of self-presentation tactics gave rise to the investigation of the
studies about associated individual difference variables. Among these individual
difference variables, the broad personality taxonomies (e.g., five-factor
personality traits, HEXACO) and the dark triad have been studied to gain more
understanding of the personality correlates of self-presentation.

2.1.5.1. Five-factor models and the HEXACO. A very broad area of
interest was placed on the five-factor models’ (FFMs’) association with self-
presentation. In two separate studies, about 10 years apart, Avia et al. (Avia,
Sanchez-Bernardos, Sanz, Carrillo, & Rojo, 1998) and Wolf et al. (Wolf, Spinath,
Riemann, & Angleitner, 2009) studied the personality correlates of acquisitive and
protective self-presentations, measured with social skills and inconsistency sub-
scales of self-monitoring in Spain and Germany, respectively. Both studies found
extraversion and openness to experience to be positively correlated with
acquisitive self-presentation, and neuroticism to be positively correlated with
protective self-presentation styles, confirming Nowack and Kammer (1987).

Leary and Allen (2011) did also include the Big Five in their self-

presentational persona study. They found that agreeableness (r = .53) and
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conscientiousness (r = .39) were positively associated with normative self-
presentation, that is presenting oneself parallel to the social norms. Moreover, they
were found to be associated with self-congruent self-presentations (images that do
not diverge from the actual self) and fewer number of personas. The results
regarding agreeableness were contrary to the authors’ predictions. They expected
that since agreeable people value harmony and friendly relationships, they would
display different images in various interactions. However, the results seem to
suggest that agreeable people prefer normative, positive, and consistent images to
cultivate positive relationships, or that they do not use tactical self-presentations
due to their preference for cooperation, not competition for social gains.

All these FFM studies have ben contributing to our understanding of the
dispositional determinants of self-presentation. Nevertheless, a newer personality
lexicon, the HECAXO (Ashton & Lee, 2001, 2007), have been equally, if not
more, useful in the investigations of self-presentation. The HEXACO is composed
of 6 personality factors, honesty/humility (H), emotionality (E), conscientiousness
(C), agreeableness (A), extraversion (X), and openness (O). All factors, more or
less, correspond to the similar factors of the five-factor models, except that the
honesty/humility factor does not correspond to any of them. Ashton and Lee
indicate that people high on honesty-humility tend to not manipulate others for
personal gain, break rules, and are not fond of wealth and high social status (2007).
Honesty/humility is composed of four facets: “fairness (a tendency to avoid
committing acts of fraud or corruption), sincerity (a tendency to be genuine in
interpersonal relations), greed avoidance (a tendency to be uninterested in
possessing lavish wealth, luxury goods, and signs of high social status), and
modesty (a tendency to be modest and unassuming)” (Lee & Ashton, 2005). These
facets indicate that potentially, honesty/humility is theoretically and conceptually
highly associated with self-presentation. Moreover, it captures the non-violent
deceit better than any five-factor model (Ashton & Lee, 2005). In this sense,
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HEXACO might tap into self-presentation better than the Big Five for the current
study.

Indeed, the literature supports this premise. The analyses of self-
presentation in relation to HEXACO indicate that honesty/humility is negatively
associated with self-presentation. For instance, Grieve (2011) found that ability to
monitor own self-presentation is moderately associated with honesty/humility (r
=-.30, p <.01), and strongly associated with emotional manipulation (r =-.54, p
< .001). More recently, an analysis of HEXACO traits in relation to some self-
presentation tactics revealed that honesty/humility was negatively associated with
all analyzed tactics in moderate to strong magnitude (self-promotion, ingratiation,
exemplification, intimidation, and supplication) in both student and adult sample
—the adult sample having stronger correlations (Bourdage, Wiltshire, & Lee,
2015).

Ogunfowora and colleagues (Ogunfowora, Bourdage, & Nguyen, 2013)
point that in the distinction between the acquisitive and protective self-
presentation (Arkin, 1981), the strive for approval and social gain in acquisitive
self-presentation corresponds to low honesty/humility as it is associated with
interest in material goods and social status, and ability to act unethical in the way
of obtaining those. Also, the selfish motive of low honesty/humility is likely to
correspond to the protective self-presentation, which also is associated with self-
serving motive.

Furthermore, honesty/humility plays a critical role in job interviews as
much as self-presentation, where the applicant is highly motivated to impress the
interviewers and tries to convey the best-self to them. A recent research uncovered
that honesty/humility is significantly and moderately associated with deceptive
self-presentation in job interviews (Roulin & Bourdage, 2017). Moreover, within
the work context, the low honesty/humility employees engage in impression
management behaviors more often (r = -.52, p < .001) measured with Bolino and

Turnley’s (1999) 22-item impression management scale (Wiltshire Bourdage, &
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Lee, 2013). Moreover, high honesty/humility individuals perform impression
management with the motivation of organizational citizenship behavior
(Bourdage, Lee, Lee, & Shin, 2012).

Besides the studies in work context, de Vries and colleagues (de Vries,
Zettler, & Hilbig, 2014) have investigated the role of HEXACO on socially
desirable responding via the Balanced Inventory of Socially Desirable Responding
(BIDR; Paulhus, 1991) encompassing impression management and self-deceptive
enhancement factors. They found that honesty/humility is indeed positively and
strongly associated with impression management factor (r = .56, p < .01). Parallel
to that, researchers testing the Bosnian-Croatian-Serbian BIDR scale found similar
strong correlation (r = .47, p <.001; Subotic, Dimitrijevi¢, & Lovri¢, 2016). These
results indicate that people who answer socially desirable with the concern of
impression management are people who are actually high on honesty/humility.
Furthermore, this distinction in the role of honesty/humility in impression
management in socially desirable responding and in real life indicates
differentiation of these two domains’ underlying psychological mechanisms.
Besides, agreeableness and conscientiousness moderately and significantly predict
impression management factor.

Furthermore, the association between the HEXACO and five-factor model,
and the Dark Triad of personality was investigated by Lee and Ashton (2005). The
Dark Triad is composed of the personality traits of sub-clinical psychopathy,
Machiavellianism, and narcissism, associated due to their inter-correlation and
conceptual similarity (Paulhus & Williams, 2002). The results indicate that
honesty/humility dimension is strongly and negatively associated with the dark
traits (rs = 0.72, 0.57, and 0.53, respectively). On the other hand, their association
with the FFM traits remain suboptimal. The dark personalities are called “social
chameleons,” and consequently, their self-presentation strategies attracted the
researchers’ attention as well. Due to the close association between the dark traits

and honesty/humility, and for the sake of brevity in the questionnaire form, the
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dark triad was not directly included in the current thesis. However, because of this
high association with honesty/humility, the findings on the dark triad and self-
presentation have some implications in this study. Therefore, its role in the self-
presentation literature will be summarized.

2.1.5.2. The Dark Triad. The Dark Triad, as mentioned above, is
composed of three higher-order personality traits (Paulhus & Williams, 2002).
Psychopathy is characterized by lack of interpersonal affect, remorselessness,
being arrogant, and impulsive. Many studies on psychopathy have been conducted
with prisoners, even though not all people with psychopathy are prisoners
(Jakobwitz & Egan, 2006). Machiavellianism is associated with self-interest,
manipulating others and using flattery for own gain, and being cold. Finally,
narcissism is characterized by excessive self-love, feelings of superiority, and
exploitativeness. Although these traits were studied individually previously, they
were combined into one, as Paulhus and Williams (2002) suggested that they
should be the same, and finally found out to be very similar, but definitely not the
same.

There is no doubt in literature that the dark personalities use strategies to
obtain the desired social consequences. For instance, Rauthmann (2011)
investigated the use of protective and acquisitive self-presentation strategies of the
dark personalities with the self-monitoring scale (Laux & Renner, 2002) in an
online study, and found that Machiavellianists tend to use protective self-
presentation style more frequently, while narcissists prefer acquisitive, and
psychopaths prefer both protective and acquisitive similarly. Moreover,
Machiavellianists tend to use the tactics that were suggested by Jones and Pittman
(1982) indiscriminately (Bolino & Turnley, 2003), employ many different
personas in different situations, and less likely to use a normative self-presentation
strategy (Leary & Allen, 2011). Moreover, they are likely to use perfectionist self-
presentation tactics, mediated by their perception of perfectionist expectations of
others (Sherry, Hewitt, Besser, Flett, & Klein, 2006).
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The literature on narcissism is more elaborate than the other two dark traits.
Various researchers (e.g., Hart, Adams, & Burton, 2016; Sherry, Gralnick, Hewitt,
Sherry, & Flett, 2014) associated narcissism with the use of perfectionist self-
promotion, a facet of perfectionist self-presentation (employed by certain
perfectionists with a strive for conveying an image of perfection and flawlessness
in public) along with nondisclosure of imperfection and nondisplay of
imperfection (Hewitt et al., 2003). People with narcissistic personalities do not
seem to be affected from the evaluation expectations, since they describe
themselves very positively in external domains (e.g., attractiveness) even when
they are accountable (Collins & Stukas, 2008).

Lately, self-presentation researchers studied narcissism in its two forms:
grandiose and vulnerable narcissism, as first conceptualized by Wink (1991). In
this classification, although both grandiose and vulnerable narcissism have a sense
of entitlement and grandiose fantasies, only vulnerable narcissism is related with
hypersensitivity, defensiveness, and insecurity (Dickinson & Pincus, 2003 cited in
Casale, Fioravanti, Rugai, Flett, & Hewitt, 2016). Casale and colleagues (2016)
found that both grandiose and vulnerable narcissisms are associated with
perfectionistic self-promotion. However, vulnerable narcissism was also
associated with nondisplay of imperfection and nondisclosure of imperfection,
manifesting their defensive tendencies. When Casale et al.’s findings on
vulnerable narcissism is considered along with Rauthmann’s (2011) finding of
narcissism association with acquisitive tactics, it is clear that Casale and
colleagues brings a more in-depth explanation to the narcissism investigation.

2.1.6. Accomplishment and failure as situational determinants of self-
presentation. Besides some personality characteristics, the experiences of
accomplishment and failure, and feelings of superiority and inferiority are tightly
related to the self-presentational behaviors. If the individual holds high self-
promotional concerns, the best scenario for him or her can be to experience a

success in public context and a failure privately. Yet, if a success is experienced
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privately or a failure happens in front of an audience, individuals manage the
situation with various self-presentation tactics. Indeed, at the early ages of self-
presentation field, a bulk of studies was devoted to these experiments. For
example, in one of the very first studies, Schneider found that after a private
failure, participants present themselves more favorable to a researcher to get
positive feedback and maintain positive evaluations of themselves compared to no
feedback condition (1969). On the other hand, if participants had succeeded, they
were more modest in their self-presentation compared to no feedback condition.

Similarly, in another study, private failure was likely to trigger exaggerated
evaluations of the self over the others, as a way of private self-enhancement, and
public failure was likely to lead to modest evaluations of both self and the others,
as public self-effacement (Brown & Gallager, 1992). Evaluation of a test taken by
the participant is also affected from the publicity of the failure and success and
publicity of the evaluation. When study participants succeeded publicly, they
refrained to publicly evaluate the test too positively, because it would look like a
self-enhancing strategy (Frey, 1978).

Also, instead of direct methods of self-enhancement, indirect methods of
basking (e.g., enhancing own university) and blasting (e.g., depreciating the rival
university) can be ways of saving one’s image after a public failure (Cialdini &
Richardson, 1980). Indeed, when students’ public image is threatened, they were
more likely to wear university apparel and use “we” when talking about the
accomplishment of the university after a university team victory (Cialdini et al.,
1976).

As a self-handicapping tactic, participants who expect failure chose
performance debilitating drug instead of an enhancing one, if the experimenter
was observing both the performance and the drug chosen, to guarantee that their
failure would not be attributed to their incompetence, but to the drug (Kolditz &
Arkin, 1982). Moreover, when men had been informed that they will be competing

with another participant, they gave the advantage to their opponent and self-
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handicapped themselves to both take the credit of partner’s success and free
oneself from the negative evaluation in case of a failure (Shepperd & Arkin, 1991).
Poor performance expectation might also lead to self-presentational conforming
to the experimenter, who will evaluate the performance (Jones, Gergen, Gumpert,
& Thibaut, 1965).

The more recent studies provided some evidence of cultural differences
upon the effect of superiority and inferiority on self-presentation. A comparison
of Japanese and Canadian participants revealed that while Japanese hesitate to
announce they performed better, Canadians hesitate to announce they performed
worse (Heine, Takata, & Lehman, 2000). Another study found that when the
Japanese participants failed at a task they evaluated that the task was important
and diagnostic more than when they succeeded. Yet, the contrary pattern was
observed with the North American participants (Heine et al., 2001).

The success-failure, and especially superiority-inferiority studies are based
on having the participants compare themselves with a standard, a group norm,
another participant, or a confederate. Therefore, it includes a social comparison
component. Depending on the study condition, participants are put through
upward or downward comparison-like experiences, for instance, announcing they
performed better or worse than the other participant. Keeping in mind the
consequences of these accomplishments and failures, it can be expected that
downward and upward social comparison might have similar consequences in
terms of self-presentational behaviors, as they can be perceived as superiority and
inferiority.

Overall, self-presentation is the management of the self-related
information when interacting with other people. Although it is not always
deceitful, the image conveyed to the interaction partner most probably highlights
some information, while concealing the others. The strategies used for self-
presentation have been classified commonly as the defensive and assertive tactics,

and which tactic to use depends on the interpersonal and intrapersonal goals of the
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actor. Furthermore, some people tend to use some tactics over the others, and this
is mainly determined by the personality traits. Specifically, studies show that
extraversion and openness are related with assertive tactics, while neuroticism is
related with the defensive tactics. Moreover, people who are high on agreeableness
and conscientiousness are more likely to present themselves in line with the norms
of the context. Specifically, the HEXACO trait of honesty-humility is negatively
associated with self-presentation. Nevertheless, these relatively stable personality
traits are not the only determinants of it; the experiences and the requirements of
the context also play an important role in self-presentation. Specifically,
experiences of accomplishments and failures lead to self-presentational behaviors.
Experiencing a private failure hurts the self-esteem, and to recover and
compensate, people tend to present themselves in a favorable light. On the other
hand, when they succeed publicly, their superiority is already known to the
audience, and they do not brag to look competent, but try to look warm with
modest self-presentation. In the center of the current thesis is this association of
inferiority and superiority experiences’ role in self-presentation, and the function

of personality in this association.

2.2. Social Comparison

Social comparison is a central feature of social life, for not only human-
beings, but also some other species (Buunk & Gibbons, 2007; Gilbert, Price, &
Allan, 1995). Buunk and Gibbons point to the studies of Sheriff (1936) as the
beginning of social comparison research. Moreover, they mention the sociological
writings of Hyman (1942) also pointing to the essential role of social comparison
in evaluating one’s financial, intellectual, and appearance status. However, not
until Festinger’s (1954) seminal work, the research in social comparison had

expanded. Later, the theory has exceeded its pre-determined boundaries and
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several researchers contributed to the literature with major theoretical
improvements.

2.2.1. Classic social comparison theory. The comparison between self
and others is one of the basic drives of human-beings. This comparison process
influences individual’s self-evaluations, affect, behaviors, and interpersonal
relationships (Corcoran, Crusius, & Mussweiler, 2011). Engaging in a
comparative evaluation is so basic that individuals tend to relate when they
encounter information about others’ behaviors, triggering the comparison process
(Dunning & Hayes, 1996). This fundamental phenomenon of social life has been
investigated extensively in social psychology literature starting with Festinger’s
(1954) work, comprised of nine hypotheses which were elaborated with eight
corollaries and eight deviations (see Table 2).

This, one of the most fertile grounds of social psychological research has
been initiated with Hypothesis 1 of the social comparison theory of Festinger
(1954), suggesting that human-beings have a drive to evaluate their opinions and
abilities. However, when there are no objective benchmarks against which people
can compare themselves, people create their own benchmarks, and those are, most
frequently, the opinions and abilities of other people who are similar to themselves
(Hypothesis 2; Festinger, 1954). Thus, social comparison can be defined as the
“...process of thinking about information about one or more other people in
relation to the self” (Wood, 1996, p. 520). Festinger proposes that people compare
themselves with similar others to get more accurate information about themselves.
Furthermore, he hypothesizes people will be less motivated to compare themselves
with a specific person as the difference between their opinions and abilities
increase (Hypothesis 3).

Additionally, he specifies that people prefer to compare their abilities (but
not the opinions) with those whose abilities are slightly better than themselves,
which is called the “unidirectional drive upward” (Hypothesis 4). Supporting this

prediction, Blanton and colleagues showed that students nominated same-sex
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others who are slightly better than themselves as a comparison target (Blanton,
Buunk, Gibbons, & Kuyper, 1999). Elaborating on this work, Huguet et al.
(Huguet, Dumas, Monteil, & Genestoux, 2001) displayed that these academically
slightly-better comparison targets are the ones students consider as standing in
their future level and whom they felt close to. Furthermore, they compared with
others especially when they felt control over their academic performance, and this
control was what made them more successful in the following trimesters. Indeed,
in this unidirectional upward comparison, the critical point is acknowledged to be
the individuals’ perception of the comparison information (Major, Testa, &
Bylsma, 1991). If the individual evaluates the target’s standing as reachable for
himself or herself, then the beneficial effect of slight upward comparison is more
likely. However, in case of an appearance upward comparison, the outcomes are
not very positive (Fardoulya, Pinkusb, & Vartanian, 2017). Individuals’ mood
suffers from upward appearance comparisons, but they report exercising and
dieting more after making a comparison in person and through social media, but
not in traditional media comparisons, such as television, magazines, etc.
However, although opinions can be changed through persuasion, Festinger
points that there are non-social constraints on changing abilities (Hypothesis 5).
Improving oneself for an ability is not a direct cause of being persuaded that one
should, but usually requires a great work and effort. Accordingly, a discrepancy
between the individual and the comparison target would motivate individuals
either to perform better and better to change own position to move closer to the
slightly-better other (Derivation D1), to change the other’s position as to closer to
oneself (Derivation D2), or stop comparing themselves with others in group
(Derivation D3). This initial theorization of the social comparison theory stands
on opinion change in groups, although it not received much attention later on.
Regarding the outcome of social comparison with distinct others, Festinger
predicts that increased hostility and derogation would emerge when people do not

cease comparing themselves if they feel unpleasant due to this comparison
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(Hypothesis 6). However, this aggression is observed when comparing with
people with incomparable opinions, since disagreement might be associated with
exclusion, but not with abilities, where the individual is likely to stop comparison.

Similar to the value of the desired goal in self-presentation motivation (see
section 2.1.3), Festinger suggests that the increase in the need to evaluate oneself
on an opinion or ability would increase the pressure toward uniformity for that
specific comparison item (Derivation E). Furthermore, if a group’s importance and
attractiveness increases for a specific opinion or ability, the pressure toward
uniformity for that domain would increase within the group (Hypothesis 7 and
Corollary 7 A). Moreover, if an opinion or an ability becomes of high importance
to the individual or to the group, the pressure toward uniformity would again
increase (Corollary to Derivation E and Corollary 7 B). If an opinion or ability is
trivial for an individual, comparison information and the discrepancy from the
group would be inconsequential. However, for example, the evaluation of ability
to run a marathon would be crucial before a competition.

Finally, Festinger proposes 2 additional hypotheses: Hypothesis 8 suggests
that if divergent targets are perceived as different on attributes related to the
divergence, then the individual is more likely to narrow the comparison range.
Therefore, people are expected to cease social comparison with these individuals.
Moreover, if there is a variety of opinions or abilities in a group, the expression of
pressure toward uniformity is affected from how close the individual to the group
mode is (Hypothesis 9). Specifically, individuals close to the mode of the group
would be more likely to change the opinions of others, instead of changing
themselves or narrowing their range of comparison.

As the social comparison theory has grown out of its pre-determined
boundaries, other domains of comparison than abilities and opinions were
unearthed, such as values (Kruglanski & Mayseless, 1990), emotions (Schachter,
1959), appearance (Chae, 2017), etc. Moreover, motivations of social comparison

other than self-evaluation have been studied extensively, such as self-

29



improvement or self-enhancement (Gibbons & Buunk, 1999). These two motives

triggered more comprehensive investigations of upward and downward

comparison. It has been simply suggested that the self-improvement motive is

associated with social comparison towards better others, and the self-enhancement

motive towards the worse others (“renaissance of social comparison theory;
Buunk & Gibbons, 2000; Buunk & Mussweiler, 2001).

Table 2

Hypotheses, derivations, and corollaries of the social comparison theory (based
on Festinger, 1954)

No. Hypotheses, Derivations, & Corollaries

Hypothesis | There exists, in the human organism, a drive to evaluate his opinions
and his abilities.

Hypothesis I To the extent that objective, non-social means are not available,
people evaluate their opinions and abilities by comparison
respectively with the opinions and abilities of others.

Corollary Il A In the absence of both a physical and a social comparison, subjective
evaluations of opinions and abilities are unstable.

Corollary Il B When an objective, non-social basis for the evaluation of one’s ability
or opinion is readily available persons will not evaluate their opinions
or abilities by comparison with others.

Hypothesis Il The tendency to compare oneself with some other specific person
decreases as the difference between his opinion or ability and one’s
Oown increases.

Corollary Il A Given a range of possible persons for comparison, someone close to
one’s own ability or opinion will be chosen for comparison.

Corollary 111 B If the only comparison available is a very divergent one, the person

will not be able to make a subjectively precise evaluation of his
opinion or ability.

Derivation A
(from 1, 11, 1)

Subjective evaluations of opinions or of abilities are stable when
comparison is available with others who are judged to be close to
one’s opinions or abilities.

Derivation B
(from 1, 11, 1)

The availability of comparison with others whose opinions or abilities
are somewhat different from one’s own will produce tendencies to
change one’s evaluation of the opinion or ability in question.

Derivation C
(from I, 111 B)

A person will be less attracted to situations where others are very
divergent from him than to situations where others are close to him
for both abilities and opinions.

Derivation D
(from 1, 11, 1)

The existence of a discrepancy in a group with respect to opinions or
abilities will lead to action on the part of members of that group to
reduce the discrepancy.
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Table 2 (continued)

No.

Hypotheses, Derivations, & Corollaries

Hypothesis IV

There is a unidirectional drive upward in the case of abilities which is
largely absent in opinions.

Hypothesis V

There are non-social restraints which make it difficult or even
impossible to change one’s ability. These non-social restraints are
largely absent for opinions.

Derivation D1

When a discrepancy exists with respect to opinions or abilities there
will be tendencies to change one’s own position so as to move closer
to others in the group.

Derivation D2

When a discrepancy exists with respect to opinions or abilities there
will be tendencies to change others in the group to bring them closer
to oneself

Derivation D3

When a discrepancy exists with respect to opinions or abilities there
will be tendencies to cease comparing oneself with those in the group
who are very different from oneself

Hypothesis VI

The cessation of comparison with others is accompanied by hostility
or derogation to the extent that continued comparison with those
persons implies unpleasant consequences.

Corollary VI A

Cessation of comparison with others will be accompanied by hostility
or derogation in the case of opinions. In the case of abilities this will
not generally be true.

Derivation F
(from I, Il and

1)

Any factors which increase the strength of the drive to evaluate some
particular ability or opinion will increase the “pressure toward
uniformity” concerning that ability or opinion.

Hypothesis VII

Any factors which increase the importance of some particular group
as a comparison group for some particular opinion or ability will
increase the pressure toward uniformity concerning that ability or
opinion within that group.

Corollary to
Derivation B

An increase in the importance of an ability or an opinion, or an
increase in its relevance to immediate behavior, will increase the
pressure toward reducing discrepancies concerning that opinion or
ability.

Corollary VII
A

The stronger the attraction to the group the stronger will be the
pressure toward uniformity concerning abilities and opinions within
that group.

Corollary VII
B

The greater the relevance of the opinion or ability to the group, the
stronger will be the pressure toward uniformity concerning that
opinion or ability.

Hypothesis
VIII

If persons who are very divergent from one’s own opinion or ability
are perceived as different from oneself on attributes consistent with
the divergence, the tendency to narrow the range of comparability
becomes stronger.
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Table 2 (continued)

No. Hypotheses, Derivations, & Corollaries

Hypothesis IX  When there is a range of opinion or ability in a group, the relative
strength of the three manifestations of pressures toward uniformity
will be different for those who are close to the mode of the group than
for those who are distant from the mode. Specifically, those close to
the mode of the group will have stronger tendencies to change the
positions of others, relatively weaker tendencies to narrow the range
of comparison and much weaker tendencies to change their own
position compared to those who are distant from the mode of the

group.

2.2.2. Downward comparison theory. Some researchers challenged the
Hypothesis 4 of Festinger (1954), and offered that social comparison is not only
directed upward, but also downward social comparison has its advantages for the
individual. Downward social comparison was first brought to the attention of the
researchers by Thornton and Arrowood (1966) and Hakmiller (1966) (see Buunk
& Gibbons, 2007). Later, researchers showed that self-esteem-threatened
individuals do not prefer to learn information about better-off others (Friend &
Gilbert, 1973).

Some researchers play an important role in the development of the
downward comparison theory. First, Brickman and Bulman (1977) suggested that
upward social comparison might be threatening, and, therefore, might be avoided,
as worse-off others might be sought for comparison information. Secondly, in his
classic paper, Wills (1981) elaborated the theory of downward comparison,
contrary to unidirectional drive upward, where he discussed that the downward
comparison is triggered with negative affect and low subjective well-being, and
results in self-enhancement. In two corollaries, he suggested that people engage in
downward comparison either passively (taking the advantage of comparison
opportunities with unfortunate others) or actively (by derogating or harming
others, and achieving distance from or advantage of others). He also predicted that

downward comparison would be more preferable for low self-esteem individuals.
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Moreover, although self-evaluation is an important motive behind social
comparison, when there is a threat to self-esteem, self-enhancement motive
becomes more important (Gruder, 1977).

Finally, Taylor, Wood, and Lichtman (1983) studied women with breast
cancer, and found that no matter how unfortunate they are, women considered
themselves doing better than other patients when coping with disease. Moreover,
it became evident during the spontaneous chats with the women that they do
downward social comparison with other cancer patients in some ways; and they
even create comparison targets when none available. The researchers interpreted
the results that downward comparison helps women cope with their situation better
by considering themselves more fortunate than others. Studies with arthritis
patients support these results as well (DeVellis, Blalock, Holt, Renner, Blanchard,
& Klotz, 1991). Indeed, Tennen, McKee, and Affleck (2000) reviewed 23 studies,
and concluded that people with serious medical conditions engage in downward
social comparison frequently. However, studies showing preference to upward
comparison by people with cancer, marital dissatisfaction, or work-related
disability are not absent (Buunk & Gibbons, 2007). Moreover, social comparison
information can activate different self-regulatory strategies, and both promotion
and prevention focus serve for the desired end state (Higgins, 1998). For example,
image of better-off others may pose as a desirable future self, and trigger
promotion goals, while a worse-off other may represent an undesirable future self,
and trigger prevention goals.

In addition to the feelings of positivity in comparison to others (see
Gibbons & Gerrard, 1995), later it is suggested that comparing oneself with
unfortunate similar others may provide information about possible dangers and
obstacles one might face, and therefore may lead the individual to reassess and
adjust their perceptions of chances of success and failure (Trope, 1986). Even,

downward comparison might reduce self-evaluations through empathizing with
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the inferior other for women (Kemmelmeier & Oyserman, 2001). In this case, how
the individual interprets the information plays a critical role.

2.2.3. Social comparison orientation. In daily life, people encounter
others who are better or worse than themselves in some domains. But not everyone
attends to such information, while some people overlook that they are better or
worse than others, some other people might become preoccupied with their
standing compared to others (Buunk, Zurriaga, Gonzalez-Roma, & Subirats, 2003;
Goodman, 1977). Several researchers suggested that some people may be more
likely to engage in social comparison than others (e.g., Gilbert, Giesler, & Morris,
1995). Comparison orientation was first studied by Gibbons and Gerrard (1995)
in their studies on adolescent risk behavior in prototype/willingness framework.
They indicated that not only favorability of a prototype of teenage drinker, but also
the individual’s comparison orientation determines the impact of the risk image
on the individual. Moreover, Diener and Jufita (1997) suggested that the tendency
and the direction of social comparison may be a function of personality (as cited
in Gibbons & Buunk, 1999). These developments in the literature led Gibbons and
Buunk to develop the lowa-Netherlands Social Comparison Orientation Measure
(INCOM; 1999) to measure the individual differences in social comparison.

A major problem in measuring social comparison orientation is that people
are reluctant to admit that they engage in social comparison (Brickman & Bulman,
1977; Hemphill & Lehman, 1991). This can be partly due to its automaticity
(Gilbert, Giesler, & Morris, 1995), since people might be unaware of engaging in
social comparison. Another possible explanation may be the self-presentational
concerns of individuals (Wood, 1996). In general, making social comparisons, and
specifically downward comparisons are not considered socially desirable acts
(Brickman & Bulman, 1977). Furthermore, it can be due to its variable nature, as
some report they engage in social comparison while others are reluctant to do so,

that some are attentive to the cues of their own social comparison, while others are
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not interested in that information. This tendency, in itself, explains the individual
differences in social comparison orientation.

However, the researchers have identified in their preliminary study that
almost all participants indicated that they engage in social comparison at least
some of the time, and 80% answered above the midpoint of the 133-mm scale
from never to a lot. After a series of studies, depending on Festinger’s (1954)
original theorization of social comparison, a two-factor scale was developed —as
the first factor reflecting the ability and the second factor reflecting the opinion
comparison.

The social comparison orientation literature indicates that some
personality characteristics are associated with the typical comparer (Buunk &
Gibbons, 2007). First of all, chronic activation of self, self-consciousness, is
highly associated with high social comparison orientation, as supported with both
correlational (Gibbons & Buunk, 1999) and experimental research (Stapel &
Tesser, 2001). Secondly, social comparison orientation involves an interpersonal
orientation and an interdependent self, composed of high empathy, concern for
others’ feelings, and sensitivity to others’ needs (e.g. Swap & Rubin, 1983).
Finally, the literature suggests that negative affect and uncertainty about the self,
such as low self-esteem, depression, neuroticism (uncertainty about one’s
emotions) are related with being more interested in social comparison (Gilbert,
Giesler, & Morris, 1995).

2.2.4. Consequences of upward and downward social comparison. Just
as the tendency to compare oneself with others differs from one individual to
another, the direction of social comparison orientation also varies. Many studies
have shown that people prefer to compare themselves with others who are slightly
better than themselves (“unidirectional drive upward”; Cruder, 1977; Wood,
1989). On the other hand, many other work has indicated that people are more
interested in self-enhancement, rather than self-assessment, therefore, in

downward social comparison (Sedikides, 1993; Taylor & Brown, 1988).
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However, the consequences of social comparison in each direction is not
agreed upon in the literature. For example, in work context, Brown and colleagues
found that employees who engage in more upward comparison scored lower in job
satisfaction and affective commitment to the organization, and vice versa for
downward comparers (Brown, Ferris, Heller, & Keeping, 2007). Also, the
negative effects of upward social comparison in social networking sites were
demonstrated with reduced self-esteem after viewing a Facebook profile including
an upward comparison information, compared to a downward comparison
information (Vogel, Rose, Roberts, & Eckles, 2014). In an earlier study, the
negative effect of upward social comparison on self-esteem was intensified with
increased perceived self-inconsistency (Morse & Gergen, 1970). On the other
hand, when the target of upward comparison is considered as a part of the self,
his/her success is not considered threatening for the individual (Gardner, Gabriel,
& Hochschild, 2002).

Indeed, Collins (1996) presented remarkable evidence that upward social
comparison does not necessarily result in negative self-evaluation, and even it may
serve as a self-enhancement means, depending on the construal of comparison
information. That is, if the individual perceives an upper standard as reachable,
instead of an inferiority indicator, the comparison information may increase one’s
confidence towards this higher level. Moreover, for stressed populations, upward
comparison information may provide the individual with the possible role models
and inspirations if they perceive these individuals as similar — as a self-
improvement tool (Taylor & Lobel, 1989). How the information will be digested
is likely to depend on the individual’s beliefs or expectations about oneself (for
expectations’ shaping judgments, see Manis & Paskewitz, 1984). For example,
Buunk and colleagues investigated the factors that moderate the effect of social
comparison information. They uncovered that cancer patients’ self-esteem and
perceived control, and married couples’ marital satisfaction have a substantial

impact on how they perceive and interpret the comparison information,
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independent of the direction of the comparison (Buunk, Collins, Taylor,
Vanyperen, & Dakof, 1990). In that sense, possible moderators for how the
individual construes the comparison information should not be excluded from the
analyses to get a better understanding the outcomes of social comparison
orientation.

2.2.5. Deliberate or automatic? Just as in self-presentation, the
expression of “comparison” implies a complete control and intention over the
behavior. Furthermore, most of the literature on social comparison have focused
on the deliberate strives for comparison information (Wood, 1989). However,
people do not always intentionally seek comparison information, but sometimes
they encounter that information. These encounters may trigger social comparison
both consciously and unconsciously. Even some of our ordinary choices might be
result of a social comparison process or an act of avoiding a comparison
information (Wood, 1996). In the similar vein, there are experimental studies
indicating that social comparison might be performed effortlessly, automatically,
and unconsciously (Gilbert, Giesler, & Morris, 1995; Morse & Gergen, 1970). A
very recent study has found that social comparison can happen through
nonconscious processes and affect conscious self-evaluations (Chatard, Bocage-
Barthélémy, Selimbegovi¢, & Guimond, 2017).

2.2.6. Recent extensions to the social comparison theory. Expanding
from the primary areas of research, various issues have been investigated from the
social comparison perspective, in addition to opinion and ability comparisons.
First of all, a plethora of research have been conducted on body image and eating
behavior. These studies mainly point to the negative effects of upward social
comparison, namely idealization of thin models, on eating behaviors of young
women, and increased risk of anorexia, and reduced well-being (Cattarin,
Thompson, Thomas, & Williams, 2000; Hendrickse, Arpan, Clayton, & Ridgway,
2017; Pila, Jovanov, Welsh, & Sabiston, 2017). Studies in another domain, the

organizational context, reveal that the advantage of being attractive in
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organizational decision making processes is cancelled out when the individual
judging and the attractive individual being judged are the same sex, as the
downward comparer has the least positive reaction to the comparison target
(Agthe, Sporrle, Frey, & Maner, 2014). Furthermore, the effect of social
comparison (i.e. judgement of the fairness of salary) on the employee depends on
the relational ties with the comparison target (Sherf & Venkataramani, 2015).
Apart from the organizational context, a recent study in social comparison in social
networking sites was investigated for maternity outcomes. The results indicated
reduced parental competence and negative relationship outcomes (Coyne,
McDaniel, & Stockdale, 2017). The relationship outcomes are also negatively
affected from social comparison on Facebook through increased negative
emotions, such as jealousy and anxiety, as a focus group study uncovered (Fox &
Moreland, 2015). Furthermore, even in consumer behavior, social comparison
impact has been captured (Novemsky & Schweitzer; 2004).

Secondly, in addition to the extension to diverse issues in social
comparison research, the methods of study have also expanded to include diary
methods, physiological measures, and social cognitive measures. Also, new
measures for social comparison research also developed, such as the test selection
measure of Wood (2000). Finally, the notion of social comparison has changed
from Festinger to today. Even though not in the scope of the original theory, many
social psychological concepts and phenomena have started to be interpreted with
a social comparison perspective, such as impression formation, some social
influence phenomena, anxiety reduction, social projection, false consensus, and
even social identity theory (see Buunk & Gibbons, 2007).

Overall, social comparison research has expanded since Festinger’s
seminal article, and the theory has been applied to various domains. However, not
all new approaches to the theory has been directly acknowledged or claimed as
extensions to it. In addition, there is still an area left to be explored. For instance,
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the possible role of social comparison in self-presentation tendencies and tactics
has not been pointed before.

2.2.7. Extensions to the social comparison theory in the current thesis.
The starting point for the relationship between social comparison and self-
presentation is to offer an addition to the three solutions of Festinger (1954) to
discrepancy between the comparison target and the individual (either change the
self or the other to move closer to each other, or cease comparison). Specifically,
the current study aims to investigate that when a discrepancy exists people might
also behave as if they are closer to the better-off comparison target or as-if they
are different than the worse-off target. Therefore, a high social comparison
orientation may be related with a higher tendency for self-presentation, and a
chronic downward and upward social comparison (thus, a chronic activation of
superiority or inferiority) might be related with different self-presentation tactics.

Additionally, Gilbert and colleagues have challenged the “similar others”
hypothesis (Hypothesis 2) of Festinger, and suggested that social comparison to
spontaneous, effortless, and unintentional (Gilbert, Giesler, & Morris, 1995). And,
whether a comparison is appropriate or not is usually perceived after the
comparison has been made. Therefore, people might engage in social comparison
even when it is not appropriate. Kruglanski and Mayseless (1990) points to the
boundary conditions of the similar others hypothesis by referencing the related
literature. For example, when the beliefs are under consideration, people’s
confidence in their belief increases by an agreement with a dissimilar other a
similar other compared to the case of considering one’s values (Goethals &
Nelson, 1973).

Similarly, there is a growing body of literature focusing on the negative
emotional and motivational consequences of comparing one’s appearance to thin
idealized images, models, and celebrities (e.g., Dittmar & Howard, 2004;
Tiggerman & Polivy, 2010), who are not within the comparison range from

Festinger’s point of view, and should not actually trigger social comparison.
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However, the literature points to the existence of a beyond-the-range social
comparison. In that sense, the theory might be extended to include extremely-
upward and extremely-downward social comparisons as in a formulation, and
their differential effects on the individual’s affect, cognition, and behavior should
be investigated systematically.

The social comparison theory has evolved fundamentally since its
inception in 1950s. Along with many comparison dimensions in addition to
abilities and opinions, the importance of downward comparison and the possibility
of comparison with very different others (models, celebrities etc.) have been
evidenced in the literature. Furthermore, it has been introduced that not all people
are equally attentive to the comparison information. The comparison orientation
was considered to be a function of personality, and the associated traits were
shown to be mainly self-consciousness, interpersonal orientation, neuroticism, and
self-esteem. In the classical social comparison theory, Festinger (1954) suggests
that in case of a discrepancy between the self and the comparison target,
individuals either change themselves or their target, or stop the comparison. In the
current study, it is suggested that people can also utilize some self-presentational
tactics to look closer to the upward comparison target, or to look different than the
downward comparison target. Furthermore, although the possibility of beyond-
the-range social comparison has been revealed through many studies on social
comparison on social media, and comparison with celebrities, no direct test of
these comparison is evident in the literature. Therefore, the frequency of
comparison with people who are not very similar to the self is also aimed to

unearth in the current study.

2.3. Self-Concept Clarity

Self-concept is the answer to the question of “Who I am?” The answer to

this question includes the set of opinions people hold about themselves, including
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both personal and social identities, composed of what we know about ourselves,
our experiences, all self-relevant information, and more. The conceptualization of
self-concept has shifted from a stable, generalized, and monolithic entity to a more
differentiated, dynamic, and multifaceted cognitive schema (Campbell, Trapnell,
Heine, Katz, Lavallee, & Lehman, 1996). In the current conceptualization, the
self-concept consists of the knowledge and the evaluative components. Self-
concept clarity is the structural approach to the self-concept. It concerns “the
extent to which the contents of an individual's self-concept (e.g., perceived
personal attributes) are clearly and confidently defined, internally consistent, and
temporally stable” (Campbell et al., 1996, p. 141). Importantly, self-concept
clarity is a construct that is distinct from but moderately and positively related
with self-esteem (Baumeister, 1993; Setterlund & Neidenthal, 1993; Wu, Watkins,
& Hattie, 2010).

The literature provides evidence of self-concept clarity being in close
relationship with chronic self-analysis and public self-consciousness, namely the
verification and enhancement self-evaluation motives (Sedikides, 1993). Among
these, the chronic self-analysis is defined as “anxious preoccupation with the self”
(Campbell et al., 1996, p. 147) that is in close proximity to social comparison; and
public self-consciousness goes hand in hand with self-presentation (Nezlek &
Leary, 2002).

The limited number of studies exploring the relationship of self-concept
clarity with self-presentation and social comparison found out negative
associations. Adolescents with lower self-concept clarity were found to be
experimenting in their online self-presentation, and favoring the idealized self-
presentation. On the other hand, adolescents with stable self-views presented
themselves online in parallel to their offline self-presentation (Fullwood, James,
& Chen-Wilson, 2016). Similarly, earlier in the university, adolescents face a
transitory phase, where the newer identity has not established yet; and the self-

concept is challenged by the changing environment. In this initial stage, freshmen
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are more restricted in their self-presentation, when they do not know their
boundaries in their fresh social environment. As they reach towards the end of the
semester, they become more automatic and less deliberate with more stable sense
of self and relatively more secure network (Yang & Brown, 2016). Another study
revealed that self-concept clarity strongly predicts impression management
measured with Marlowe—Crowne Social Desirability Scale (Crowne & Marlowe,
1960), B =.50, p < .05 (Story, 2004). Furthermore, in a more indirect association
with self-presentation, self-concept clarity was found negatively associated with
private (r = -.21) and public self-consciousness (r = -.29), and social anxiety (r =
-.26).

Furthermore, social comparison is fueled by a need for social information
to evaluate the self. As the individual has no clear understanding of oneself, the
need to get external verification increases. They search for standards to evaluate
the self, and are open to the influence of external anchors to form a clearer sense
of self. For instance, Butzer and Kuiper (2006) showed that lower self-concept
clarity is associated with general and upward social comparison frequency (rs = -
40, -.32, p <.01). Similarly, another investigation revealed that low self-concept
clarity is associated with more social comparison tendencies to obtain information
about the self (Stapel & Tesser, 2001). Moreover, low self-concept clarity is
associated with internalization of societal standards, body image concerns, and
appearance-related social comparisons (Vartanian & Dey, 2013). Parallel to that,
these people also internalize the thin-ideal more (Cahill & Mussap, 2007) and this
thin-ideal internalization mediates the relationship between self-concept clarity
and body image concerns (Vartanian, 2009). From the other way around, studies
show that witnessing others success or failure changes one’s salient working self-
concept (see Oyserman, 2004). That is, social comparison can also potentially
affect one’s self-concept and therefore self-concept clarity.

Campbell and colleagues also analyzed the personality correlates of self-

concept clarity, and found that the strongest is neuroticism (r = -.64); and

42



conscientiousness, extraversion, and agreeableness are also moderately related
with self-concept clarity (1996). A more recent research supported this by
revealing the same trend of self-concept clarity being strongly correlated with
neuroticism (r = -.69), and moderately with extraversion (r = .35), agreeableness
(r =.29), and conscientiousness (r = .45; all ps < .01; Miciuk, Jankowski, & Oles,
2016). Finally, the data from the Estonian self-concept clarity scale partially
supported these results, as neuroticism had the highest correlation (r = -.50), and
conscientiousness was also positively correlated (r = .37, all ps < .001; Matto &
Realo, 2001).

Overall, self-concept clarity is expected to moderate the relationship
between social comparison and self-presentation as does the personality. Since it
Is established in the literature that high self-concept clarity leads to having a
clearer image of the self and being less interested in others’ evaluations, in case of
a social comparison, the tendency for self-presentation could be attenuated

compared to people with low self-concept clarity.

2.4. The Present Study

Considering the extensions to the social comparison literature and recent
developments in the field, and it’s possible role on self-presentation, the two major
aims of the present study are to test the extended social comparison theory, and to
investigate the predictor role of social comparison in self-presentational behaviors.
In addition to these, the moderator functions of some major personality
characteristics and self-concept clarity are intended to be investigated. Therefore,

the following hypotheses are proposed (also see Figure 1).
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Social Comparison I I Self-Presentation

Self-Concept
Clarity

Figure 1. Hypothesized model in the current study.

First of all, engaging in social comparison with extremely different others
in addition to similar others are expected to be observed.

Hypothesis 1: It is expected that people would engage in extremely-
upward and extremely-downward social comparison as much as upward and
downward.

Secondly, it is expected that self-presentation would be the fourth option
to deal with discrepancy information as a result of social comparison. Therefore,
people who are more interested in the comparison information should be more
likely to manage the impression they make on others.

Hypothesis 2: Social comparison orientation and the frequency of social
comparison are expected to be positively associated with the tendency to engage
in self-presentation.

Moreover, increased social comparison orientation has been found to be
linked to chronic activation of the self, and therefore increased self-consciousness,
and also to be linked to conformity and neuroticism (Gibbons & Buunk, 1999).
All these associated characteristics are the predictors of protective self-
presentation (e.g., Avia et al. 1998; Nezlek & Leary, 2002; Wolf et al, 2009).
Therefore, the third hypothesis is proposed.
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Hypothesis 3: Social comparison orientation and the frequency of social
comparison are expected to be positively associated with higher tendency to
engage in defensive self-presentation.

Not only general orientation for social comparison, but also the direction
of social comparison should be taken into account. It is assumed that people would
be willing to publicize the information regarding their superiority (Webster et al.,
2003), and this is possible via assertive tactics of self-presentation.

Hypothesis 4: Frequency of downward social comparison is expected to be
positively associated with assertive self-presentation tactics.

Besides, some personality characteristics should intensify this relationship
due to their effect on comparison information construal and expression of this
effect.

Hypothesis 4.1: Honesty/humility and extraversion should moderate the
relationship between downward social comparison and assertive self-presentation
by intensifying the association in low honesty/humility individuals and extraverts.

On the other hand, upward social comparison sets a higher standard to
reach for the individual, which causes anxiety and stress (Jang, Park, & Song,
2016), and which in turn is known to trigger defensive self-presentation (e.g.,
Leary, 1980; Nezlek & Leary, 2002; Sadler, Hunger, & Miller, 2010).

Hypothesis 5: The frequency of upward social comparison is expected to
be positively associated with defensive self-presentation tactics.

Besides these comparisons suggested by Festinger (1954), the possibility
of extremely upward and extremely downward social comparisons are addressed
in prior research (e.g., Tiggerman & Polivy, 2010). In this respect, it is possible
that an extremely upward comparison information will be associated with an
approach motivation towards a possible accomplishment, and an extremely
downward will be associated with an avoidance motivation from a possible failure.

Depending on this rationale the sixth hypothesis will be tested.
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Hypothesis 6: Extremely-upward comparison will be positively associated
with assertive, and extremely-downward comparison with defensive self-
presentation tactics.

Besides the ones mentioned above, some effects of personality
characteristics are expected to be more determinative. First, highly emotional
people may feel higher risk of losing a better status in upward social comparison,
and higher risk of becoming like unfortunate others in downward social
comparison. Therefore;

Hypothesis 7: High emotionality is expected to be associated with
defensive self-presentation for both downward and upward social comparison.

As mentioned earlier, Wolf et al. (2009) have shown that
conscientiousness is negatively associated with protective, and agreeableness is
negatively associated with both assertive and protective tactics. Moreover, Worth
(2007) has shown that honesty/humility (r = -.59, p < .001), agreeableness (r = -
.28, p < .01), and conscientiousness (r = -.23, p < .01) strongly and negatively
associated with self-presentation. Therefore;

Hypothesis 8.1: Agreeableness, conscientiousness, and honesty/humility
should reduce the self-presentation tendencies for high social comparison
orientation people, and frequent downward social comparers.

Also, Leary and Allen (2011) have shown that agreeableness and
conscientiousness was associated with fewer number of self-presentational
personas, and more normative and self-congruent self-presentation.

Hypothesis 8.2: Agreeableness and conscientiousness should buffer
against the comparison information and reduce the self-presentational differences
across difference social comparison directions.

Since low honesty/humility is characterized by a focus on material gain
and personal benefit, and unhesitant acts on self-interest the following two

hypotheses are generated.
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Hypothesis 9.1: Low honesty/humility is expected to be associated with
higher supplication for upward social comparers.

Hypothesis 9.2: Low honesty/humility is expected to be associated with
higher intimidation for downward social comparers.

Finally, self-concept clarity is expected to be in negative relationship with
both social comparison and self-presentation, parallel to the literature, and to
moderate the relationship between social comparison and self-presentation.

Hypothesis 10.1: Self-concept clarity should be negatively associated with
social comparison and self-presentation.

Hypothesis 10.2: Low self-concept clarity should be associated with higher
self-presentation tendencies for high social comparison people, while high self-

concept clarity should be associated with a lower tendency.
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CHAPTER 3

3.1. Participants

A total of 652 students started to work on the online study, mainly in return
for course credit (except 20 participants who were recruited by convenience) from
Middle East Technical University (METU) and Ankara Yildirnm Beyazit
University (AYBU). Ninety-four participants did not complete the study. Among
the remaining 558 participants, 58 spent extremely less time in each page of the
online study (less than 2 seconds per item) to be able to read and answer all the
items. In addition, 4 participants were detected as univariate outliers in terms of

their age. The analyses were run with the remaining 496 participants (see Table 3

for the demographics).

METHOD

Table 3
Demographic characteristics of the sample.
Variables Range M SD N %
Age 18-26 2119 154
Gender
Female 343 69.2
Male 149 30
Not reported 4 0.8
University
METU 263 53
AYBU 228 46
Other 5 1
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3.2. Procedure

After obtaining the Ethics Committee approval from the Middle East
Technical University, the online survey was announced to the undergraduate
Psychology students for their participation in return for course credit through the
SONA subject pool system, and the Quatrains link for participation was provided.
The voluntary participants clicked on the link, and upon their informed consent
(Appendix A), they were directed to the survey questions. After completing the
survey, they were debriefed (Appendix J).

3.3. Measures

3.3.1. Self-presentation tactics. Lee and colleagues have developed the
self-presentation tactics scale (SPT; Lee, Quigley, Nesler, Corbett, & Tedeschi,
1999; see Appendix B) to measure the individual differences in propensity to
engage in self-presentation and to utilize the 12 tactics the individuals utilize for
self-presentational purposes. The confirmatory factor analysis has yielded 2
components: defensive and assertive. The scale measures the defensive tactics of
excuse, justification, disclaimer, self-handicapping, and apology; and the assertive
tactics of ingratiation, intimidation, supplication, entitlement, enhancement,
blasting, and exemplification with 63 items, as each item was measured with 5
items except ingratiation was measured with 8.

The sample items for each tactic are as follows: for excuse, “When I am
blamed for something, | make excuses;” for justification, “I offer good reasons for
my behavior no matter how bad it may seem to others;” for disclaimer, “I offer
explanations before doing something that others might think is wrong;” for self-
handicapping, “I put obstacles in the way of my own success;” for apology, “I
apologize when I have done something wrong;” for ingratiation, “When I want
something, I try to look good;” for intimidation, “I behave in ways that make other

people afraid of me;” for supplication, “I lead others to believe that | cannot do
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something in order to get help;” for entitlement, “I claim credit for doing things I
did not do;” for enhancement, “I exaggerate the value of my accomplishments;”
for blasting, “I make negative statements about people belonging to rival groups;”
and for exemplification, “I try to serve as a model for-how a person should
behave.”

The SPT has not been adapted to Turkish before, therefore the translation
was conducted in the current thesis. First, the scale was translated into Turkish
independently by two Ph.D. students, and the better translations were selected
among the alternatives in a group work. After, an independent psychologist
evaluated the translations in terms of the items’ Turkish grammatical and semantic
attributes and offered necessary correction. Lastly, the adaptation was finalized
with the thesis advisor in a group discussion, where the original items and the
translations were evaluated to grasp the best corresponding meaning in Turkish
along with some nuances.

The scale is completed on a 5-point Likert type scale ranging from 1 = very
infrequently to 9 = very frequently. The internal consistency of the defensive
tactics ranges around Cronbach’s alphas of .93 and .94; and .86 and .89 for
assertive tactics. In the current thesis, the SPT had a reliability of o = .92; and the
defensive and assertive tactics had o = .83 and a = .89, respectively. The
reliabilities of each tactic ranged between o = .56 and .81 (see Table 4 for
Cronbach’s alphas).

3.3.2. Social comparison. Participants’ social comparison tendencies and
directions were measured with three separate scales. Firstly, the tendency of the
individuals to compare their abilities and opinions with others have been measured
with the lowa-Netherlands Comparison Orientation Measure (Gibbons & Buunk,
1999; see Appendix C). The scale consisted of 11 items, answered on a 5-point
Likert scale from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. Sample items would
be “I often compare myself with others with respect to what I have accomplished

in life,” and “I am not the type of person who compares often with others”
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(reverse). The internal consistency of the scale ranges between Cronbach’s alpha
= .78 and .85 in the previous studies. The Turkish adaptation was conducted by
Tekozel (2000) with high reliability (o = .82). The reliability in the current thesis
is o= .81.

Secondly, the social comparison scale (Allan & Gilbert, 1995; Gilbert &
Allan, 1994; Gilbert, Allan, & Trent, 1995; see Appendix D) was used to measure
how the individuals feel about themselves in comparison to others. The scale was
first developed with 5 items as semantic differentials, and then the 11-item version
was developed (Allan & Gilbert, 1995). The original five-item scale was adapted
to Turkish by Sahin, Durak, & Sahin (1993). The final version of Turkish
adaptation included 18 bipolar items with high reliability (o = .89; Savasir &
Sahin, 1997). The participants rated themselves from 1 to 6 on adjectives, such as
inferior-superior, unattractive-more attractive, and weaker-stronger. The scale
showed good reliability, o = .88.

Lastly, frequency in which individuals compare themselves with people
who are better or worse than themselves will be measured with the following 5
items adapted from prior research (Buunk, Zurriaga, Gonzalez-Roma, & Subirats,
2003; Chae, 2017; Vogel, Rose, Roberts, & Eckles, 2014): “How often do you
compare yourself (your abilities, opinions, achievements, failures, appearance
etc.) with (a) friends, (b) celebrities, (c) people who are better than you, (d) people
who are worse than you, (e) people who are way better than you, (f) people who
are way worse than you, (g) people who are similar to you?” Participants will
answer to the questions on a 5-point Likert scale, labeled 1 (never), 2 (seldom), 3
(sometimes), 4 (often), and 5 (always). In addition to measuring the frequency of
social comparison in each direction, the overall social comparison frequency for
all directions was calculated with averaging the answers to these five questions
(see Appendix E). The scale had a reliability of a =.77.

3.3.3. Personality. The personality questionnaire of HEXACO-PI (Lee &

Ashton, 2006) measures 6 basic personality dimensions: honesty-humility,
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emotionality, extraversion, agreeableness (versus anger), conscientiousness, and
openness to experience. The scale differs from the Big Five/Five-Factor Measures
with the additional dimension of honesty-humility. This sixth dimension is
intended to measure the tendency to manipulate people, to break rules, to attribute
importance to material gain, and to hold a strong sense of self-importance.
Moreover, the emotionality dimension of HEXACO-PI differs from the
neuroticism/emotional stability dimension of the Big Five by the facets of
dependence and sentimentality (Ashton & Lee, 2005). Low scores in emotionality
may indicate little concern for others and being emotionally detached from them.

The scale has two versions: 60-item and 100-item forms. The 60-item
version is a subset of the 100-item version, and is advisable to use when the time
is short (Lee & Ashton, 2009). Following this suggestion, in the current study, the
60-item version (HEXACO-60; Ashton & Lee, 2009; see Appendix F) was used
in 5-point Likert scale from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. The
sample items for each factor include: “I wouldn’t pretend to like someone just to
get that person to do favors for me” and “I want people to know that [ am an
important person of high status” (reverse) for honesty/humility; “I feel like crying
when I see other people crying,” and “I worry a lot less than most people do”
(reverse) for emotionality; “The first thing that I always do in a new place is to
make friends” and “I feel that I am an unpopular person” (reverse) for
extraversion; “I am usually quite flexible in my opinions when people disagree
with me” and “People sometimes tell me that I am too critical of others” (reverse)
for agreeableness; “I often push myself very hard when trying to achieve a goal”
and “I make a lot of mistakes because I don’t think before I act” (reverse) for
conscientiousness; “People have often told me that  have a good imagination” and
“I think that paying attention to radical ideas is a waste of time” (reverse) for
openness to experience.

The factor-level reliabilities of the 60-item scale range from Cronbach’s
alpha = .73 to .80 (Ashton & Lee, 2009). The Turkish adaptation of the scale was
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conducted by Wasti, Lee, Ashton, and Somer (2008). In the current study, the 60-
item version was used, and in addition to these 60 items, the remaining 6 items of
the honesty/humility factor in the 100-item version were added. In total, a 66-item
was utilized in the present thesis, and internal reliabilities of each factor ranged
from Cronbach’s alpha = .65 to .81 (see Table 4 for Cronbach’s alphas).

3.3.4. Self-concept clarity. The individuals’ clarity and stability of self-
beliefs was measured with 12-item Self-Concept Clarity Scale of Campbell and
colleagues (Campbell, Trapnell, Heine, Katz, Lavallee, & Lehman, 1996;
Appendix G) that was translated into Turkish by Sarial-Ali, Giirhan-Canli,
Kumkale, and Yoon (2016). The sample items would be “In general, I have a clear
sense of who I am and what I am” and “On one day I might have one opinion of
myself and on another day, I might have a different opinion” (reverse). The
original scale and the Turkish translation had good internal reliabilities of o. = .86
and o = .81, respectively; and it was o = .90 in the current study.

3.3.5. Identification/reference group. The participants were asked to
indicate the person with whom they identify themselves most, and they usually
take as a comparison (reference) anchor for themselves as an open-ended question
(see Appendix H).

3.3.5. Demographics. In the final section of the survey, the participants’
age, gender, and education information were also asked (see Appendix I).
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

In the current section, the results of the analyses will be presented. First of all,
the descriptive statistics for all study variables will be provided. Secondly, the self-
presentational tendency will be analyzed for which tactics are most common and
which are relatively less employed by the participants. Similarly, the frequency of
extremely upward and extremely downward social comparison will be
investigated using a repeated-measures analysis of variance. Lastly before the
hypothesis testing, the correlations among the variables will be analyzed. The
hypotheses regarding the association between social comparison and self-
presentation will be tested via linear regression analyses. The moderation
hypotheses will be tested using the PROCESS macro of Hayes (2012).

4.1. Descriptive Statistics

First of all, the descriptive statistics of the variables were obtained, as
summarized in Table 4. The analysis of means and standard deviations of the study
variables indicate that the self-presentation tactics means’ range from 1.70 (SD =
.56; intimidation) and 4.07 (SD = .48; apology) in 5-point Likert scale. While the
means of supplication, blasting, and entitlement are below 2.50, the means of
disclaimer, excuse, exemplification, self-handicapping, ingratiation, justification,
and enhancement are above 2.50. Overall, indicated by the skewness and kurtosis

values, the answers to the self-presentation tactics scale (M = 2.78, SD = .36) are
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normally distributed. Mean values signal that both the defensive (M = 3.20, SD =
.41) and the assertive (M = 2.48, SD = .40) tactics are used frequently.

The descriptive statistics of the HEXACO dimensions indicated that the means
range from 3.03 (SD = .58; extraversion) and 3.57 (SD = .52; honesty/humility).
The self-concept clarity was not very high on average (M = 2.09, SD = .74) as
expected from young individuals, but normally distributed.

The lowa-Netherlands Comparison Orientation Measure indicates that
participants had a high tendency for social comparison (M = 3.47, SD = .53).
Overall, the social comparison frequency was 2.82 out of 5 (SD = .62).
Specifically, people frequently compare themselves with their friends (M = 2.48,
SD = .40) and with people who are similar to themselves (M = 2.48, SD = .40).
However, they reported that they compare themselves with celebrities rarely (M =
1.86, SD = .95). Moreover, participants reported that they frequently compare
themselves with people who are better than (M = 3.09, SD = .97), and who are
extremely better than (M = 2.86, SD = 1.04) themselves. Also, they compare with
people who are worse than (M = 2.65, SD = .94), and extremely worse than (M =
2.39, SD = .93) themselves. Finally, the semantic differential social comparison
measure had a high mean score (M = 4.22, SD = .69; on a 6-point Likert scale),
indicating that they do downward social comparison more frequently (as higher
scores indicate feeling better about oneself in comparison to others).
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Table 4.
Descriptive statistics for study variables.

Variables Scale Skewness Kurtosis

Range M SD (SE) (SE) a
Self P. Tactics 1-5 278 .36 -.12(.110) .30 (.219) .92
Defensive SP 1-5 3.20 .41 -26(.110) 77 (.219) .83
Assertive SP 1-5 248 .40 .06 (.110) .04 (.219) .89
Supplication 1-5 235 55 .24 (.110) 14 (.219) .59
Blasting 1-5 245 60 .39 (.110) .75 (.219) .67
Disclaimer 1-5 3.11 .63 -.40(.110) 45 (.219) .65
Entitlement 1-5 235 55 .20 (.110) 17 (.219) .65
Excuse 1-5 294 66 -.18(.110) 14 (.219) 74
Exemplification 1-5 3.34 .69 -.45(.110) -.19 (.219) 7
Self-handicapping 1-5 257 .63 .20 (.110) .02 (.219) .58
Ingratiation 1-5 256 .58 .03(.110) -17 (.219) 81
Intimidation 1-5 1.70 .56 .94 (.110) 1.27 (.219) .78
Justification 1-5 3.27 .64 -49(.110) 53 (.219) .76
Apology 1-5 407 .48 -48(.110) 1.52 (.219) .75
Enhancement 1-5 263 .62 .25(.110) -.16 (.219) .56
Honesty/humility 1-5 3,57 .52 -28(.110) .64 (.219) 81
Emotionality 1-5 3.33 57 -17(.110) -.18 (.219) .76
Extraversion 1-5 3.03 .58 -25(.110) -.03 (.219) .78
Agreeableness 1-5 3.13 56 -.35(.110) .67 (.219) .65
Conscientiousness 1-5 3.37 57 -18(.110) 14 (.219) 7
Openness 1-5 3.60 56 -.17(.110) -.07 (.219) 73
Self-Concept Clarity 1-5 209 .74 .09 (.110) -.62 (.219) .90
Social Comparison 0.  1-5 347 53 -24(.110) -.20 (.219) 81
SC 1-5 422 69 -59(.110) 1.10 (.219) .88
SC Frequency 1-5 282 62 -.27(.110) .04 (.219) T7
Friends 1-5 3.34 92 -49(.110) -.14 (.219) -
Similar others 1-5 355 .91 -54(110) .12 (.219) -
Celebrities 1-5 1.86 .95 .95(.110) .06 (.219) -
Upward 1-5 3.09 97 -22(.110) -.43 (.219) -
Downward 1-5 2.65 .94 .08 (.110) -47 (.219) -
Extremely upward 1-5 2.86 1.04 -.08(.110) -.61 (.219) -

Extremely downward 1-5 239 .93 .20 (.110)  -.60 (.219) —

Note.SC = Semantic differential social comparison measure, SC Frequency = Social comparison frequency
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4.2. Self-Presentation Tendency

In addition to understanding the prevalence of general self-presentation, it
IS important to grasp the relative frequency that each tactic is employed. To
analyze this inquiry, a repeated-measures analysis of variance (ANOVA) was
conducted. The results revealed significant differences across tactics, Wilks’ 4 =
.10, F(11, 485) = 383.38, p < .001, #p? = .90. According to the post-hoc analyses,
the participants indicated using apology (M = 4.07, SD = .48) significantly more
frequently than all other tactics, p < .001. Apology was followed by
exemplification (M = 3.34, SD = .69) and justification (M = 3.27, SD = .64), which
were reported to be used significantly more frequently than other tactics. The
examination of the least frequent tactics revealed that the participants reported
using intimidation (M = 1.70, SD = .56) significantly less than all other tactics, p
< .001. It was followed by supplication (M = 2.35, SD = .55), entitlement (M =
2.35, SD = .55), and blasting (M = 2.45, SD = .60) as the second least frequent
tactics. Overall, it is still clear that the most frequent ones are among the defensive
tactics and the least are among the assertive tactics.

To examine the gender differences in self-presentational behaviors several
t-test analyses were conducted. In general, no differences were observed for the
self-presentation tactics scale, t(490) = -.959, n.s. Also, there were no gender
differences in defensive self-presentation, t(490) = 1.93, n.s. However, the
significant difference in assertive self-presentation (t(490) = -2.91, p < .01)
indicated that men (M = 2.56, SD = .40) were more likely to use assertive tactics
compared to women (M = 2.45, SD = .39). The tactic-level t-tests indicated that
although there were no gender differences in excuse, justification, disclaimer,
ingratiation, and exemplification, women scored higher on self-handicapping and
apology compared to men; and men scored higher on intimidation, blasting,
entitlement, and enhancement compared to women (see Table 5).
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Table 5
Summary of t test analyses of self-presentation tactics by gender.

Women Men

M SD M SD t
Excuse 2.95 67 2.94 .66 .098
Justification 3.25 .65 3.35 .60 -1.472
Disclaimer 3.15 .64 3.11 .59 591
Handicapping  2.67 .62 2.33 .61 5.617***
Apology 4.10 46 4.00 51 2.092*
Ingratiation 2.54 .58 2.61 .60 -1.173
Intimidation 1.65 .52 1.81 .64 -2.787**
Supplication 2.32 .54 2.43 .55 -1.993*
Blasting 2.40 .58 2.56 .60 -2.812**
Entitlement 2.31 54 2.44 .55 -2.568*
Enhancement ~ 2.58 .60 2.75 .65 -2.670**
Exemplification 3.35 .70 3.35 .64 -.110

Note. *** p < 0.001. ** p < 0.01. *. p < 0.05.

4.3. Extreme Social Comparison

In order to test Hypothesis 1 suggesting the extension to the classical social
comparison theory by statistically evidencing the frequency of extremely-upward
and extremely-downward comparison, a one-way repeated measures ANOVA
was conducted. Specifically, it was evaluated whether the means of the
frequencies differ for each direction, namely friends, similar others, upward,
downward, extremely-upward, extremely-downward, and celebrities. The results
indicated a significant effect of the direction of comparison on the frequency of
doing a comparison, Wilks’ 4 = .30, F(6, 490) = 186.80, p < .001, 5> = .70.

To analyze the differences between each direction, Bonferroni post-hoc test

was utilized. The means of all directions were significantly different from each
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other (all ps < .001, except extremely-upward social comparison and downward
comparison p < .01). The frequency of comparison with similar others (M = 3.55,
SD =.04) was the highest among all. After that, the comparison frequencies were
in the following order from the highest frequency to the least: comparison with
friends (M = 3.34, SD = .04), upward social comparison (M = 3.09, SD = .97),
extremely-upward social comparison (M = 2.86, SD = 1.04), downward social
comparison (M = 2.65, SD = .94), extremely-downward social comparison (M =
2.39, SD = .93), and finally, comparison with celebrities had the lowest frequency
(M = 1.86, SD = .04). Lastly, it is important to note that the frequency of
extremely-upward social comparison was even higher than downward social
comparison, t(495) = 3.73, p < .001.

4.4. Correlations among Study Variables

The zero-order correlations among the study variables were examined with
Pearson two-tailed correlation analysis (see Tables 6 and 7). The overall self-
presentation tactic use was positively and significantly related with the defensive
(r = .85, p <.01) and assertive (r =.92, p < .01) self-presentation tactics, and the
defensive and assertive tactics were also significantly associated with each other
(r = .58, p < .01). In examination of each tactic, interestingly, apology was
unrelated with the self-presentation tactics scale (r = .03, ns). Furthermore,
apology was negatively associated with the assertive self-presentation in general
(r =-.18, p < .01), and with the assertive self-presentation tactics of intimidation
(r =-.37, p <.01), supplication (r =-.12, p < .01), entitlement (r = -.26, p < .01),
enhancement (r = -.16, p <.01), and blasting (r = -.24, p <.01). Also, the assertive
tactic of intimidation was unrelated with the defensive self-presentation (r = .08,
ns). Moreover, 5 correlations were non-significant (apology-excuse, apology-

ingratiation, apology-self-handicapping, self-handicapping-exemplification, and
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exemplification-intimidation). All the remaining inter-correlations were
significant at p < 0.05 or p < .01.

The conceptually similar defensive tactics of excuse, justification, and
disclaimer were also strongly related with each other (all r’s > .60, p < .01).
Moreover, the conceptually similar entitlement and enhancement were also
strongly associated with each other (r = .69, p <.01).

The association of the self-presentation tactics scale, and defensive and
assertive self-presentation with other main variables was investigated. They were
negatively associated with self-concept clarity, though not as strong as suggested
by the literature (r’s = -.30, -.30, and -.24, respectively, p < .01). Moreover, they
were positively associated with social comparison orientation (r’s = .49, .53, and
.37, respectively, p < .01) and social comparison frequency (r’s =.39, .35, and .34,
respectively, p <.01). The strong association of social comparison orientation with
defensive self-presentation is fundamental since being attentive to comparison
information is also associated with not creating a negative impression on other
people. Furthermore, the semantic differential social comparison measure was
negatively associated with the self-presentation tactics scale (r = -.22, p < .01),
and defensive (r = -.24, p <.01) and assertive self-presentation (r =-.17, p <.01).
The results indicate that increased downward social comparison was associated
with less self-presentation, as the higher scores in this social comparison measure
means more downward social comparison.

The relationship of overall self-presentation tactics, and defensive and
assertive self-presentation with personality dimensions were also analyzed.
Importantly, they were negatively associated with honesty/humility (r’s = -.42, -
.20, and -.51, respectively, p < .01) and conscientiousness (r’s = -.15, -.12, and -
.14, respectively, p < .01). It is also noteworthy that honesty/humility had the
strongest association with the assertive self-presentation. It is striking that
emotionality is positively correlated with the self-presentation tactics scale (r =

.21, p <.01) and defensive self-presentation (r = .34, p <.01), and no correlation
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with assertive self-presentation was observed (r = .08, ns). Extraversion was only
associated with defensive (r =-.12, p <.01), and agreeableness (r = -.16, p <.01)
and openness (r = -.15, p < .01) were only associated with assertive self-
presentation.

Particularly, inter-correlations among the facets of honesty/humility and their
relationship with the self-presentation tactics were examined. First of all, even
though the scale had high reliability, the facets had low to medium positive
correlations among each other (p <.01), except greed avoidance and modesty (r =
49, p <.01). Secondly, the sincerity facet had the strongest association with the
self-presentation tactics scale (r = -.42, p < .01), and assertive self-presentation (r
=-.48, p <.01), and a relatively lower association with defensive self-presentation
(r =-.23, p <.01). Sincerity also had a moderate to high negative association with
the majority of the tactics; yet, a positive significant correlation with apology was
observed (r = .18, p < .01). Indeed, all facets had positive correlations with
apology. In contrast to sincerity, it is striking that fairness, greed avoidance, and
modesty had none to medium associations (see Table 8).

Social comparison is the second important component of the current
investigation, following self-presentation. The correlation coefficients indicate
that social comparison orientation had a positive association with social
comparison frequency (r = .57, p < .01), and a negative association with the
semantic differential social comparison measure (r = -.25, p <.01). This indicates
that higher social comparison orientation is mostly related with frequent upward
social comparison, instead of downward. The social comparison orientation’s
correlation with the HEXACO-PI indicates a positive relationship with
emotionality (r = .30, p <.01), and negative relationships with honesty/humility
(r = -.22, p < .01) and extraversion (r = -.15, p < .01). Finally, it is worth
mentioning that the increased downward social comparison (indicated with the
semantic differential social comparison measure) is associated with extraversion
(r=.56, p<.01).
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Lastly, the association of gender (1 = women, 2 = men) with defensive (r = -
.10, p < .05) and assertive self-presentation (r = .12, p < .01) is in line with the
literature, as women tend to use defensive and men tend to use assertive tactics
more frequently.

4.4.1. Self-concept clarity. Self-concept clarity’s negative association with
social comparison was established in the literature. In the current investigation,
the Hypothesis 10.1 was supported as it has negative correlation with social
comparison orientation (r = -.26, p <.01) and social comparison frequency (r = -
.23, p <.01). In addition, its association with the semantic differential social
comparison measure was positive (r = .44, p <.01), indicating that high self-
concept clarity is related with downward social comparison. Furthermore, the
prediction about self-concept clarity—self-presentation association was supported
as both the self-presentation tactics scale (r = -.30, p < .01), and defensive (r = -
.30, p <.01) and assertive self-presentation (r = -.24, p <.01) were negatively
correlated with self-concept clarity.

Finally, the association of self-concept clarity with the personality dimensions
indicate that it has positive correlations with extraversion (r = .32, p < .01),
conscientiousness (r = .23, p < .01), and honesty/humility (r = .16, p < .01), but
negative correlation with emotionality (r = -.19, p < .01).
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Table 6
Correlations among self-presentation tactics.

€9

SPT Defens Assert Excuse Justif Discl Handi Apol Ingra Intim Supp Entitl Enhan Blast Exe
SPT 1
Defens .85~ 1
Assert .92 .58 1
Excuse .78 797  .627 1
Justif 74" .80™ 557 637 1
Discl 737 84" 527 61" 667 1
Handi .44~ 53 29" 317 147 29" 1
Apol 03 317 -18"  -.05 A7 17T -04 1
Ingra  .817 617 80" 577 537 B4** 347 -03 1
Intim  .40™ .08 I 147 087 157 -377 297 1
Supp 70" 517 717 48 397 497 347 127 667 297 1
Entitt .70™ .37 817 497 387 347 187" -267 .60 377 507 1
Enhan .66~ .38 757 437 417 337 147 -167 517 327 337 697 1
Blast 647 .38 727 497 367 317 217 -247 487 44T 427 560 467 1
Exe 497 427 457 317 407 397 .06 247 327 -01 197 217 197 09" 1

*k

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
Note. Defens = Defensive SP, Assert = Assertive SP, Justif = Justification, Discl = Disclaimer, Handi = Self-handicapping, Apol = Apology, Ingra =
Ingratiation, Intim = Intimidation, Supp = Supplication, Entitl = Entitlement, Enhan = Enhancement, Blast = Blasting, Exe = Exemplification, SC =
Semantic differential SC measure. SCfreq = Mean score of social comparison frequency towards all directions.
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Table 7
Correlations among main study variables.

SPT  Defens Assert SCC SCO SC SCFreq A C E X H o) Gender  Age
SPT 1
Defens 85" 1
Assert 927 .58™ 1
SCC -307  -.307 -.247 1
SCO 497 547 377 -267 1
SC -227 =247 -177 447 257 1
SCFreq 397 357 34 -237 577 =267 1
A -07 .07 -.16™ .03 -.06 .02 -.06 1
C -157 127 -14™ 237 .04 28" .01 .00 1
E 217 347 .08 -197 30" -20" 217 .02 06 1
X -.03 -12" .04 327 -15" 56" -157 -01 A1 -16" 1
H -427 -207 -51" 6™ -227 11" -247 257 .08 .09 -05 1
o -08 .05 -15™ -09 .00 .03 .01 .06 08 .01 05 100 1
Gender’ .03 -.10" 18" .08 -.03 .03 -.03 -09 -05 -327 05 -177 -06 1
Age .04 -.04 .09 .07 -.07 .08 -.05 -0 .00 -11" 10" -07 -05 .217 1

Note. **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

SPT = Self-presentation tactics scale, Defens = Defensive self-presentation, Assert = Assertive self-presentation, SCC = Self-concept clarity, SCO = Social comparison orientation,
SC = Semantic differential social comparison measure, SC Freq = Mean score of social comparison frequency towards all directions, A = Agreeableness, C = Conscientiousness, E
= Emotionality, X = Extraversion, H = Honesty/humility, O = Openness.
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Table 8
Correlations of self-presentation tactics with the HEXACO and the facets of honesty/humility.

Sincerity Fairness Greed Av. Modesty H/H E X A C @)
Excuse -.29" -.18" -.18™ 23" -317 227 -.10" -.06 -13™ -.03
Justification -.25" -.14" -19™ -22™ -.28™ 13" -.03 .01 -.01 .06
Disclaimer -23" -.05 -13™ -.05 -16™ 26 -.14™ A1° -.08 -.03
e ing 09 03 _04 04 _05 31" 17" -06 25" 04
Apology 18" 18" 127 A7 24" 22 .04 317 137 14"
Ingratiation -51™ -.20™ =24 -217 417 14" .02 .02 -.16™ -.04
Intimidation -31™ -177 -.29™ -.33" -.39™ -.15™ .04 -.33" -.14™ -.14™
Supplication ~ -.44™  -21™  -17™  -08 -3 14T 13" .00 33" Lt
Blasting -.35" -317 -.34" -.33" -.48™ .05 -.03 -377 -117 -13™
Entitlement -36" -.23" -.28™ -377 -44™ .00 15 -16™ -12" -117
Enhancement -.28™ -.10" =24 -.29™ -32" .06 .05 -13™ -.08 -12"
Exemplification -.10" 12" -16" -17" -11° 117 09" A7 19™ -.03

Note. **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). A = Agreeableness, C = Conscientiousness, E =
Emotionality, X = Extraversion, H = Honesty/humility, O = Openness.



Table 9
Correlations of self-presentation tactics with the social comparison measures, self-concept clarity, age, and gender.

99

SCO SC Freq SC SCC Age Gender

Excuse 397 257 -22" -24™ -.06 -.02
Justification 48" 367 -13" -19" -.01 .04
Disclaimer 477 28™ -.20" -.22" -.06 -.03
Self-Handicapping 20™ 19™ -.25" 34”7 .04 -.24"
Apology 217 .06 .05 .05 -.05 -.09"
Ingratiation 28”7 33 -.18" -.26™ .08 .05
Intimidation .06 117 -.08" -.09" .08 13"
Supplication 26™ 26" -.25" -.30" .08 10"
Blasting 24 23" -177 -.19" .08 12"
Entitlement 24” 25" -.08 -177 .04 10"
Enhancement 26" 23" -.07 -.15" .08 10"
Exemplification 317 217 .00 -.03" .00 -.02

**_ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
SC = Semantic differential social comparison measure. SC Freq = Mean score of social comparison frequency towards all directions, Gender: 1 =
Women, 2 = Men.



4.5. The Relationship between Social Comparison snd Self-Presentation

The second hypothesis and the basic premise behind all the subsequent
hypotheses is, basically, that social comparison would predict self-presentation.
First, this main hypothesis (Hypothesis 2), and then the hypotheses 3, 4, 5, and 6
were tested with linear regressions. Specifically, Hypothesis 2 predicted that the
social comparison orientation and the frequency of social comparison are expected
to be positively associated with the tendency to engage in self-presentation. The
linear regression analysis supported this prediction for social comparison
orientation and the frequency of social comparison, p = .49 and p = .39,

respectively, p’s <.001 (Table 10).

Table 10

Summary of linear regression analyses for social comparison orientation and
frequency of social comparison predicting self-presentation.

B SE (B) Beta t Sig.
Model 1
SCO 34 .03 49 12.55 .000
Model 2
SC Freq. 23 .02 39 9.31 .000

Furthermore, prediction of self-presentation by social comparison was
tested by using the frequency of social comparison directions as the indicators of
social comparison latent and the defensive and assertive self-presentation as the
indicators of self-presentation latent via STATA 14 (see Figure 2). The prediction
of Hypothesis 2 was supported in this analysis as well, in addition to providing an
understanding of how each measurement helps to explain the main constructs,

even though the data did not provide a good fit to the modified model, RMSEA =
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.096, CFI = .935, TLI = .903. The latent social comparison composed of the
indicators of upward social comparison ( =.70), downward social comparison (
=.34), extremely-upward social comparison (p = .58), extremely-downward social
comparison (B = .26), similar (B = .68), friends (B = .69), and celebrities ( = .36)
strongly predicted latent self-presentation (p =.52), composed of the indicators of
defensive (B = .82) and assertive (f =.71).

82

» =G

68 71
6

Friends

Defensive

iy

Celebrities

Figure 2. Path model of social comparison predicting self-presentation.

Moreover, in support for the Hypothesis 3, social comparison orientation
(B =.54, p<.001) and the frequency of social comparison (§ = .35, p <.001) were
positively associated with higher tendency to engage in defensive self-
presentation. Furthermore, the defensive tactics of disclaimer and justification
were predicted by social comparison orientation (B = .47, B = .48, respectively, p
< .001) and frequency of social comparison (B = .28, B = .36, respectively, p <
.001; Table 11).



Table 11

Summary of linear regression analyses for social comparison orientation and
frequency of social comparison predicting defensive self-presentation,
disclaimer, and justification.

Defensive SP Disclaimer Justification
Beta t Beta t Beta t
SCO 54** 13.76 AT** 11.80 A8** 12.02
Vo SC o apex 831 28% 52 36%* 843
Freq

In addition to the Hypothesis 3, the associations of the social comparison
orientation and the frequency of social comparison with the assertive self-
presentation was also calculated. Although not as strong as their relationship with
the defensive self-presentation, social comparison orientation (f = .37, p < .001)
and frequency of social comparison (p = .34, p <.001) was significantly associated

with assertive self-presentation (Table 12).

Table 12

Summary of linear regression analyses for social comparison orientation and
frequency of social comparison predicting assertive self-presentation.

B SE (B) Beta t Sig.
Model 1
SCO .28 .03 37 8.97 .000
Model 2
SC Freq. 22 .03 .34 8.06 .000

In analysis of the direction of social comparison, Hypothesis 4 predicted
that the frequency of downward social comparison (DSC) would be positively
associated with assertive self-presentation. Linear regression revealed that the
relationship was significant, though not strong (B = .18, p < .001). Similarly, the
association with defensive self-presentation was also weakly but significantly

associated (B = .15, p < .001). In addition, its correlation with overall self-
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presentation tactics scale was also weak but significant (p = .19, p < .001; Table
13).

Table 13

Summary of linear regression analyses for downward social comparison predicting
assertive and defensive self-presentation, and self-presentation tactics scale.

B SE (B) Beta t Sig.
DV: Assertive SP
DSC .08 .02 18 3.98 .000
DV: Defensive SP
DSC .07 .02 15 3.46 .001
DV: SPT
DSC v .02 19 4.23 .000

On the other hand, the moderation Hypothesis 4.1. suggested that
honesty/humility and extraversion would moderate the downward social
comparison and assertive self-presentation relationship. However, the moderation
analysis conducted by using Hayes’ PROCESS macro did not support this
hypothesis (Figure 3).

DeC |[— = Assert

Honesty/Humility

Extraversion

Figure 3. Honesty/humility and extraversion moderating downward social comparison and

assertive self-presentation relationship.

The fifth hypothesis that the frequency of upward social comparison
(USC) would be positively associated with defensive self-presentation tactics was
also supported by linear regression analysis, and a moderate relationship was

found, B = .26, p <.001. Moreover, upward social comparison was moderately and
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significantly related with assertive self-presentation, f = .26, p < .001. Finally, it
was moderately associated with SPT, B =.29, p <.001 (Table 14).

Table 14

Summary of linear regression analyses for upward social comparison predicting
defensive and assertive self-presentation, and overall self-presentation tactics.

B SE (B) Beta t Sig.
DV: Defensive SP
uscC A1 .02 .26 5.92 .000
DV: Assertive SP
uscC A1 .02 .26 5.99 .000
DV: SPT
uscC A1 .02 .29 6.74 .000

Furthermore, extremely-upward comparison (E-USC) was positively
associated with assertive ( = .26, p <.001), and extremely-downward comparison
(E-DSC) with defensive self-presentation tactics (p = .14, p < .01), as suggested
by Hypothesis 6. In addition, extremely-upward comparison was positively
associated with defensive (B = .25, p < .001), and extremely-downward
comparison with assertive self-presentation tactics (B = .18, p < .01). Finally,
extremely-upward comparison and extremely-downward comparison were
positively associated with SPT, (B = .29, p <.01; B = .18, p < .01; respectively;
Table 15).
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Table 15

Summary of linear regression analyses for extremely-upward social comparison
and extremely-downward social comparison predicting assertive and defensive
self-presentation.

B SE (B) Beta t Sig.
DV: Assertive SP
E-USC 10 .02 .26 5.97 .000
E-DSC .08 .02 .18 4.02 .000
DV: Defensive SP
E-USC 10 .02 .25 5.80 .000
E-DSC .06 .02 14 3.04 .003
DV: SPT
E-USC 10 .02 .29 6.67 .000
E-DSC .07 .02 .18 4.05 .000

4.5.1. The moderator role of personality. Emotionality was tested as a
moderator in the relationships of upward social comparison and downward social
comparison with defensive self-presentation, for the seventh hypothesis.

However, the moderation analysis did not lend any support (Figure 4).

UsC |———| Defensive DSC » Defensive

Emotionality Emotionality

Figure 4. Emotionality moderating upward (left) and downward (right) social comparison’s association with

defensive self-presentation.

On the other hand, emotionality significantly moderated the associations
of upward social comparison and downward social comparison with assertive self-
presentation (Figures 5, 6, and 7). However, the explained variance for the
interactions was very low (AR? =.01, AF(1, 492) = 3.61, p < .06; AR? = .01, AF(1,
492) = 4.18, p < .05, respectively).
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¥

Assertive DSC

Assertive

L3

Emotionality Emotionality

Figure 5. Emotionality moderating upward (left) and downward (right) social comparison’s association with

assertive self-presentation

—*— Low Ematicnality

Assertive SP

--%-- High Emotiorality

Low Upavard High Upward

Figure 6. Moderation of emotionality in upward social comparison—assertive self-presentation
relationship.
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—%— Low Emoticnality

Assertive SP

-- %= High Emotiorality

Lo Diowmweard High Dowmward

Figure 7. Moderation of emotionality in downward social comparison-assertive self-presentation
relationship.

In addition to emotionality, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and
honesty/humility were tested for if they reduce the self-presentation tendencies for
high social comparison orientation people, and frequent downward social
comparers as suggested by Hypothesis 8.1 (Figure 8). However, the prediction

was not supported by the moderation analysis.

SCO o SP DSC » SP
Honesty/Humility Honesty/Humility
Agreeableness Agreeableness
Conscientiousness Conscientiousness

Figure 8. Honesty/humility, agreeableness, and conscientiousness moderating the relationship of
social comparison orientation (left) and downward social comparison (right) with self-

presentation.
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Furthermore, the suggestion of Hypothesis 8.2. that agreeableness and
conscientiousness should reduce the self-presentational differences across

different social comparison directions was not supported (Figure 9).

DSC

usC | — |

T

T-D5C [

| Conscientiousness |

| Agreeableness ‘

Figure 9. Conscientiousness and agreeableness moderating the relationship of downward, upward,

extremely-upward, extremely-downward social comparison with self-presentation.

Finally, hypotheses 9.1. and 9.2 predicted that honesty/humility would be
negatively associated with higher supplication for upward and downward social
comparers (Figure 10). However, these two hypotheses were not supported

neither.

uscC Supplication D5C

| Honesty/Humility ‘ | Honesty/Humility |

Figure 10. Honesty/humility moderating the relationship between upward social comparison and

supplication (left), and between downward social comparison and intimidation (right).

4.5.2. Self-concept clarity. Self-concept clarity was predicted to be
negatively associated with both social comparison and self-presentation in
Hypothesis 10.1. The linear regression analysis supported the hypothesis, as self-
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concept clarity was significantly and negatively associated with social comparison
orientation (B =-.26, p <.001) and self-presentation (B = -.30, p <.001; Table 16).

Table 16

Summary of linear regression analyses for self-concept clarity predicting social
comparison orientation and self-presentation.

B SE (B) Beta t Sig.
DV: Social Comparison Orientation
Self-Concept C. -.19 .03 -.26 -6.06 .000
DV: Self-Presentation
Self-Concept C. -.15 .02 -.30 -6.94 .000

Furthermore, in addition to the personality moderators of social comparison
and self-presentation, self-concept clarity was hypothesized to play a moderator
role, as well (Hypothesis 10.2). Self-concept clarity significantly moderated the
relationship between social comparison orientation and self-presentation tactics
scale (Figure 11). Yet, the explained variance for the interaction was very low
(AR%? = .01, AF(1, 492) = 3.73, p = .05). Besides this hypothesized relationship,
self-concept clarity moderated the association between social comparison with
celebrities and defensive self-presentation (Figure 12). However, again, the
significant relationship had no correspondence in the explained variance for
interaction (AR? = .01, AF(1, 492) = 5.29, p < .05).

SCC

SCO v SPT

Y

Figure 11. Self-concept clarity moderating the relationship between social comparison and self-

presentation.
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v

Defensive

Celebrities

Figure 12. Self-concept clarity moderating the relationship between social comparison with

celebrities and defensive self-presentation.

4.5.3. Additional moderator analyses. In addition to the hypothesized
moderator analyses, some supplementary analyses were run. The results indicated
that the sincerity moderated the relationship between social comparison scale and
defensive tactics, but the additional variance explained was very low (AR? = .013,
AF(1, 492) = 7.05, p < .01; Figure 13). Furthermore, sincerity moderated the
relationship of extremely downward social comparison with self-presentation
tactics scale and defensive self-presentation with low additional variance
explained (AR? = .01, AF(1, 492) = 8.13, p < .01 for SPT; AR? = .02, AF(1, 492)
=7.95, p <.01 for defensive SP; Figure 14).

Sincerity

SCO v Defensive

h 4

Figure 13. Sincerity moderating the relationship between social comparison and defensive self-

presentation.
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Sincerity

SPT

SCO

Defensive

Figure 14. Sincerity moderating the relationship between social comparison, and overall self-

presentation tactics and defensive self-presentation.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

The current investigation has focused on three factors with predictive
power on self-presentation: social comparison, personality, and self-concept
clarity. Specifically, social comparison was tested as the main determinant of self-
presentation; and the personality and self-concept clarity were included in the
analyses as moderators for further understanding of the social comparison—self-
presentation link. Self-presentation was studied with the basic categorization of
assertive and defensive tactics (Arkin, 1981; Lee et al., 1999; Tedeschi, 1981;
Tedeschi & Lindskold, 1976). For social comparison, the overall social
comparison orientation, tendency to compare oneself with better-off or worse-off
others, and the frequency of social comparison in each direction were measured.
Instead of using the classical five-factor model measures of personality, the
HEXACO-PI was employed to grasp more variance in self-presentation. The
HEXACO-PI includes a sixth factor, in addition to the Big Five: honesty/humility.
This factor measures genuine positive behaviors with the facets of sincerity,
fairness, greed avoidance, and modesty.

Previous research demonstrated that after experiencing a failure (private or
public) individuals try to compensate for their damaged image on others by using
assertive or defensive self-presentation tactics (Cialdini & Richardson, 1980;
Leary, Tambor, Terdal, & Downs, 1995; Schneider, 1969). Moreover, in case of a

public achievement, when they are sure that their accomplishment is known by
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others, people try to look modest to not be bragging for their success (Frey, 1978).
However, a private achievement may lead to efforts to publicize that information
or to use other self-presentation strategies to obtain equal amount of approval. This
evidence suggested the possibility of the similar self-presentational consequences
of upward and downward social comparison. Furthermore, the perception of
negative and positive phenomena is highly affected from various individual
differences (Buunk et al., 1990; Collins, 1996). Therefore, the current study
employed personality and self-concept clarity as a moderator for how the
comparison information is construed.

In the current study, primarily, the association between social comparison
and self-presentation was investigated. The hypothesis testing resulted in strong
support to the association between these two concepts. However, none of the
moderators provided satisfactory statistical support to the hypotheses. Besides
these conclusions, the current results evidenced the possibility of social
comparison with, specifically, extremely-better-off others, and also extremely-
worse-off others. These results will be discussed in detail.

Table 17

The support status of the hypotheses in the current thesis.

Supported/
Not
Hypotheses Supported

Hypothesis 1: It is expected that people would engage in Partially
extremely upward and extremely downward social comparison supported
as much as upward and downward.

Hypothesis 2: Social comparison orientation and the frequency Supported
of social comparison are expected to be positively associated
with the tendency to engage in self-presentation.

Hypothesis 3: Social comparison orientation and the frequency Supported
of social comparison are expected to be positively associated
with higher tendency to engage in defensive self-presentation.
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Table 17 (Continued)

Hypotheses

Supported/
Not
Supported

Hypothesis 4: Frequency of downward social comparison is
expected to be positively associated with assertive self-
presentation tactics.

Hypothesis 4.1: Honesty/humility and extraversion should
mediate the relationship between downward social comparison
and assertive self-presentation by intensifying the association
in low honesty/humility individuals and extraverts.

Hypothesis 5: The frequency of upward social comparison is
expected to be positively associated with defensive self-
presentation tactics.

Hypothesis 6: Extremely upward comparison will be positively
associated with assertive, and extremely downward comparison
with defensive self-presentation tactics.

Hypothesis 7: High emotionality is expected to be associated
with defensive self-presentation for both downward and
upward social comparison.

Hypothesis 8.1: Agreeableness, conscientiousness, and
honesty/humility  should reduce the self-presentation
tendencies for high social comparison orientation people, and
frequent downward social comparers.

Hypothesis 8.2: Agreeableness and conscientiousness should
buffer against the comparison information and reduce the self-
presentational differences across difference social comparison
directions.

Hypothesis 9.1: Low honesty/humility is expected to be
associated with higher supplication for upward social
comparers.
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Table 17 (Continued)

Supported/
Not
Hypotheses Supported

Hypothesis 9.2: Low honesty/humility is expected to be Not
associated with higher intimidation for downward social supported
comparers.

Hypothesis 10.1: Self-concept clarity should be negatively Supported
associated with social comparison and self-presentation.

Hypothesis 10.2: Low self-concept clarity should lead to higher Partially
self-presentation tendencies for high social comparison people, supported
while high self-concept clarity should lead to a lower tendency.

5.1. Self-Presentation

To the best of my knowledge, the self-presentation tactics scale was not
used in Turkey or in Turkish, before. Therefore, the frequency of the use of each
tactic and each orientation in Turkish context is one of the strengths of the current
study. The path analysis indicated that the defensive self-presentation indicator of
the self-presentation latent was slightly stronger than the assertive indicator. The
preliminary analyses of the self-presentation tactics scale indicated that
individuals are highly likely to engage in self-presentation in their daily endeavors.
The means of orientations of self-presentation show that the participants tend to
use defensive tactics more frequently than the assertive tactics. The correlation
between defensive and assertive self-presentation was lower than the original
study found (rs = .58 vs. .79, here and in the original study, respectively).
Furthermore, tactic-level analyses indicate that, parallel to the original study of the
self-presentation tactics scale (Lee et al., 1999), apology was used the most
frequently, and intimidation was used the least frequently among to all other
tactics. We can interpret these results with the socially desirable aspect of

reporting the most frequent tactic as apologizing and the least frequent tactic as
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intimidation. Furthermore, as social beings and with the need to live in a harmony,
people should maintain their interpersonal relationships; and it is clear that not
intimidating but apologizing for any harm caused to the other would keep these
relationships.

Gender differences on self-presentation was also explored in the current
study. First of all, there were no gender differences on the self-presentation
tendencies and defensive self-presentation. However, the tendency for assertive
tactics was higher for men compared to women. In tactic level analyses, it was
clear that women indicated using the defensive tactics of self-handicapping and
apology more than men. Also, men indicated using intimidation, supplication,
blasting, entitlement, and enhancement more than women. This heightened
tendency of men to use assertive tactics, and women to use defensive tactics is
parallel to the literature supporting gender roles even in self-presentational
behavior (e.g., Bolino & Turnley, 2003; Lee et al. 1999). For example, Warner
and Moore (2004) have demonstrated that adolescent girls use self-handicapping
with emotional and health-related causes more frequently than boys. Also, Lewis
and Neighbors (2005) found that women use apologies more often. These
consistent results can be interpreted in relation to women’s interpersonal
orientation that leads them to utilize related self-presentation tactics. On the other
hand, no association of age was observed. Although the literature implies the
young peoples’ possibility of more experimenting with self-presentation tactics
(Renner, Laux, Schiitz, & Tedeschi, 2004; Wolfe, Lennox, & Cutler, 1986), in the
current sample, the age range was narrow to grasp any age-related variance.

Nevertheless, the current investigation of self-presentation tactics scale in
Turkish did not yield very robust findings. Although the scale had a good
reliability, the association of assertive and defensive tactics with the overall
assertive and defensive self-presentation was not in line with the expectations. For
example, the defensive tactics of excuse, justification, and disclaimer was highly

correlated with assertive self-presentation (r > .50, p < .001). These results raise
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doubts about the structure of the assertive and defensive self-presentation, whether
they differ from each other as much as it was conceptualized. Furthermore,
apology was kept in the original scale even though it did not load on to the factor
in one-factor solution (-.15) and to the defensive factor in two-factor solution (-
.07).

5.1.1. Apology. Apology is a striking case in the current research. In the
original factor structure of the scale, apology did not load to the defensive self-
presentation factor. Parallel to that, in the current analyses, apology was
moderately correlated with the defensive self-presentation and uncorrelated with
the self-presentation tactics scale. Furthermore, as a self-presentation tactic, it was
positively associated with honesty/humility and all its facets, contrary to other
self-presentation tactics, which were negatively correlated with it. This positive
association with honesty/humility and weak association with self-presentation
may indicate that apology is not regarded as a self-presentation tactic by the
participants. Instead, they might be considering apologizing for a negative
behavior against others as good deed.

Moreover, this good deed does not have to reflect a genuine pleasant
characteristic; but also, reporting that one apologizes for their unpleasant
behaviors can be evaluated within the context of socially desirable responding. As
mentioned earlier, previous studies demonstrated that people who are high on
honesty/humility score higher in socially desirable responding (de Vries et al.,
2014; Subotic et al., 2016; and see Section 2.1.5.1. in the current thesis).
Therefore, either true positivity or a result of impression management on the scale,
with its high mean score and low correlation with self-presentation and positive
correlation with honesty/humility, apology looks like a distinct construct among
the other tactics.

Apologizing has been investigated with the cross-cultural perspective, and
it is found out that although there are inconsistencies in the literature about which
cultures apologize more (Park & Guan, 2006; Park, Lee, & Song, 2005), some
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differences in the content and style of apology can be observed. For example, the
comparison of Japanese and Americans revealed that while Americans apologize
specifically for their wrongful behaviors and provide justifications for them,
Japanese apologize in a general manner and do not provide justifications
(Barnlund & Yoshioka, 1990). In the current study, apology was weakly correlated
with justification (r = .17) and uncorrelated with excuses. Combined with the
previous literature, the current results may signal the similarities of the present
sample with the collectivistic cultures in terms of interpersonal relationships.

5.2. Predicting Self-Presentation

The predictors of self-presentation have been studied widely since the
emergence of the field. One main line of studies focused on the personality
determinants of it; another line investigated the contextual effects on the
presentation motivation. As a continuance of this line of studies, in the current
study, the personality determinants, social comparison direction and tendency, and
self-concept clarity were evaluated for how they predict and explain the variance
in self-presentation. The novelty of the current study is its aim to draw a line from
social comparison to self-presentation.

5.2.1. Social comparison. In the current investigation, the social
comparison tendency and direction were tested as determining self-presentation.
The initial test of the indicators of social comparison latent demonstrated that
upward social comparison, and comparison with friends and similar others emerge
as the most important indicators. Furthermore, extremely-downward comparison
and comparison with celebrities were smallest indicators. The linear regression
analyses yielded strong support for the predictive role of social comparison on
self-presentation (B = .49). Specifically, social comparison tendency and
frequency were associated with use of overall self-presentation tactics, and
defensive and assertive tactics. These findings lend support to a number of
hypotheses of the current study. First of all, the possibility of utilizing self-
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presentation as a way of dealing with the discrepancy between the self and others
was introduced. Secondly, it was expected that social comparison orientation
would be associated with defensive self-presentation due to chronic activation of
self and high self-consciousness (Gibbons & Buunk, 1999). In support of this
prediction, it was strongly associated with defensive self-presentation, in addition
to a moderate association with assertive self-presentation.

When the specific social comparison directions’ association with self-
presentation analyzed, first of all, it was evident the strength of the association was
dependent on the direction of social comparison instead of the orientation of self-
presentation. That is, the association of upward social comparison with all self-
presentation variables (defensive, assertive, and overall self-presentation) were
almost the same. This was true for all directions of social comparison. Specifically,
the directional hypotheses of downward comparison would be more strongly
associated with assertive self-presentation, and upward social comparison more
strongly with defensive were not supported, since each social comparison
direction is indiscriminately associated with defensive, assertive, and overall self-
presentation tactics. An alternative explanation of this case can be provided with
regulatory focus perspective, namely promotion and prevention focus. Downward
comparison can be considered as associated with avoiding a worse-off standing,
and upward comparison as associated with approaching to a better-off standing
(Carver & Scheier, 1998; Higgins, 1998). Therefore, there is also a probability that
for some, downward comparison lead to defensive behaviors (defensive self-
presentation in this case), and upward comparison lead to assertive behaviors. In
addition to lowering the linear association observed in the current investigation,
these differential effects of social comparison direction may also reduce the
differences between self-presentation orientations. That is, instead of observing a
clear distinction between defensive and assertive tactics in a certain social
comparison direction, moderate and similar associations of both defensive and

assertive tactics were found for each social comparison direction.
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Furthermore, in a closer look, upward and extremely-upward comparisons
were more important predictors of self-presentation than downward and
extremely-downward comparisons. With his unidirectional drive upward
hypothesis (hypothesis 4), Festinger (1954) argues that in ability comparisons
improving oneself towards better and better standards is promoted in the Western
culture, which is absent in opinion comparisons. The current result that upward
and extremely-upward comparisons were more fundamental than downward and
extremely-downward comparisons may indicate that participants interpret the
items of social comparison as measuring the abilities, if we consider from
Festinger’s point of view. Furthermore, upward comparison direction might be
more critical for individuals. That is, the discrepancy from a better-off target might
create a higher need for compensation than a discrepancy from a worse-off target.
Overall, although the study was correlational, the possibility of social comparison
to cause self-presentation has been implicated with the current findings.

5.2.2. Personality. Another main component of the current study was
personality. It was expected that personality traits would moderate the relationship
between social comparison and self-presentation. Specifically, it was predicted
that honesty/humility and extraversion to moderate the downward social
comparison and assertive self-presentation relationship; emotionality to moderate
the downward and upward social comparison, and defensive self-presentation
relationship; agreeableness, conscientiousness, and honesty/humility to moderate
the social comparison orientation and downward social comparison, and the
overall self-presentation relationship; agreeableness and conscientiousness to
moderate all social comparison directions and the overall self-presentation
relationship; and honesty/humility to moderate upward social comparison and
supplication relationship, and downward social comparison and intimidation
relationships. None of these hypothesized moderations were significant.
Nevertheless, there were some significant moderations of personality; yet, the

explained variances were very low to be considered as having practical
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significance — smaller than .02 increase in R2. Consequently, it was clear that the
social comparison’s association was free from any effects of personality.

Having considered personality as a moderator, it is also reasonable to
interpret its association with self-presentation alone. Even though personality
variables did not moderate the association between social comparison and self-
presentation, they are still important predictors of self-presentation. The
correlational analyses indicated that honesty/humility was especially an important
associate of self-presentation, especially assertive self-presentation. Considering
the genuine characteristic, greed avoidance, and modesty of people with high
honesty/humility, its strong negative association with assertive self-presentation
is highly expected. Therefore, studying honesty/humility and associated
characteristics in relation to self-presentation can be informatory. Also,
emotionality is positively associated with defensive, but not with assertive self-
presentation. This trait is characterized with anxiety and emotional dependence on
others, and fearfulness —the attributes of people who tend to use defensive tactics,
instead of assertive ones. Furthermore, the positive association between
emotionality and self-presentation might be explained with an evolutionary
perspective. Self-presentation provides some evolutionary advantages, such as
mating, relating, and surviving in the social world (see Leary, 1995). Highly
emotional people, on the other hand, perceive the insecurities more and are more
sensitive to the threats in the environment (de Vries, Tybur, Pollet, & van Vugt,
2016). Therefore, they might be utilizing the self-presentation tactics to protect
themselves from any possible social negativity. Moreover, the emotionality in
HEXACO does not contain a hostility component that the Big Five emotional
stability has. Thus, the relatively low association between the assertive self-
presentation and the emotionality is in line with the content and conceptualization
of the trait. These two traits of HEXACO are especially the ones that make
HEXACO different from the five-factor models, and their discriminator function

88



is important in self-presentation research. Therefore, self-presentation studies
might gain more by utilizing HEXACO instead of the five-factor models.

In addition, conscientiousness was found to be negatively associated with
self-presentation. Although self-presentation is partly an automatic process the
current results provide support for its deliberate side, due to highly conscientious
people’s deliberate decisions, and organized and disciplined life (cf. Leary, 1993;
Tyler, 2012). Still, from another point of view, reporting low self-presentation
might be a socially desirable act that highly conscientious people are tend to
perform (de Vries, Zettler, & Hilbing, 2014; DeYoung, Peterson, & Higgins, 2002;
Kurtz, Tarquini, & lobst, 2008).

5.2.3. Self-concept clarity. Whether an individual has a clear sense of
the self, and a confident answer to the question of “Who [ am?” plays an important
role to determine the extent to which he/she would be attentive to the others’
standards and their impression of oneself. Therefore, in addition to personality,
self-concept clarity was also tested as a moderator between social comparison and
self-presentation. Although self-concept clarity was a significant moderator, the
additional variance explained by the moderation remained very low. On the other
hand, it was negatively correlated with all the self-presentation tactics, except
apology and exemplification.

Overall, the moderator analyses suggest that the association between social
comparison and self-presentation is impervious to the effects of another variable
as basic and fundamental as personality and self-concept clarity. Considered in
relation with the strong association between social comparison orientation and
overall self-presentation, the findings of the current study demonstrate that
regardless of their personality traits, individuals’ self-presentation tendencies are
associated with certain social comparison directions.

5.2.4. Authenticity in interpersonal context. The strong association
between social comparison and self-presentation regardless of personality might

indicate the possible function of authenticity, clarifying these findings as a more
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basic and broad construct. The literature on self-determination theory points that
low autonomy orientation or high control orientation are associated with high
public self-consciousness, defensive reaction mechanisms to the stressors, and
external locus of control (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Koestner & Zuckerman, 1994,
Neighbors, Vietor, & Knee, 2002). These are the defining characteristics of people
with high self-presentation tendency and specifically, defensive self-presentation
tendency. People with high public self-consciousness constantly attend to the
others, and others’ evaluations of themselves. Moreover, people with external
locus of control might intensify this effect of others on the individual.
Furthermore, authenticity is associated with honesty, openness, a self-view that is
not dependent on others’ evaluations, and less inclination to use self-handicapping
(Hodgins, Koestner, & Duncan, 1996; Knee & Zuckerman, 1998). In line with
that, self-presentation and social comparison was in negative association with
honesty/humility and self-concept clarity. Moreover, in self-determination theory,
control-orientation is associated with defensiveness and less honesty. Beyond all
these associations, Lewis and Neighbors (2005) have shown that increased
autonomy predicts less self-presentation tendency, and increased control
orientation predicts more self-presentation. Therefore, the more self-determined
individuals are more likely to be authentic and genuine, instead of deceptive.

A relevant exception to self-determination and self-presentation
relationship is the frequent use of apology by autonomous individuals (Lewis &
Neighbors, 2005), since they can be less defensive and can take responsibility for
their mistakes (Hodgins & Knee, 2002). In contrast, control-oriented individuals
are more defensive and deceptive in case of a mistake, instead of accepting
responsibility and making up for it (Hodgins & Liebeskind, 2003). Supporting
that, in the current study, apology was found to be varying differently from other
self-presentation tactics with presenting no correlation with self-presentation
tactics, and positive association with honesty/humility and agreeableness. Since

less self-determined individuals are more likely to employ self-presentation
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tactics, the two lines of literature converge on apology being an autonomous act,
instead of a self-presentational tactic.

In addition to displaying self-determination and self-presentation link,
Lewis and Neighbors (2005) emphasize that a controlling environment, which
leads to control orientation, increases one’s sensitivity to others’ approval and
expectations. Furthermore, it increases negative affect and decreases self-esteem
in case of an unpleasant upward social comparison (Neighbors & Knee, 2003).
This activation of negative self-views triggers individuals’ need to present a better
profile (Brown & Gallagher, 1992). Similarly, in the current investigation, upward
social comparison was found to be positively associated with self-presentation (8
= .29). Moreover, although it has not been tested before, to the best of my
knowledge, a controlling environment might also trigger downward social
comparison with the need to feel better about oneself. Also, it may even reduce
one’s self-knowledge and trigger the needs for self-evaluation, which would again
result in social comparison.

In the light of this literature, it is possible that a controlled individual is
more likely to have a high tendency of social comparison and also self-
presentation. As summarized, both of these interpersonal behaviors are associated
with being highly self-conscious, attentive to the information from and of others,
and also being in need to evaluate oneself with the perspective or standing of
others. All these characteristics reflect a non-genuine, non-authentic, but a
controlled individual. Therefore, the current high association between these two
constructs might reflect the presence of a more basic characteristic of being non-
authentic. Considering authenticity underlying the social comparison and self-
presentation relationship is further backed up with their negative association with

self-concept clarity and honesty/humility.
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5.3. Extensions to the Social Comparison Theory

Departing from the basic premise of social comparison that people would
try to minimize the discrepancy between themselves and their comparison target
on the issues they prioritize, it is proposed that an individual could use self-
presentation tactics as a means of closing these gaps by pretending to have better
qualities or not having unpleasant qualities. Therefore, overall social comparison
tendency should predict the self-presentational tendencies, for both assertive and
defensive tactics. The support to this argument in the current thesis has provided
the initial findings for self-presentation being an outlet for the tension of
discrepancy from the social comparison target. Thus, the extension to the classic
social comparison theory has been supported.

In addition to being a solution to the discrepancy, these results can also be
interpreted form social cognitive perspective. Social comparison is associated with
social anxiety and chronic activation of the self, while self-presentation tendency
is highly correlated with public and private self-consciousness. It is a strong
possibility that one of these two constructs can be activated by the conscious or
unconscious processing of the information regarding the other. For example, an
individual witnessing the success of a colleague on the same professional field
with himself/herself might automatically employ the entitlement tactic of self-
presentation by mentioning his/her role in the achievement.

The second extension to the social comparison theory was the possibility
of comparison with extremely better or worse others. Festinger (1954) initially
argued that since social comparison is a tool for self-evaluation, people would
select similar others for such comparison, and they would cease the comparison
when there is high distinction. However, the current data implied that it is not that
uncommon for people to compare themselves with others. The frequencies of
extremely-upward and extremely-downward social comparison approach to that
of upward and downward comparisons. Indeed, extremely-upward social

comparison was reported to be committed more frequently than downward social
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comparison. Furthermore, even though extremely-downward social comparison
was significantly less frequent than most of the other directions, the mean score of
2.39 out of 5 indicates it is not a rare behavior, but only less frequent than the
others.

There had been challenges to the similar others hypotheses by showing that
different others might be more of interest in case of beliefs are being reconsidered
(Goethals & Nelson, 1973), or social comparison can be so automatic that its
targets can be realized only after comparison (Gilbert, Giesler, & Morris, 1995).
After all, there have been an increasing body of research on the negative effects
of idealized body images of the models on women, and especially adolescent girls
(Cattarin, Thompson, Thomas, & Williams, 2000; Hendrickse, Arpan, Clayton, &
Ridgway, 2017; Pila, Jovanov, Welsh, & Sabiston, 2017). With this evidence,
these studies have find more theoretical basis. Furthermore, instead of interpreting
from the emotional or cognitive manifestations of these beyond-the-range
comparisons, the self-report method in the current study enables us to make more
direct conclusions about the frequency of these comparisons. Therefore, these
results, along with the previous literature, challenge one of the basic premises of
and contribute to the classical social comparison theory. Overall, the current study
provides a direct support for social comparison with extremely different targets,
along with supporting the similar others (hypothesis 8) and unidirectional drive

upward (hypothesis 4) hypotheses of Festinger.

5.4. Theoretical Contributions

The current dissertation has provided some contributions to the literature
of social comparison and self-presentation. First and foremost, the present study
is the first study to analyze social comparison is a determinant of self-presentation.
Although there are a couple of studies on social comparison and self-presentation,
they investigated social comparison as a consequence of self-presentation, or

focused on body image and social networking site use (e.g., Chae, 2017). The
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results of the current study indicated that social comparison can also be a predictor
of self-presentation. Although the current study was correlational, it opens a new
line of research by establishing the strong association with the two main concepts.

Besides, this outlet of self-presentation following social comparison
introduces a fourth way to deal with social comparison information, besides
changing the self and other, and ceasing social comparison. In many instances,
social comparison may create unpleasant feelings, since unidirectional drive
upward would motivate for upward comparison. In these cases, people may use
defensive self-presentation tactics to protect own image, or use the assertive tactics
to create a better-image.

Furthermore, it is striking that none of the possible moderators
hypothesized and tested in the current study actually moderated the relationship
between social comparison and self-presentation. This possibly indicates that the
association is impervious to the personality characteristics, and stronger than
hypothesized.

Moreover, the display of social comparison with extremely different others
is the first explicit demonstration of comparison with not-so-similar others.
Meanwhile, the results also support the extension to the social comparison theory
that it is not only for self-evaluation as first suggested by Festinger (1954), but
self-improvement or self-enhancement motives may also trigger social
comparison behaviors. Indeed, the studies on social comparisons with celebrity,
and idealization of body image were also implying this extremely different social
comparison targets and the self-improvement motivation.

Besides these contributions to the social comparison literature, in the
current dissertation, the self-presentation tactics scale (Lee et al. 1999) was
translated to and used in Turkish for the first time. Therefore, the Turkish

translation of the scale was tested and provided high reliabilities.

94



5.5. Limitations and Future Directions

In addition to many contributions to the literature, the current study is not
free from limitations. First, the present investigation had a correlational design that
did not include manipulating the social comparison direction or motivation.
Therefore, this study can be considered as a preliminary evidence to open the field
for future studies to further understand the nature of the relationship between
social comparison and self-presentation. For this aim, establishing the external
reliability of the current results with their confirmations by other researchers
would be an important first step. Then, further studies can also explore why and
how social comparison had such a strong and impervious determinant role on self-
presentation. Related with that, manipulating self-concept clarity can also bring
new insights to the current investigation. By increasing or decreasing the self-
concept clarity, individuals’ tendency for social comparison can also be
manipulated indirectly. Therefore, we can observe the mediational model of self-
concept clarity predicting social comparison, and social comparison predicting
self-presentation. Furthermore, creating real life conditions in lab to observe the
actual causal association between social comparison and self-presentation is
another possibility for future studies. By inoculating downward or upward social
comparison between two participants, or to a participant with a confederate,
researchers can make observations of the subsequent self-presentational
behaviors.

Secondly, the current study is conducted with university students with a
mean age of 21. Due to their social environment and age, these students are highly
exposed to social comparison data. They learn their peers’ grades, see how others
study, work out, and dress, how many friends others’ have, how much others have
fun, and many others. In addition to getting countless comparison information,
they have higher needs to be approved and accepted by others. With these
increased needs, young people are more open to the suggestions of their friends;

they might engage in some acts just to look good to others or to gain popularity,
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or they may try to convey an image that would be advantageous for them in their
social environment. Coupled with their relatively low self-concept clarity
compared to elderly, young people are more likely to explore different self-
presentation tactics. Consequently, the association between social comparison and
self-presentation that is displayed here might be stronger than the community
population. Therefore, testing the current hypotheses with a community sample
would increase the external validity of the findings.

Furthermore, adolescence is a period of low self-concept clarity, and high
peer influence (e.g., Gardner & Steinberg, 2005; Schwartz, Mason, Pantin, &
Szapocznik, 2009). In this period, young people reference others for appropriate
behaviors, and try to get their acceptance by following these norms. Therefore, the
cycle of social comparison to self-presentation might be highly evident in
adolescents, compared to adults who might be relatively more authentic and self-
driven. In short, studying with adolescents may yield stronger associations among
the constructs of the current study.

Finally, the association between social comparison and self-presentation
might also be a result of nonconscious processes. A nonconscious activation of
social comparison might lead to nonconscious self-presentational efforts. Feelings
of superiority in an intimate relationship context may lead to highlighting the
negative attributes, while feelings of inferiority in a professional context may
trigger the strive for creating an even more competent image. Indeed, it is also
possible that many applications of social comparison—self-presentation link to
daily life occurs in this implicit level. Thus, testing the automatic processes can be
very informative in understanding the social comparison—self-presentation link

introduced here.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A: INFORMED CONSENT FORM

Arastirmaya Goniillii Katilhm Formu

Bu arastirma, Psikoloji Boliimii Doktora 6grencisi Uzm. Psk. Sila Demir
tarafindan, Psikoloji Boliimii Ogretim Uyesi Dog. Dr. Tiirker Ozkan
danismanliginda doktora tez ¢alismasi kapsaminda yiiriitilmektedir. Bu form sizi
arastirma kosullar1 hakkinda bilgilendirmek i¢in hazirlanmistir.

Calismanin Amaci Nedir?

Aragtirmanin amaci kisilerin kendileri ile ilgili bilgileri baskalarina aktarma
yontemleri ile kendilerini bagkalariyla karsilagtirma egilimleri arasindaki iliskiyi
incelemektir.

Bize Nasil Yardime1 Olmamz isteyecegiz?
Arastirmaya katilmay1 kabul ederseniz, sizden beklenen, birtakim anket sorusuna
cevap vermenizdir. Bu ¢alismaya katilim ortalama olarak 15 dakika siirmektedir.

Sizden Topladigimiz Bilgileri Nasil Kullanacagiz?

Aragtirmaya katiliminiz tamamen goniilliiliik temelinde olmalidir. Ankette, sizden
kimlik veya kurum belirleyici hicbir bilgi istenmemektedir. Cevaplariniz
tamamiyla gizli tutulacak, sadece arastirmacilar tarafindan toplu olarak
degerlendirilecek ve bilimsel yayimlarda kullanilacaktir. Sagladiginiz veriler
goniilli katilim formlarinda toplanan kimlik bilgileri ile eslestirilmeyecektir.

Katiliminizla ilgili bilmeniz gerekenler:

Calisma, genel olarak kisisel rahatsizlik verecek sorular igermemektedir. Ancak,
katilim sirasinda sorulardan ya da herhangi baska bir nedenden &tiirii kendinizi
rahatsiz hissederseniz cevaplama isini yarida birakmakta serbestsiniz.

Arastirmayla ilgili daha fazla bilgi almak isterseniz:

Bu ¢alismaya katildiginiz i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederiz. Arastirma hakkinda daha
fazla bilgi almak ic¢in Psikoloji Boliimii Doktora 6grencisi Sila Demir (E-posta:
sila.dervis@metu.edu.tr) veya Psikoloji Boliimii Ogretim Uyesi Dog. Dr. Tiirker
Ozkan (E-posta: ozturker@metu.edu.tr) ile iletisim kurabilirsiniz.
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APPENDIX B: SELF-PRESENTATION TACTICS SCALE

Ilerleyen sayfalarda kendinizle ilgili algilarimz hakkinda birtakim sorular
sorulmaktadir. Liitfen, yonergeleri dikkatlice okuyun ve tiim sorulara
olabildigince agik ve diiriist cevap verin. Sorularin dogru ya da yanlis yanitlar
yoktur. Sorulari, litfen, sizi en iyi anlatan sekilde, 1’den 5’¢ (1 = kesinlikle

katilmiyorum; 5 = kesinlikle katiliyorum) yanitlayiniz.

1. Bagkalarina, benden korkacaklar1 sekilde davranirim.

2. Ciissemi kullanarak ihtiya¢ duydugumda insanlara sdziimii gegiririm.

3. Birine zarar verirsem, ondan 6ziir diler ve bir daha yapmayacagima sz veririm.
4. Bagkalarinin yanlis oldugunu diisiinebilecegi seyler yapmadan once onlara
aciklamalar yaparim.

5. Baskalarmin olumsuz tepkilerini azaltmak i¢in davranisimin gerekgesini
acgiklarim.

6. Bagkalarinin zorlandigi isleri basardigimda bunu insanlara anlatirim.

7. Digerlerini kendime acindirmak i¢in zayifliklarimi kullanirim.

8. Bagkalarindan yardim isterim.

9. Digerlerinin beni benimsemesini istedigimde onlarla ayni diislinceleri
paylastigimi ifade ederim.

10. Yeterince iyl yapamayacagimi diislindiigiim seylere baslamadan mazeretlerimi
stralarim.

11. Bagkalarindan iyilik isteyecegim zaman onlar1 pohpohlarim.

12. Yiiksek performans baskis1 hissettigimde hastalanirim.

13. Yanlis bir sey yaptigimda 6ziir dilerim.

14. Digerlerinin benim bir seyi yapamayacagimi diisiinmelerini ve boylece bana

yardim etmelerini saglarim.
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15. Bir insanin nasil davranmasi gerektigi ile ilgili 6rnek kisi olmaya ¢alisirim.
17. Baskalarinin olumsuz algilayabilecekleri bir sey yapmadan Once onlarin
onayini almaya ¢aligirim.

18. Bagkalarina verdigim her tiirlii zarar telafi etmeye caligirim.

19. Sahip oldugum seylerden bahsederken digerlerine onlarin degerini/ederini de
belirtirim.

20. Karsit siyasi partinin dogru olmayan goriislerine isaret ederim.

21. Ornek davranislar gostererek baskalarmin da benzer sekilde davranmasi igin
caktirmadan ugragirim.

22. Gegmisteki olaylardan bahsederken, olumlu olaylardaki paymmi gergekte
oldugundan daha fazlaymis gibi gosteririm.

23. Insanlara basarilarimdan bahsederim.

24. Digerlerinin 6rnek alabilecegi biri olmaya ¢aligirim.

25. Bagkalarinin hosuna gitmeyecek hareketlerimi 6nceden gerekgelendiririm.
26. Baskalarinin da benim gibi olumlu sekilde davranmasi i¢in ugrasirim.

27. Kendimi daha iyi gostermek i¢in baskalarini degersizlestiririm.

28. Insanlarin beni sevmesi i¢in onlara iyilik yaparim.

29. Eger diipediiz hataliysam, kotii davranigim icin yapilan suglamalart kabul
ederim.

30. Basarilarimin 6nemi abartirim.

31. Grup projelerinde, birilerinin sorumlulugu almasini umarak geri dururum.

32. Birisinden istedigimi elde etmeme yardimci olacagim diisiindiigimde onu
tehdit ederim.

33. Bagkalarina, onlarin hosuna gidecek diisiincelerimi ifade ederim.

34. Sevilmeyen gruplar hakkinda olumsuz seyler soylerim.

35. Olumsuz olaylardan sorumlu olmadigima diger insanlar1 inandirmaya
caligirim.

36. Isler ters gittiginde, neden sorumlulugun bende olmadigini agiklarim.

37. Bagkalarinin davranmasi gerektigini diisiindiigiim sekilde davranirim.
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38. Digerlerine 1yi 6zelliklerimden bahsederim.

39. Bir sey i¢in suc¢landigim zaman mazeretler uydururum.

40. Yaptigim iyi bir seyin digerlerinin géziinden kagmasina izin vermem.

41. Insanlar verdigim bir hediyenin degerini kiigiimsediginde onlara bdyle
olmadigini belirtirim.

42. Okulda hep ortalama notlar almamin sebebi saglik sorunlarim olmustur.

43. Baskalarina, bana yardim etmeleri i¢in yardim ederim.

44. Digerlerinin hoslanmayacagi davranislarim i¢in onlara toplumsal olarak kabul
edilebilir gerekgeler sunarim.

45. Bagkalar1 davraniglarimi  olumsuz degerlendirdiginde, yaptiklarimin
gerekcelerinin oldugunu anlamalari i¢in agiklamalar yaparim.

46. Bir grup projesinde calisirken, projeye katkimi oldugundan fazlaymis gibi
gosteririm.

47. Benimle rekabet halinde olan insanlarin olumsuz 6zelliklerini abartarak
anlatirim.

48. Kotii performansim i¢in bahaneler uydururum.

49. Cok zor bir smavdan Once yeterince iyi yapamayacagim ihtimalime karsi
bahaneler uydurmaya baglarim.

50. Yanlis bir sey yaptigimda suclulugumu kabul eder ve pismanligimi belirtirim.
51. Bagkalarina gozdag: veririm.

52. Birinden bir sey istedigimde, ona iyi gériinmeye ¢aligirim.

53. Sosyal etkinliklere kendimi kaptirdigim i¢in sinavlara yeterince iyi ¢aligamam.
54. Bagkalarinin benim icin bir seyler yapmalarini saglamak i¢in, onlara benden
daha gii¢lii ya da yetkin olduklarini sdyleyerim.

55. Yapmadigim igler i¢in hak iddia ederim.

56. Rakip gruplardaki insanlar hakkinda olumsuz yargilarda bulunurum.

57. Kendi basarimin 6niine engeller koyarim.

58. Kaygi, performansimi olumsuz etkiler.

59. Insanlar1 korkutacak seyler yaparim ki istedigimi yapsinlar.
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60. Bir iste basarili oldugumda, digerlerine o isin 6nemini vurgularim.

61. Bir davranisim diger insanlara ne kadar kotii goriinse de, o davranisimla ilgili
iyi sebepler sunarim.

62. Suclanmaktan kaginmak i¢in, digerlerinin niyetimin zarar vermek olmadigini
bilmesini saglarim.

63. Insanlar1 yanima ¢ekmek igin onlara iltifat ederim.

64. Olumsuz bir davranigtan sonra, digerlerine benim yerimde olsalar onlarin da

ayni seyi yapacaklarini anlatmaya ¢aligirim.
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APPENDIX C: IOWA-NETHERLANDS COMPARISON ORIENTATION
MEASURE

Cogumuz zaman zaman kendimizi baska insanlarla karsilastiririz. Bu
karsilastirmalar, bazen hislerimizi; bazen goriislerimizi, bazen yeteneklerimizi;
bazen de igerisinde bulundugumuz durumu baska insanlarinkilerle karsilastirmak
bi¢iminde olabilir. Bu sekilde karsilastirmalar yapmanin iyi ya da kotii bir yan
yoktur. Bazi insanlar bunu daha ¢ok yapar; bazilari ise daha az. Biz, sizin kendinizi
diger insanlarla ne siklikta karsilastirdiginizi 6grenmek istiyoruz. Bunun i¢in
asagida yer alan her bir ifadeye ne derecede katildiginizi Sizi en iyi anlatan sekilde,

1’den 5’e (1 = kesinlikle katilmiyorum; 5 = kesinlikle katiliyorum) yanitlayiniz.

1. Yaptigim seylerin diger insanlarin yaptiklariyla karsilastirildiginda nasil
olduguna her zaman ¢ok dikkat ederim.
2. Cogu zaman sevdigin insanlarin (kiz/erkek arkadasim, ailemden kisiler

vb.) yaptiklar1 seyleri nasil yaptiklariyla, diger insanlarin nasil yaptiklarim
karsilastiririm.

3. Bir seyi ne kadar iyi yaptigimi bilmek istedigimde, yaptigim seyi diger
insanlarin yaptiklariyla karsilastiririm.

4. Ne kadar sosyal birisi oldugum konusunda (sosyal becerilerim,
popiilerligim vb.) kendimi sik sik diger insanlarla karsilastiririm.

5. Hayatta ne durumda oldugumu asla bagkalarimin durumlarina gore
degerlendirmem.

6. Kendini sik sik baskalartyla karsilagtiran birisi degilimdir.

7. Hayatta ne kadar basarili oldugum konusunda ¢ogu zaman kendimi baska
insanlarla karsilastiririm.

8. Diger insanlarla karsilikli goriis ve deneyimlerimiz hakkinda konusmaktan
¢ogu zaman zevk alirim.

9. Cogu zaman, benim karsilastigim sorunlara benzer sorunlarla karsilasmis
kisilerin ne diisiindiiglinii 6grenmeye ¢aligirim.

10. Bir konuda daha fazla sey 6grenmek istersem, o konuda baska insanlarin
ne diislindiigiinii 6grenmeye c¢aligirim.

11. Benimkine benzer bir durumda bagka insanlarin ne yapacagini bilmek her

zaman hosuma gider.
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APPENDIX D: SOCIAL COMPARISON SCALE

Sizin de bildiginiz gibi, hepimiz zaman zaman kendimizi diger insanlarla
karsilastirir ve baz1 degerlendirmeler yapariz. Bu degerlendirmeler sonucunda
kendimizle ilgili baz1 fikirler ediniriz. Sizin de kendinizle iliskili baz Kisisel
goriisleriniz mutlaka vardir. Liitfen, asagidaki sifatlarin her birinde sizi en iyi

yansitan sayiyl isaretleyiniz.

Yetersiz 1 2 3 4 5 6 Yeterli/iistiin
Beceriksiz 1 2 3 4 5 6 Becerikli
Basarisiz 1 2 3 4 5 6 Basarh
Sevilmeyen biri 1 2 3 4 5 6 Sevilen biri

Ice déniik 1 2 3 4 5 6 Disadoniik
Yalniz 1 2 3 4 5 6 Yalmzdegil
Dista birakilmis 1 2 3 4 5 6 Kabuledilmis
Sabirsiz 1 2 3 4 5 6 Sabirh
Hosgoriisiiz 1 2 3 4 5 6 Hosgoriili
Soyleneniyapan 1 2 3 4 5 6 Insiyatif sahibi
Korkak 1 2 3 4 5 6 Cesur

Kendine giivensiz 1 2 3 4 5 6  Kendine giivenli
Cekingen 1 2 3 4 5 6 Atilgan
Daginik 1 2 3 4 5 6 Dizenli

Pasif Edilgen 1 2 3 4 5 6 AktifEtkin
Kararsiz 1 2 3 4 5 6 Kararh
Antipatik 1 2 3 4 5 6 Sempatik
Sevimsiz 1 2 3 4 5 6 Sevimli

Boyun egen 1 2 3 4 5 6 Hakkmm arayan
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APPENDIX E: SOCIAL COMPARISON FREQUENCY

Onceki boliimlerde bahsedildigi gibi kendimizi, yeteneklerimizi,
diisiincelerimizi, basarilarimizi, basarisizliklarimizi  veya  gOriiniisiimiizii
baskalartyla karsilastiririz. Bu karsilastirmayi farkinda olarak veya olmayarak
yapariz.

Liitfen, bu boliimde kendinizi belirtilen farkli kisilerle karsilastirma
sikliginiz1 isaretleyiniz.

Kendinizi (yeteneklerinizi, diisiincelerinizi, basarilarinizi, basarisizliklarinizi veya

goriinlistinilizii) ne stklikla asagidaki kisilerle karsilastirirsiniz?

Her
Asla Nadiren Bazen Siklhikla
zaman
....arkadaglarimla 1 2 3 4 5
... unli kisilerle 1 2 3 4 5
....benden daha iyi durumda
] 1 2 3 4 5
olan insanlarla
....benden daha koti durumda
) 1 2 3 4 5
olan insanlarla
....benden ¢ok daha iyi durumda
1 2 3 4 5
olanlarla
....benden ¢ok daha koti
1 2 3 4 5
durumda olanlarla
...bana benzer kisilerle 1 2 3 4 5
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APPENDIX F: HEXACO-PI

Takip eden sayfalarda sizi tanimlayan bir dizi ifade bulacaksiniz. Liitfen her bir
ifadeyi okuyun ve ne kadar katilip katilmadiginizi degerlendirin. Daha sonra

yanitinizi, ifadenin solundaki bosluga asagidaki 6l¢egi kullanarak yazin.

5 = kesinlikle katilryorum
4 = katiliyorum

3 = kararsizim

2 = katilmiyorum

1 = kesinlikle katilmiyorum

Yanitiniz hakkinda emin degilseniz bile liitfen her soruya cevap verin.
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11.
12.
13.

14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.

20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.

Bir sanat galerisi gezsem oldukga sikilirim.

Son anda karigiklik yasamamak ig¢in, islerimi Onceden planlar ve
diizenlerim.

Bana ¢ok haksizlik eden insanlara kars1 bile nadiren kin beslerim.
Kendimden genel olarak olduk¢a memnunum.

Koti havalarda seyahat etmem gerekirse korkarim.

Ise yarayacagini diisiinsem bile zam ya da terfi almak igin yag cekmem.
Bagka iilkelerin tarih ve siyasetleriyle ilgili seyler 6grenmek ilgimi ¢eker.
Bir amaca ulagsmaya calisirken genelde kendimi ¢ok zorlarim.

Insanlar bazen bagskalarini fazla elestirdigimi soylerler.

Eger hoslanmadigim bir insandan bir sey istersem, istedigimi elde etmek
i¢in ona ¢ok iyi davranirim.

Grup toplantilarinda diistincelerimi nadiren ifade ederim.

Bazen ufak seyleri dert etmekten kendimi alamam.

Asla yakalanmayacagimi bilsem, milyonlarca lira ¢almaya istekli
olurdum.

Roman, sarki, resim gibi bir sanat eseri yaratmak hosuma giderdi.

Bir sey iistiinde calisirken, ufak detaylara fazla dikkat etmem.
Baskalarindan daha 1yi olmayan siradan bir insanim.

Insanlar bazen fazla inat¢1 oldugumu sdylerler.

Yalniz ¢alismadansa aktif sosyal iletisim iceren isleri tercih ederim.

Act verici bir tecrilbbeye maruz kaldigimda beni rahatlatmasi i¢in birine
ithtiya¢ duyarim.

Cok fazla param olmasi benim i¢in 6zellikle 6nemli degildir.

Radikal diisiinceleri dikkate almanin vakit kayb1 oldugunu diisiiniiyorum.
Eni konu diisiinmektense anlik hislerime gore karar veririm.

Mali sikintim olsa, ¢alintt mal almaya yeltenirdim.

Insanlar benim ¢abuk 6fkelendigimi diisiiniirler.

Cogu giin kendimi neseli ve iyimser hissederim.
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26.
217.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44,
45.

46.
47.

48.
49,
50.
51.
52.

Baska insanlar1 aglarken gordiigiimde, benim de aglayasim gelir.
Ortalama bir insandan daha ¢ok saygi hakkettigimi diistiniiyorum.
Firsatim olsaydi bir klasik miizik konserine gitmeyi isterdim.

Calisirken, diizensiz olmaktan dolay1 bazen zorluklar yasarim.

Pahal1 ve sosyetik bir semtte yasamayi isterdim.

Bana kotii davranan insanlara karsi tavrim "affet ve unut" olur.

Popiiler olmayan biri oldugumu hissediyorum.

Fiziksel tehlike s6z konusu oldugunda ¢ok korkagimdir.

Eger birinden bir sey istiyorsam, o kisinin en kdtii sakasina bile giilerim.
Asla bir ansiklopediyi incelemekten gergekten zevk almadim.

Sadece idare edecek kadar minimum is yaparim.

Insanlarin bana onlardan daha iistiinmiisiim gibi davranmalarini istemem.
Diger insanlar1 yargilarken yumusak olmaya meyilliyimdir.

Sosyal ortamlarda ilk adimi atan genelde ben olurum.

Bir¢ok insandan ¢ok daha az endiselenirim.

Cok biiyiik de olsa, asla riisvet kabul etmem.

Insanlar bana sik sik hayal giiciimiin genis oldugunu soylerler.

Vakit kaybina yol agsa da, isimde her zaman kusursuz olmaya ¢aligirim.
Cok pahal1 bir arabay1 kullanirken goriilmek isterim.

Baskalar1 benden farkli diisiindiiklerinde genelde fikirlerimde epeyce
esneklik gosteririm.

Yeni bir yerde ilk yaptigim sey arkadas edinmektir.

Kimsenin duygusal destegine ihtiya¢ duymadan zor durumlarla basa
cikabilirim.

Pahal, liiks seylere sahip olmak bana ¢ok zevk verirdi.

Sira dis1 goriislere sahip insanlardan hoslanirim.

Harekete gegmeden 6nce diisiinmedigim i¢in birgok hata yaparim.
Birinin bana iyilik yapmasi i¢in ondan hoslantyormus gibi davranmazdim.

Bir¢ok insan benden daha ¢abuk kizar.

132



53.
54,
55.

56.
S7.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.

64.

65.

66.
67.

Cogu insan, benim genelde oldugumdan daha coskulu ve dinamiktir.
Bana yakin biri uzun siireligine gidecegi zaman ¢ok duygulanirim.
Insanlarin benim yiiksek statiide, dnemli bir insan oldugumu bilmelerini
isterim.

Sanatsal ya da yaratici biri oldugumu diistinmiiyorum.

Insanlar beni sik stk miikemmeliyet¢i olarak adlandirirlar.

Insanlar bir¢ok hata yaptiklarinda bile nadiren olumsuz bir sey sdylerim.
Kendimi bazen degersiz hissediyorum.

Acil durumlarda bile panige kapilmam.

Birinin bana iyilik yapmasi i¢in ondan hoslaniyormus gibi davranmazdim.
Felsefe lizerine tartigmayi sikici bulurum.

Bir plana bagli kalmaktansa aklima esen herhangi bir seyi yapmayi tercih
ederim.

Insanlar bana hatali oldugumu sdylediklerinde, ilk tepkim onlarla
tartismak olur.

Bir grup i¢indeyken, grup adina konusan ¢gogunlukla ben olurum.

Cogu insanin ¢ok duygulandigi durumlarda bile duygusuz kalirim.

Yakalanmayacagimdan emin olsam, sahte para kullanmaya yeltenirim.
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APPENDIX G: SELF-CONCEPT CLARITY

Takip eden sayfada kendinizi nasil algiladigimizla ilgili bir dizi ifade

bulacaksiniz. Liitfen her bir ifadeyi okuyun ve ne kadar katilip katilmadiginiz1

degerlendiriniz. Daha sonra, liitfen, sizi en iyi anlatan sekilde, 1’den 5’e¢ (1 =

kesinlikle katilmiyorum; 5 = kesinlikle katiliyorum) yanitlayiniz.

10.
11.
12.

Kendim hakkindaki inanglarimin birbiriyle ¢elistigi oluyor.

Bir giin hakkimda bir fikrim vardir ve diger bir giin baska bir fikrim vardir.
Gergekten ne ¢esit bir insan oldugumu merak ederek ¢ok fazla zaman
harcarim

Bazen gercekten goriindiigim gibi bir insan olmadigimi hissediyorum.
Gecmiste ne tip bir insan oldugumu diistindiiglimde, gercekten nasil biri
oldugumdan emin olamiyorum.

Kisiligimin degisik yonleri arasinda geliski yasadigim oluyor.

Bazen diger insanlar1 kendimi tanidigimdan daha iyi tantyormusum gibi
hissediyorum.

Kendi hakkimdaki diisiincelerim siklikla degisiyormus gibi goriiniiyor.
Kisiligimi tarif etmem istense, bir giinli digerine uymaz diye tarif edebilirim.
Birine gercekten nasil biri oldugumu anlatirken zorlanirdim herhalde.
Genel anlamda kim olduguma dair net bir fikrim var.

Bir¢ok konuda aklimi netlestirmek benim i¢in zor oluyor, ¢linkii gercekten

ne istedigimi bilmiyorum.
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APPENDIX H: IDENTIFICATION/REFERENCE GROUP

Hepimizin kendimizi 6zdeslestirdigimiz, benzemeye calistigimiz, model olarak
benimsedigimiz kisiler vardir. Bu kisiler bazilarimiz i¢in yakinlarimiz,
arkadaglarimiz olabildigi gibi bazilarim i¢in de tanimadigimiz ama 6rnek
aldigimiz kisiler olabilir.

Peki siz kendinizi kiminle 6zdeslestiriyorsunuz?
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APPENDIX I: DEMOGRAPHICS

Cinsiyetiniz

Yasiniz

Egitim durumunuz

Bolimuniz
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APPENDIX J: DEBRIEFING

Arastirma Sonrasi Bilgilendirme Formu

Oncelikle arastirmamiza katildiginiz i¢in tesekkiir ederiz. Arastirmamizin
amaci, kisilerin 6z-sunum (self-presentation) davranislarini sosyal karsilagtirma
baglaminda degerlendirmektir. Oz-sunum kisilerin iletisim kurduklari kisilere
sunduklar1 kendileriyle ilgili bilgileri manipiile etme davranislari olarak
tanimlanabilir. Sosyal karsilagtirma ise kisilerin kendi kabiliyet ve diigiincelerini
degerlendirmek i¢in bagkalarinin kabiliyet ve diisiincelerini kullanmasidir.

Bu caligmada, ilk olarak, kisilerin sosyal karsilastirma i¢in kendilerinden
oldukea 1yi ya da oldukea kotii kisileri se¢gme egilimlerinin olup olmadigi test
edilmek istenmektedir. Ikinci olarak, kisinin sosyal karsilastirma sonucunda
kendisi ve baskalar1 arasinda gordiigii fark: kapatmak i¢in hangi 6z-sunum
yontemlerini kullanacagi incelenmek istenmektedir. Ayrica, sosyal karsilastirma
ile 6z-sunum arasindaki iliskinin kisilik 6zellikleri ile diizenlendigi
arastirilacaktir. Bu amagla, siz katilimcilardan 6z-sunum ve sosyal karsilastirma
ile ilgili birtakim 6l¢ekleri ve bir kisilik 6lgegini doldurmaniz istenmistir.

Arastirmanin gecerli bulgular verebilmesi i¢in ¢alisma hakkinda elde ettiginiz
bilgileri 6zellikle bu arastirmaya katilacak olan kisilerle paylasmamanizi rica
ediyoruz. Ayrica, sizden herhangi bir kimlik bilgisi alinmadigini ve sagladiginiz
bilgilerin tamamen gizli tutulacagini hatirlatiriz. Bu acgidan giiveniniz i¢in
tesekkiir ederiz. Yine de arastirmamizda sagladiginiz bilgilerin higbir sekilde
kullanilmasini istemiyorsaniz bunu arastirmaciya belirtebilirsiniz. Bu durumda
sagladiginiz bilgiler kullanilmayacaktir. Eger arastirmayla ilgili sorulariniz
varsa sila.dervis@metu.edu.tr ya da ozturker@metu.edu.tr adreslerinden
arastirmacilara ulasabilirsiniz.

Katiliminiz igin tekrar tesekkiir ederiz.
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APPENDIX K. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

1. Giris

Sosyal psikoloji siklikla kisiyi gercek, hayal edilen veya ima edilen
baskalarinin varliginda inceleyen bilim dali olarak tanimlanir. Bu gercek, hayal
edilen veya ima edilen digerlerinin kisinin herhangi bir durumda nasil
davranacagini etkiledigine stiphe yoktur. Hatta, kisiler kendilerini tanimlarken ve
kimliklerini olustururken bunu digerleri ile karsilastirmali olarak yaparlar.
Kisilerin baskalariyla nasil iletisimde oldugu, baskalarina gore ne kadar iyi oldugu
ve baskalar1 tarafindan nasil degerlendirildigi benlik kavrami icin Onemli
faktorlerdir. Sosyal yasamda kisiler kendileri i¢in 6nemli olan diger kisilerin
kendilerini benimsemesini ve kabul etmesini isterseler; 0rnegin, aile iyeleri,
partner, arkadas, amir ya da tanidiklarinin degerlendirmeleri kisiler i¢in dnemlidir.
Bu kisilerle iletisim kurarken kisa ya da uzun vadede faydali oldugunu
diistindiikleri bir imaj yansitmaya c¢aligirlar (Gibbs, Ellison ve Heino, 2006:
Schlenker ve Pontari, 2000). Baskalarinin olumlu yaklagimini kazanmak,
isyerinde terfi almak, partnerin ilgisini kazanmak veya stirdiirmek, arkadaslarin
sevgi ve saygisini elde etmek bu avantajlara 6rnek olabilir. Tabi ki, bu faydal
imajlar yalnizca olumlu degil. Kisiler zaman zaman kaba ve ahlakdis1 bir imaj ile
de istediklerini elde etmeye ¢alisirlar. Ornegin, daha asag1 kademede olanlarin ya
da astlarmin kendilerinden c¢ekinmesi bazi yiiksek statiilii kisiler icin faydali
goriinebilir; ya da birtakim kisiler sosyal iligkilerini, dengesiz ve 6ngoriilemez
imajlar yaratarak ve boylece digerleri ile aralarina mesafe koyarak kontrol etmeye
caligabilir. Sonug olarak, kisilerin baskalarinda olusturdugu imaj bu tur amaclar
icin kritik dnem tasir. Yaratilan imaj her zaman gercek benligi yansitmayabilir,

zaman zaman kisiler bu gercekligi saptirarak da faydali imajlar yaratmaya
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calisabilir. Bireyler stratejik olarak istenen imaj ile gergek bilgiyi dengeleme
egilimindedirler.

Yiiz yiize iletisime ek olarak, sosyal medya sayfalar1 da istenen imaji
yaratmak icin uygun ve islevsel araglardir (Mehdizadeh, 2010). Ozellikle bu
cevirim igi iletisimlerde kisiler basarilarini abartma ve olumsuz deneyimlerini
gizleme egiliminde davranirlar (Jung, Youn ve McClung, 2007; Papacharissi,
2002). Kisilerin bu tur imaj yaratma amaclar1 ugruna yaptig1 tiim davranislara 6z-
sunum denir (Goffman, 1959; Jones ve Pittman, 1982; Leary, 1995). Schneider
6z-sunumu kisinin kendisi ile ilgili bilgiyi manipiile etmesi, degistirmesi olarak
tanimlar (1981). Sosyolog Goffman’dan (1959) itibaren 6z-sunum iizerine birgok
aragtirma yapilmistir. Bu arastirmalarin kimi 6z-sunumu yordayan bireysel
degiskenleri ortaya ¢ikarmistir; 6rnegin, biiylik bes kisilik 6zellikleri (big five),
karanlik uglu (dark triad), kendini denetleme (self-monitoring), kendilik bilinci
(self-consciousness) gibi. Tabi ki yalnizca bireysel farkliliklar degil, kisiyle yakin
iliskili durumlar da kisinin herhangi bir durumda nasil davranacagi konusunda
onemli belirleyicilerdir (Wolfe, Lennox ve Cutler, 1986). Bu nedenle, bireysel
farkliliklara ek olarak, birtakim baglamsal degiskenlerin 6z-sunum egilimleri
lizerine etkisi de etraflica arastirilmistir. Ornegin, {istiinliik ya da asagilik hisleri
0z-sunumun yaygin olarak arastirilan onemli baglamsal belirleyicilerindendir
(6rn. Brown ve Gallager, 1992).

Sosyal hayatin bir diger ayrilmaz pargast ise kisinin kendini
degerlendirirken baskalarini referans almasidir. Bu olguya sosyal karsilastirma
denir ve insanligin en temel diirtiilerinden biri olarak degerlendirilir. Sosyal
karsilastirma kuramai ilk olarak Festinger (1954) tarafindan incelenmistir. Ortamda
kisinin kendini karsilastirabilecegi nesnel bir dayanak noktasi olmadiginda
bireyler bagkalarmin diislincelerini ve becerilerini kendilerine dayanak noktasi
olarak alirlar. Kisiler bu bilgiyi sosyal ortamlarinda etkin bir sekilde

arayabilecekleri gibi kendileri i¢in 6nemli olan bir konuda bagkalarinin diisiince

139



ve becerileri hakkinda tesadiifen bilgi edindiklerinde de karsilastirma
kendiliginden tetiklenebilir.

Her ne kadar kisinin kendisini bagkalariyla karsilagtirmasi temel bir diirtii
olarak degerlendirilse de arastirmacilar bu olguyu daha detayli incelediklerinde,
sosyal karsilastirmanin siklig1 ve igeriginin bireyin kisiliginin bir islevi olarak
ortaya ¢ikmistir. Boylece, sosyal karsilastirma egilimi bir bireysel farklilik olarak
Onerilmistir (Diener ve Fujita, 1997; Gibbons ve Buunk, 1999). Bir¢ok calisma,
0zsaygl, baskalarinin hislerine iliskin kaygilar, kendilik bilinci ve yasin bu egilim
ile iligkili bireysel farkliliklar oldugunu gostermistir (6rn, Buunk ve Gibbons,
2007; Gilbert, Giesler ve Morris, 1995; Swap ve Rubin, 1983).

Rousseau (1754/1984), sosyal karsilastirma ve 6z-sunum ile iligkili olarak,
kisinin yalnizca baskalarindan daha iyi olma isteginin degil, ayn1 zamanda bu
istiinliige bagli olarak umumi bir saygi kazanma isteginin de oldugundan
bahseder. Yani, baskalarindan iyi olmak kisi i¢in yeterli degildir; kisi daha iyi
oldugunun bilinmesini de ister. Bu nedenle, basarilarinin ve {stiinliiklerinin
bilinmesi igin 6z-sunum o6nemli bir aractir. Ote yandan, sosyal karsilastirma
sonucu olusan herhangi bir eksikligi umumi olarak telafi etmek ya da asagilik
durumlarini gizlemek de 6z-sunum ile miimkiindiir.

Tim bunlar birlikte degerlendirildiginde, bu c¢alismada sosyal
karsilagtirmanin, 6z-sunumun Onciilii olarak degerlendirilmesi amag¢lanmaktadir.
Sosyal karsilastirma egiliminin ve yoniiniin girisken (assertive) ve savunmaci
(defensive) 6z-sunum taktikleri ile iliskili olmasi beklenmektedir. Ek olarak,
kisilik ve kendilik kavrami agikliginin da diizenleyici degisken rolii oynamasi

beklenmektedir.

2. Alanyazim
2.1. Oz-sunum
Oz-sunum, kisinin baskalarma yansittigi benlik imajini birtakim sosyal ve

maddi ihtiyaclarina hizmet edecek sekilde manipiile etmesidir. Kisinin
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baskalarindan istediklerini elde etmesi onlar iizerinde yarattigi imaja oldukca
bagimlidir; bu nedenle, insanlar bagkalarina aktardiklar1 kendileri ile iliskili
bilgiler konusunda oldukca dikkatlidirler (Leary ve Allen, 2011). Oz-sunum
birgok etmenden etkilenebilir; 6rnegin iletisimin baglamu, iletisim kurulan kisi, bu
kisiler arasindaki iliskinin dogasi, iliskinin beklenen ¢iktilar1 ve bunlarin énemi
gibi (6rn. Rosenbaum, Johnson, Stepman ve Nuijten, 2010; Swencionis ve Fiske,
2016; derleme makalesi i¢in bknz. Leary, 1995). Bu durumda, 6z-sunum, her
sosyal baglamda degisen kosullardan ve ihtiyaglardan etkilenebilen dinamik bir
davranistir (Yang, 2015).

Oz-sunumun giinliik hayatin temel pargalarmdan biri olmasina ragmen,
aragtirmacilar bu konuya sosyolog Erving Goffman The Presentation of Self in
Everyday Life (1959) kitabini basmadan 6nce yeterli ilgiyi gostermemislerdir. Bu
kitabinda Goffman, yiiz yiize iletisimi teatral benzetme ile tanimlamaktadir; roller
sahne arkasinda hazirlanir ve sahnede oyuncu tarafindan oynanir. Bu benzetmede,
sahne kisinin onceden sahne arkasinda hazirladigi imaj1 digerlerine yansittigi
sosyal baglamdir. Goffman’in analizine gore, kisiler farkli durumlarda oynadiklar
rollerin gesitliliginin farkindadir ve siirekli bagkalarina yansittiklar1 imajt
denetleme ihtiyact hissederler. Ayni1 zamanlarda, sosyal psikolog Edward E. Jones
da yagcilik (ingratiation; baskalarimin goziine girmek ic¢in yapilan davranislar)
konusundaki ¢aligmalarina baslamistir (1964). Jones’un ¢alismalari, Goffman’in
aksine, laboratuvar deneylerini icermektedir (6rn. Jones, Gergen, Gumpert ve
Thibaut, 1965; Jones, Gergen ve Jones, 1963). Kisilerin iletisim kurduklar
ortamlar1 manipiile etmek suretiyle bu durumun yansitmaya calistiklar1 imaji
etkileyip etkilemedigini gézlemlemistir. Dort grup yagcilik taktigi oldugunu 6ne
stirmiistiir: karsisindaki kisiyi Ovme, diisiinceleri ile hemfikir olma, 6z-sunum ve
iyilik yapma.

Basta, 0z-sunum c¢alismalar1 arastirmacilarin  tepkisini  ¢ekmistir.
Baumeister bu durumu, 6z-sunum kuramcilarinin, bu arastirmacilarin birtakim

bulgularina alternatif agiklamalar sunmasi1 ve onlarin agiklamalarini zayiflatmasi
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ile aciklamaktadir (6rn. biligsel ¢eliski kurami, psikolojik tepkisellik kurami i¢in).
1970°’1i yillarda G6z-sunum arastirmalar1 kabul gormeye basladi ve alandaki
caligmalar gelisti.

2.1.1. Oz-sunumun islevi

Oz-sunum birgok isleve sahiptir, 6rnegin kisileraras: iliskiler, benlik
olusturma, duygu diizenleme, evrimsel ve toplumsal islevler. ilk olarak, 6z-sunum
ile olumlu imajlar yaratarak kisilerin istedikleri kisileraras1 ¢iktilar1 elde etmeleri
miimkiindiir. Ikinci islevi kisi iletisim kurdugu kisiyi tanimasa ve ileride herhangi
bir iletisim kurma ya da ondan bir kazanim elde etme beklentisi olmasa bile isler.
Oz-sunum kisinin benlik olusturmasina ve o benligi siirdiirmesine katki saglar.
Leary’nin (1995) yaptig1 edimsel kosullanma agiklamasia gore kisi olumsuz
izlenim yarattiginda kotu hisseder ve olumlu izlenim yarattiginda iyi hisseder. Bu
deneyimler sayisiz defa tekrarlandiginda kisi yarattigi izlenimin olumlulugu ile
duygularini iliskilendirir. Sonug olarak, 6z-sunumun iligkisel bir katkis1 olmasa da
kisi olumlu izlenim yaratmaya ugrasir. Ornegin, tanimadi§imiz insanlarm 6niinde
rezil olmak tamidigimiz insanlarin Oniinde rezil olmak kadar utan¢ vericidir
neredeyse.

Uciincii olarak, bagkalarmin onaymi ve takdirini almak kisinin daha
olumlu hissetmesine neden olur ve bu da bir duygu diizenleme islevi olarak
goriilebilir. Oz-sunumun evrimsel islevi ise, onun hayatta kalma ve iireme {izerine
etkilerine dayanmaktadir (Koban ve Ohler, 2016; Lange, Zaretsky, Schwarz ve
Euler, 2014). Ornegin, kisiler bir ciftlesme/eslesme (mating) stratejisi olarak,
sosyal medya profillerine cinsiyet rollerine uygun fotograflar eklerler. Kadinlar
iligkisel yonlerini vurgulayan aile ve arkadaslarla olan fotograflar1 daha ¢ok
kullanirken, erkekler de statii ve cesaret vurgulayan fotograflari daha sik
kullanmaktadir (Tifferet ve Vilnai-Yavetz, 2014). Son olarak, Goffman’in (1959)
onerdigi gibi, 6z-sunum kolay ve sorunsuz bir toplumsal isleyis i¢in ¢ok dnemlidir.

Goffman kisilerin uyumlu bir iliski siirdiirebilmeleri i¢in birbirleri hakkinda belli
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bir miktar bilgiye sahip olmalar1 ve birbirlerine bu bilgileri saglamalari
gerekmektedir. Bu da 6z-sunum ile miimkiindiir.

2.1.2. Oz-sunum ile iligkili kavram ve yontemler

2.1.2.1.  Oz-sunum ve izlenim yonetimi

Oz-sunum  (self-presentation) ve izlenim yonetimi (impression
management) birgok arastirmaci tarafindan ayn1 anlamda kullanilmaktadir. Ote
yandan, bir¢cok baska aragtirmact da bu iki terimin farklilarini vurgulamistir.
Izlenim y&netimi, gercek ya da hayali iliskilerde yansitilan izlenimi kontrol
etmeye calismaktir (Schlenker, 1980). izlenim y&netimi kisinin kendisi tarafindan
yapilabilecegi gibi, arkadaslari, ailesi veya diger tamidiklar1 tarafindan da
yapilabilir (Schneider, 1981). Ancak kisi kendisi ile iligkili izlenimi diizenlemeye
caligirsa, bu 6z-sunum olur. Bu durumda, 6z-sunumu, izlenim yonetiminin bir alt
boyutu olarak diistinebiliriz.

2.1.2.2.  Ilstenilir ve istenen izlenim

Kisiler 6z-sunumu bir¢cok amacla uygulayabilirler ve yansittiklar1 imajin
da bu amaglara uygun olmasi beklenir. Kisinin olumlu ve sosyal olarak istenilir
bir izlenim yaratmasi yaygin olsa da tiim 6z-sunumlar olumlu degildir. Zaman
zaman Kkisiler olumsuz izlenimler yaratarak istediklerini elde edebilirler, bu
izlenimler de istenilir degil kisi tarafindan istenen izlenimler olur (Jellison ve
Gentry, 1978). Kisiler sahip olduklar1 giicii kaybetmemek i¢in tehditkar
davranabilecekleri gibi (Jones ve Pittman, 1982), zihinsel engelli, hasta ya da
yetkin olmayan kisi rolii bile yapabilirler (Braginsky, Braginsky ve Ring, 1969;
Kowalski ve Leary, 1990).

2.1.2.3.  Sahte ya da gercek izlenim?

Kisiler rol yaparak zihinsel engelli, saldirgan ya da zayif gibi izlenimler
yaratmaya ¢alisiyorsa, tiim 0z-sunumlar aldaticidir sonucuna ulasabilir miyiz?
Goffman (1959) kisinin isteyerek yarattig1 izlenimi manipiile ettigini savunsa da
bunun sahte oldugunu soOylemez. Aksine, gercek benligin sosyal ortamda

gbzlemlenebilen benlik oldugunu iddia eder. Ote yandan, Buss ve Briggs (1984)
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kisilerin gercek karakterinden farkli bir benlik yansittiklarini sdylese de bu goriis
ilerleyen c¢alismalarda c¢ok fazla destek bulamamustir. Fikir birligine, gercek
benligin ve dogru bilginin 6z-sunum sirasinda farkli bir bicimde paketlenip
sunuldugu konusunda ulasilmistir (Leary, 1995; Schlenker, 1980; Schlenker ve
Weigold, 1992). Bir izlenim yaratilmaya c¢alisildiginda en 6nemli faktorlerden biri
inanilirliktir (Schlenker & Weigold, 1992). Bu nedenle, 6z-sunum, ger¢ek ve
faydali bilgi arasinda dengede durmalidir (Schlenker, 2003).
2.1.2.4.  Oz-sunum stratejileri

Basarili bir sekilde uygulandiginda 6z-sunum istenen izlenimi yaratip
istenen sosyal ¢iktilar1 elde etmede &nemli rol oynayabilir. Oz-sunum
kuramcilarma gore her turlu davranis 6z-sunum i¢in uygulanabilir. Yine de
birtakim stratejiler siniflandirilmistir. Jones ve Pittman (1982), izlenim yonetimi
icin bes strateji belirlemistir: kendini yiiceltme (self-promotion), korkutma
(intimidation), 6rnekleme (exemplification), acindirma (supplication), yagcilik
(ingratiation). Bu stratejiler disinda 6z-sunumun iki yonelimi de Onerilmistir:
girigken (assertive/acquisitive) ve savunmaci (defensive/protective) (Arkin, 1981,
Briggs ve Cheek, 1988; Lennox, 1988; Lennox ve Wolfe, 1984; Tedeschi, 1981;
Tedeschi ve Lindskold, 1976; Tedeschi ve Melburg, 1984). Girigken, atilgan 6z-
sunum, sosyal statii ve gii¢ i¢in etkin bir arama surecini ifade ederken savunmaci
0z-sunum ise sosyal reddedilmeden kagmmma ile iliskilendirilmistir. Lee ve
arkadaslar1 bu ¢erceveyi kullanarak 6z-sunum taktikleri 6l¢egini (self-presentation
tactics scale; Lee, Quigley, Nessler, Corbett, ve Tedeschi, 1999) gelistirmislerdir.

Bu olgek ile bes savunmaci taktik [mazeret gosterme (excuse),
gerekcelendirme (justification), on agiklama sunma (disclaimer), kendini
engelleme (self-handicapping) ve 6ziir dileme (apology)] ile yedi girisken taktik
[yagcilik (ingratiation), korkutma (intimidation), acindirma (supplication),
ornekleme (exemplification), hak iddia etme (entitlement), pekistirme
(enhancement) ve asagilama (blasting)] 6l¢iilmektedir.

2.1.25.  Oz-sunum ile iliskili bireysel farkhiliklar
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2.1.2.5.1. Kisilik modelleri ve 6z-sunum

Bircok arastirma 0z-sunum ile bes faktor kisilik modellerinin iligkisini
incelemistir. On y1l arayla yapilan iki calisma disa donukluk ve deneyime ac¢ikligin
girisken 0z-sunum ile, norotisizmin korumaci 6z-sunum ile iligkili oldugunu
gostermislerdir (Avia, Sanchez-Bernardos, Sanz, Carrillo ve Rojo, 1998; Wolf,
Spinath, Riemann ve Angleitner, 2009). Leary ve Allen (2011) da uyumluluk ve
0zdisiplinin normatif 6z-sunum ile iligkili olduguna isaret etmistir.

Bes faktor kisilik modellerine ek olarak yakin zamanda ortaya atilan yeni
bir kisilik siniflandirmasi olan HEXACO (Ashton ve Lee, 2001, 2007) da 6z-
sunum ile en az diger modeller kadar iliskilidir. Bu yeni smiflandirmada
diiriistliik/algak goniilliiliik (honesty/humility; H), duygusallik (emotionality; E),
disa doniiklik (extraversion; X), uyumluluk (agreeableness; A), ozdisiplin
(conscientiousness; C) ve aciklik (openness; O) 6zellikleri vardir. Diiriistliik/algak
goniilliiliik boyutu disindaki tim o6zellikler asagi yukar1 bes faktor kisilik
modellerindeki boyutlara tekabiil etmektedir. Diiriistliik/algak goniilliiliik boyutu
ise kisisel kazang i¢in bagkalarini kullanmama, liiks ve zenginlik diiskiinliigii
olmama, adalet ve ictenlik gibi Ozellikler ile tanimlanir. Bu o6zellikleri,
diirtstliik/algak goniilliiliik boyutunun 6z-sunum ile kuramsal ve kavramsal olarak
oldukga iligkili oldugunu gostermektedir.

Diiriistliik/algak gontilliiliik ile 6z-sunumun yakinligini destekleyen bir
calisma Grieve (2011) tarafindan yapilan kendi 6z-sunumunu diizenleme
egiliminin diirtistliik/algak goniilliiliik ile ters yonde iligkili oldugunu gosterdigi
arastirmadir. Bir baska calismada ise diiriistliik/alcak goniilliiliiglin ¢alismaya
dahil edilen tiim 6z-sunum taktikleriyle (kendini yiiceltme, yagcilik, 6rnekleme,
korkutma ve acindirma) hem 6grenci hem yetiskin 6rnekleminde ters yonde
iliskilendigi gortilmiistiir (Bourdage, Wiltshire ve Lee, 2015).

Ek olarak, diirtistliik/algak goniilliiliigiin karanlik tglii (dark triad) olarak
adlandirilan psikopati, narsizm ve Makyavelizm ile ¢ok giiclii ve ters yonlii iligkili

oldugu bilinmektedir (Lee ve Ashton, 2005). Bu karanlik iiclii boyutlarinda
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yiiksek olan kisiler sosyal bukalemunlar olarak bilinmektedir. Bu durumda bu
kisilerin de 6z-sunuma yatkin olmalar1 olduk¢a makuldiir. Zaten, bir¢ok ¢alisma
bu beklentiyi dogrulamistir (6rn. Casale, Fioravanti, Rugai, Flett ve Hewitt, 2016;
Hart, Adams ve Burton, 2016; Sherry, Gralnick, Hewitt, Sherry ve Flett, 2014;
Leary ve Allen, 2011, Rauthmann, 2011).

2.1.25.2. Basari ve basarisizlik deneyimleri

Kisilik ozelliklerine ek olarak, basari ve basarisizlik deneyimleri ile
istiinlik ve asagilik hisleri de kisilerin 6z-sunum davraniglariyla yakindan
iligkilidir. Kisiler yiiksek kendini yiiceltme ihtiyaci i¢indeyseler, onlar icin en iyi
senaryo basarilarinin herkesin 6niinde olmasi ve basarisizliklarinin kapali kapilar
ardinda yasanmasidir. Bu olmadigi durumlarda, basarilarin1 toplumsal ortama
tasima ya da bagkalarinin 0niinde yasanan basarisizliklarini da telafi etme cabasi
icine girebilirler. Hatta, ilk 6z-sunum c¢alismalarin ¢ok biiyiik bir kismi1 bu tur
durumlarin manipiilasyonlar1 ve ardindan kisilerin 6z-sunum davraniglarinin
Olcililmesi {izerine yapilmistir (6rn. Cialdini ve Richardson, 1980; Frey, 1978;
Kolditz ve Arkin, 1982; Schneider, 1969).

Bu basari-basarisizlik ya da tstiinliik-asagilik ¢aligmalarinin biiyiik kismi
kiginin kendini bir standarda, grup normuna ya da baska bir Katilimciya gore
karsilagtirmasi iizerine kurulmustur. Dolayisiyla, bir sosyal karsilastirma boyutu
icermektedir. Caligmanin kosullarina bagli olarak, katilimcilara asagi ya da yukari
sosyal karsilastirma yaptirilmigtir. Ornegin, kisinin diger katilimcidan daha iyi
performans sergilemesi asagi sosyal karsilastirmay: tetikleyebilmektedir. Bu
durumda, sosyal karsilastirma davranisinin, basari-basarisizlik ya da tistiinliik-
asagilik c¢alismalarinda oldugu gibi, 0z-sunum iizerinde etkili olmasi
beklenmektedir.

2.2. Sosyal Karsilastirma

Sosyal karsilastirma, yalnizca insanlar i¢in degil, ayn1 zamanda bircok diger
tur icin de sosyal hayatin temel pargalarindan biridir (Buunk ve Gibbons, 2007,
Gilbert, Price ve Allan, 1995). Buunk ve Gibbons sosyal karsilastirma
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caligmalarinin baglangicim1 Muzaffer Serif’in (1936) calismalarina baglar. Ek
olarak sosyolog Hyman (1942), metinlerinde de sosyal karsilastirmanin kisinin
finansal, kiiltiirel ve fiziksel durumunu degerlendirmede 6nemli rol oynadigina
deginmektedir. Fakat Festinger’in 1954 makalesine kadar bu alandaki ¢aligmalar
yeterli olmamistir. Kuram, zaman i¢inde genislemistir ve bir¢ok arastirmaci biiyiik
kuramsal katkida bulunmustur.

Sosyal karsilastirma arastirma alani olarak Festinger’in, bireylerin kendi fikir
ve becerilerini degerlendirme ihtiyaci vardir, 6nermesi ile baslamistir (1. Hipotez,
1954). Fakat, bu degerlendirme i¢in nesnel standartlar olmadigi durumda kisiler
kendilerine benzer baskalarinin fikir ve becerilerini kendilerine Kriter olarak
belirler (2. Hipotez). Festinger kisilerin kendilerini benzer kisilerle karsilagtirip
daha dogru bilgiler elde ettigini one siirmektedir. Bu sebeple, kisilerin fikir ve
beceriler acgisindan farklilagtiklart kisilerle kendilerini karsilastirmaya daha az
istekli olacaklarin1 beklemektedir (3. Hipotez). Ek olarak, kisilerin kendilerinden
biraz daha iyi durumda olanlarla karsilagtirmaya egilimli olduklarini 6ne
siirmektedir; buna “tek yonlii yukar1 diirtii” (unidirectional drive upward) demistir
(4. Hipotez).

Fakat, fikirler ikna ile degistirilebilir iken, becerileri gelistirme konusunda
sosyal olmayan engeller vardir (5. Hipotez; Festinger, 1954). kisinin becerilerini
gelistirmesi ikna olmasinin sonucu degil, ciddi bir emek ve ¢abanin sonucudur.
Birey ile karsilastirilan kisinin arasindaki farki azaltmak ic¢in birey kendini
digerine yaklastirabilir (Ttirev D1), karsilastirdig1 kisiyi kendine yaklagtirmaya
caligabilir (Tiirev D2) ya da karsilastirmay1 birakabilir (Tiirev D3). Festinger’a
gore karsilastirma sonucunda kisi kotu hissediyorsa, karsilastirma yapmaya
devam etmek diismanlia ve gerilemeye neden olabilir (Hipotez 6).

Bunlara ek olarak, sosyal karsilagtirma kurami1 3 hipotez, 5 tiirev ve 8 sonug
daha igermektedir. Temeli bu sekilde atilan sosyal karsilastirma kurami kendi
sinirlarini agip daha derinlemesine incelendikge fikir ve becerilerden baska birgok

alanda daha c¢alisilmistir; 6rnegin, degerler (Kruglanski ve Mayseless, 1990),
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duygular (Schachter, 1959), fiziksel goriiniim (Chae, 2017) vb. Ayrica, sosyal
karsilagtirmanin temelinde olan 6z-degerlendirme disinda benligi gelistirme (self-
improvement) ve benligi giiclendirme (self-enhancement) gibi motivasyonlar da
calisilmistir (Gibbons ve Buunk, 1999). Bu iki diirtii, asag1 ve yukar1 yonlii sosyal
karsilastirma i¢in daha kapsamli ¢alismalara da olanak saglamistir. Temel olarak,
benligi gelistirme motivasyonunun kendinden daha iyilerle (yukar1 yonlii sosyal
kargilastirma) ve benligi giiclendirme motivasyonunun ise kendinden daha
kotiilerle (asagi yonlii sosyal karsilagtirma) sosyal karsilagtirma yapmayla
iliskilendirilmistir (sosyal karsilastirma kuraminin Rénesans’t; Buunk ve
Gibbons, 2000; Buunk ve Mussweiler, 2001).

2.2.1. Asa@ yonlii sosyal karsilastirma kuram

Birtakim arastirmacilar, Festinger’in (1954) 4. hipotezi olan tek yonlii
yukar1 karsilastirmaya kars1 ¢ikip asagi yonlii sosyal karsilastirmanin da kisiler
icin faydali olabilecegini 6nermislerdir. Ilk olarak Thornton ve Arrowood (1966)
ile Hakmiller (1966) tarafindan dile getirilen bu durum sonrasinda 6zsaygisi
zedelenen kisilerin kendilerinden daha iyi durumda olanlar1 karsilastirma igin
tercih etmediklerini gosteren calisma ile de desteklenmistir (Friend ve Gilbert,
1973). Brickman ve Bulman (1977) asag1 yonlii sosyal karsilagtirma kuraminin
olusumunda 6nemli rol oynayan arastirmacilardandir. Bu arastirmacilar, yukari
yonlii sosyal karsilastirmanin kisi i¢in tehdit edici olup bundan kaginilabilecegini
ve buna karsilik asagi yonlii karsilastirmanin avantajli olabilecegini Gne
siirmiiglerdir. Ikinci olarak, Wills (1981) klasik makalesinde, asag1 yonlii
karsilagtirmanin olumsuz duygu ve diisiik 6znel iyi olus hali ile tetiklenip benlik
giiclendirme ile sonuglanacagmi tartismistir. Ayrica, 6z-degerlendirme sosyal
karsilagtirma igin iyi bir motivasyon olsa da 6zsaygiya tehdit durumunda benlik
giiclendirme daha 6nemli hale gelmektedir (Gruder, 1977).

2.2.2. Sosyal karsilastirma egilimi

Giinliik hayatta herkes herhangi bir alanda kendilerinden iyi ya da kotu

durumda olanlarla ilgili bilgiye maruz kalir. Ancak bu bilgi herkesin dikkatini
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¢ekmez. Bazilari bunu g6z ardi ederken kimisi de tamamen bagskalariyla
karsilastirildiginda ne durumda oldugu ile mesgul olur (Buunk, Zurriaga,
Gonzalez-Roma ve Subirats, 2003; Goodman, 1977). Karsilastirma egilimli ilk
olarak Gibbons ve Gerrard (1995) tarafindan ergenlikte riskli davranislar
konusunda ¢alisilmistir. Diener ve Jufita (1997) da sosyal karsilastirmanin kisilik
ile iligkili bir egilim oldugunu 6ne siirmiistiir. Bunun {izerine Gibbons ve Buunk
lowa-Netherlands Karsilastirma Egilimi Olgcegini (Iowa-Netherlands Comparison
Orientation Measure, INCOM; 1999) gelistirmistir.

Ardindan yapilan ¢alismalar, sosyal karsilastirma yapan tipik bir kisinin
kisilik ozelliklerini ortaya koymustur (Buunk ve Gibbons, 2007). Ilk olarak,
benligin kronik aktivasyonunun, yani kendilik bilincinin, sosyal karsilastirmayla
yakin iligkisi hem korelasyonel (Gibbons ve Buunk, 1999) hem de deneysel
calismalarla gosterilmistir (Stapel ve Tesser, 2001). Ikinci olarak, sosyal
karsilastirma egilimi kisileraras: yonelim ve karsilikli bagimli benlik ile yiiksek
empati, baskalarinin duygular i¢in endiselenme ve onlarin ihtiyaclarina karsi
hassasiyet gibi boyutlar icermektedir (6rn. Swap ve Rubin, 1983). Son olarak,
alanyazini olumsuz duygulanim ve benlikle iliskili belirsizligin (diisik 6zsaygi,
depresyon ve norotisizm gibi) sosyal karsilagtirmayla iliskili olduguna isaret
etmektedir (Gilbert, Giesler ve Morris, 1995).

2.2.3. Sosyal karsilastirma kuraminin genislemesi

Birincil arastirma alanlar1 olan fikir ve beceri karsilastirmalarina ek olarak
birgok konu sosyal karsilastirma acisindan incelenmistir. Ik olarak, viicut imgesi
ve yeme davranigi lizerine ¢ok fazla aragtirma yapilmistir. Bu ¢alismalar temel
olarak yukar1 yonlii sosyal karsilastirmanin, 6rnegin mankenler ve modellerle
kendi fiziksel goriinlimiinii karsilagtirmanin, yeme davranislar {izerine olumsuz
etkilerini ortaya ¢ikarmustir (anoreksiya, iyi olus halinde diistis gibi; Cattarin,
Thompson, Thomas ve Williams, 2000; Hendrickse, Arpan, Clayton ve Ridgway,
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2017; Pila, Jovanov, Welsh ve Sabiston, 2017). Ek olarak, orgiitsel davranis ve
tikketici davranisi alaninda da birgok davranmis sosyal karsilastirma kurami
acisindan agiklanmistir, 6rnegin karar verme siiregleri, maas algisi1 gibi (Agthe,
Sporrle, Frey ve Maner, 2014; Novemsky ve Schweitzer 2004; Sherf ve
Venkataramani, 2015). Son calismalar da sosyal medya iizerinden yapilan
karsilagtirmanin etkileri tizerine olmustur (Coyne, McDaniel ve Stockdale, 2017,
Fox ve Moreland, 2015).

Sosyal karsilagtirmanin ¢aligildigi alanlarin genislemesine ek olarak
kullanilan aragtirma yontemleri de g¢esitlenmistir; giinliikk yontemleri, fizyolojik
Olciimler, sosyal bilissel dl¢ctimler vb. Son olarak da sosyal karsilastirma kavrami
Festinger’dan bu yana degismistir. Izlenim olusturma, sosyal etki, kayg1 azatlimi,
sosyal yansitma, goriis birligi yenilgisi ve hatta sosyal kimlik kurami gibi orijinal
kuramda olmayan bircok konsept ve oldu sosyal karsilagtirma perspektifinden
yorumlanmaya baslanmistir (bknz. Buunk ve Gibbons, 2007).

Sonug olarak, kuram Festinger’in (1954) ilk makalesinden sonra olduk¢a
geniglemis ve bir¢ok alana uygulanmistir. Yine de sonradan gelistirilen bu
yaklagimlarin hepsi acik¢a kurama ek olarak benimsenmemistir. Ayrica, kuram
dahilinde hala agiklanacak ve kesfedilecek kisimlar bitmemistir. Bu ¢alismada, bu
incelenmemis alanlarin bir kismi daha agiklanmaya calisilacaktir. En onemlisi,
sosyal karsilastirmanin 6z-sunum egilimi ve taktiklerindeki rolii daha Once

arastirilmamistir.

2.2.4. Sosyal karsilastirma kuramina bu tezdeki ekler

Sosyal karsilagtirma ve 6z-sunum iligkisini agiklamada baslangi¢ noktast
Festinger’in (1954) karsilastirma sonucu gozlenen farkin ¢dziimlenmesine
sundugu ii¢ Oneriye bir ekleme daha yapmasidir. Festinger, kendini ya da
karsilagtirdigi kisiyi degistirmeyi ya da karsilagtirmay1 birakmayi tiirevler D1, D2

ve D3 ile 6nermistir. Bu tezde, karsilagtirmada gozlenen farkliligi ¢6zmek i¢in
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dordiincii bir yontem Onerilmektedir. Bu 6nerilen dordiincii yontem, kisinin
farklilik gozlemlediginde kendini kendinden daha iyi olan karsilastirma kisisine
daha benzermis gibi ya da kendinden daha kotu olan karsilastirma kisisinden
farkliymis gibi sunmasidir. Bu durumda, yiiksek sosyal karsilastirma egilimi olan
kisilerin 6z-sunum egiliminin de daha fazla olmas1 beklenmektedir.

Ek olarak, Gilbert ve arkadaslar1 Festinger’in (1954) “benzer oOtekiler”
hipotezini de elestirmislerdir ve sosyal karsilagtirmanin spontane, c¢abasiz ve
plansiz olarak gergeklestirildigini 6ne siirmuslerdir (Gilbert, Giesler ve Morris,
1995). Boylece, bir karsilastirmanin uygun olup olmadigi ancak karsilastirma
yapildiktan sonra anlasilmaktadir. Yani, kisiler uygun olmayan, benzer olmayan
digerleri ile de karsilagtirma yapabilmektedirler. Kruglanski ve Mayseless (1990)
de inanglar s6z konusu oldugunda benzer olmayan &tekiler ile hemfikir olmanin
inanca olan giiveni artirdigia isaret ederek ‘benzer oOteki’ hipotezinin sinir
Sartlarii gostermektedir (Goethals ve Nelson, 1973).

Benzer sekilde, fiziksel olarak ustun durumdakilerle (6rn. modeller,
mankenler, TUnliiler vb.) kendini karsilastirmanin olumsuz duygusal ve
motivasyonel sonuglarini gosteren oldukca fazla ¢aligma vardir (6rn. Dittmar ve
Howard, 2004; Tiggerman ve Polivy, 2010). Karsilastirma yapilan bu kisiler,
Festinger’a gore karsilagtirma aralifinda olmayan ve aslinda karsilastirmay:
tetiklememesi gereken kisilerdir. Fakat, alinyazini bu aralik-dis1 karsilagtirmanin
yayginligina dikkat cekmektedir. Bu durumda, kuram, oldukga iyi ve olduk¢a kotu
baskalartyla karsilagtirmayi da icerecek sekilde genisletilmelidir.

2.3. Benlik kavram netligi

Benlik kavrami, “ben kimim?” sorusuna verilen yanittir. Bu soruya verilen
yanit, kisinin kendiyle ilgili kisisel ve sosyal kimlikleri iceren ve benligi ile ilgili
sahip oldugu bilgilerden ve deneyimlerden olusan bir¢ok fikri igerir. Benlik
kavrammin kavramsallastirmas1 stabil, genel ve yekpare bir birimden,
farklilasmis, dinamik ve ¢ok yonlii bilissel semaya dogru degismistir (Campbell,

Trapnell, Heine, Katz, Lavallee ve Lehman, 1996). Benlik kavrami netligi ise
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benlik kavramina yapisal bir yaklasim olarak kisinin benlik kavraminin igeriginin
net bir sekilde tanimladigi, tutarli ve anlik olarak stabil olmasidir (Campbell ve
ark., 1996). Onemli bir nokta ise, benlik kavrami netliginin, 6zsaygidan bagimsiz
ancak onunla orta derecede ve olumlu iliskili olmasidir (Baumeister, 1993;
Setterlund ve Neidenthal, 1993; Wu, Watkins ve Hattie, 2010).

Alanyazini, benlik kavrami netliginin kronik 6z-inceleme ve topluluk i¢indeki
benlik bilinci ile, yani 0z-degerlendirmenin dogrulama ve giiclendirme
motivasyonlari ile, yakindan iligkili oldugunu gostermektedir (Sedikides, 1993).
Bunlardan kronik 6z-inceleme benlikle kaygili bir mesguliyet (Campbell ve ark.,
1996) seklinde tanimlanir ve sosyal karsilastirma ile oldukca yekindir; topluluk
icindeki benlik bilinci ise 6z-sunum ile yiiksek iligkilidir (Nezlek & Leary, 2002).

Benlik kavrami netliginin, 6z-sunum ve sosyal karsilagtirma ile iliskisini
inceleyen az sayidaki calisma olumsuz iliski bulmustur. Oz-sunum ile iligkili
caligmalar, kisilerin benlik kavrami netligi diisiik oldugunda 6z-sunumlarinda
daha gesitlilige gittigini, 6te yandan oturmus bir benlik kavramina sahip olanlarin
ise daha 6zgiin 6z-sunumlar ya da daha az 6z-sunum yaptigini ortaya koymustur
(6rn. Fullwood, James ve Chen-Wilson, 2016; Story, 2004; Yang ve Brown,
2016). Sosyal karsilagtirma caligmalar1 ise kisinin kendi hakkinda net ve yeterli
bilgisi olmadigi durumlarda, yani benlik kavrami netligi diisiik oldugunda,
karsilastirma yardimiyla kendiyle ilgili acik bir anlayisa ulasabildiklerini ve bu
sosyal karsilagtirma bilgisine ihtiya¢ duyduklarini gosterir (6rn. Butzer ve Kuiper,
2006; Stapel ve Tesser, 2001; Vartanian ve Dey, 2013).

Ek olarak, Campbell ve arkadaslar1 (1996) ile Miciuk ve arkadaglar1 (Miciuk,
Jankowski ve Oles, 2016) benlik kavrami netliginin kisilik 6zellikleriyle iliskisini
incelemis ve ndrotisizm en yliksek ve ters yonlii iliskili oldugunu ve 6z-disiplin,
disa donukluk ve uyumluluk ile de orta diizeyde ve ayn1 yonlii iligkili oldugunu
bulmusglardir.

Sonug olarak, bu ¢alismada, benlik kavrami netliginin sosyal karsilastirma ve

0z-sunum iliskisinde, kisili ile birlikte, diizenleyici rol oynamas1 beklenmektedir.
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Yiiksek benlik kavrami netliginin kendiyle ilgili net bir imgeye sahip olma ve
baskalarinin diisiinceleriyle daha az ilgili olmayla iliskili oldugundan dolay,
sosyal karsilastirma durumunda 6z-sunum egiliminin bu kisilerde, diisiik benlik
kavrami netligi olan kisilere gore daha az olmas1 beklenmektedir.

2.4. Cahismaya genel bakis

Sosyal karsilastirma alanyazinindaki son genislemeler ve sosyal
kargilagtirmanin ~ 6z-sunum  {izerindeki ~muhtemel etkisi g6z Oniinde
bulunduruldugunda, bu ¢alismanin iki Onemli amaci genisletilmis sosyal
karsilastirma kuramini test etmek ve sosyal karsilastirmanin 6z-sunum iizerindeki
roliinii incelemektir. Bunlara ek olarak, birtakim kisilik 6zelliklerinin ve benlik
kavrami netliginin diizenleyici degisken olarak islevleri incelenecektir. Bu

amaglarla su hipotezler olusturulmustur (ek olarak bknz. Sekil 1):

Hipotez 1: Bireylerin asag1 yonlii ve yukar1 yonlii sosyal karsilagtirmaya ek
olarak olduk¢a asagt ve olduk¢a yukar1 karsilastirma da yapmalar
beklenmektedir.

Hipotez 2: Sosyal karsilagtirma egilimi ve sikliginin 6z-sunum yapma egilimi
ile olumlu yonde iligkili olmas1 beklenmektedir.

Hipotez 3: Sosyal karsilastirma egilimi ve sikliginin savunmaci 6z-sunum ile
olumlu yonde iliskili olmasi beklenmektedir.

Hipotez 4: Asag1 yonlii sosyal karsilagtirmanin girisken 6z-sunum ile olumlu
yonde iligkili olmas1 beklenmektedir.

Hipotez 4.1: Diristliik/ictenlik ve disa donuklugun asagi yonlii sosyal
karsilastirma ve girisken 0z-sunum iligkisinde diizenleyici degisken olmasi
beklenmektedir.

Hipotez 5: Yukar1 yonlii sosyal karsilastirmanin savunmaci 6z-sunum ile
olumlu yonde iligkili olmas1 beklenmektedir.

Hipotez 6: Olduk¢a yukar1 karsilastirmanin girisken, oldukca asagi

karsilastirmanin ise savunmaci 6z-sunum ile iligkili olmasi beklenmektedir.
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Hipotez 7: Yiiksek duygusalligin hem asagi hem yukari yonlii sosyal
karsilastirma durumunda savunmaci 6z-sunum ile iliskili olmas1 beklenmektedir.

Hipotez 8.1: Uyumluluk, 6z-disiplin ve diiriistliik/igtenligin yiiksek sosyal
karsilastirma egilimi olan kisilerde ve asag1 yonlii sosyal karsilastirma yapanlarda
0z-sunum davranisini azaltmasi beklenmektedir.

Hipotez 8.2: Uyumluluk ve 6z-disiplinin karsilastirma bilgisine kars1 tampon
goreviyle farkli karsilastirma yonlerinde 6z-sunum farkliliklarini azaltmasi
beklenmektedir.

Hipotez 9.1: Diisiik diiriistliik/ictenligin yukar1 yonlii karsilagtirma yapanlarda
yiiksek acindirmayla iligki olmas1 beklenmektedir.

Hipotez 9.2: Diisiik diirtistliik/igtenligin agag1 yonlii karsilastirma yapanlarda
yiiksek korkutmayla iligski olmasi beklenmektedir.

Hipotez 10.1: Benlik kavrami netliginin sosyal karsilastirma ve 6z-sunum ile
olumsuz yonde iliskili olmas1 beklenmektedir.

Hipotez 10.2: Yiiksek sosyal karsilagtirma durumunda, diisiik benlik kavrami
netliginin yiiksek 6z-sunum ile ve yiiksek benlik kavrami netliginin diisiik 6z-

sunum iligkili olmas1 beklenmektedir.

3. Yontem

3.1. Katihmcilar

Cogunlukla Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi ve Ankara Yildirrm Beyazit
Universitesinde egitim goren toplamda 652 6grenci ek puan karsiliginda internet
iizerinden katildiklar1  anketi doldurmaya  baslamiglardir.  Calismay1
tamamlamayan (94), ¢ok kisa surede tamamlayan (58) ve tek degiskenli ug
puanlilar (4) ayrildiginda, geriye analize uygun 496 kisilik veri kalmistir.
Katilimcilarin yaslar1 18 ile 26 arasinda degisirken 343’u (%69,2) kadindir.
ODTU’den 263, AYBU’den 228 kisi katilmis ve diger iiniversitelerden egitim
goren 5 katilimcer anketi doldurmustur.

3.2. islem
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ODTU insan Arastirmalar1 Etik Kurulu’ndan alian izin ile ¢alisma Psikoloji
Ogrencilerine internet iizerinden doldurulmak tizere duyurulmustur ve ¢aligsmanin
baglantisi kendilerine iletilmistir. Goniilli olan 6grenciler ¢alismanin baglantisini
kullanarak katilim saglamislardir. Bilgilendirilmis onam formu ardindan
calismayl tamamlayan katilimcilar arastirma sonrasi bilgilendirme formuna
erigsmislerdir.

3.3. Olgekler

3.3.1. Oz-sunum taktikleri dlcegi.

Lee ve arkadaslarmin gelistirdigi 12 taktikten olusan 63 maddelik 6l¢ek
savunmact ve girisken olmak lizere iki 6z-sunum egilimini dlgmektedir (self-
presentation tactics scale; Lee, Quigley, Nesler, Corbett, & Tedeschi, 1999).
Olgek, bu ¢alisma igin Tiirkgelestirilmistir. 5°1i Likert 6lceginde toplanan veride
tiim 6lgegin giivenirligi Cronbach’s alfa = .92 iken savunmaci i¢in .83 ve girisken
icin .89’dur. Taktik bazinda gilivenirlikler ise .56 ve .81 arasinda degismektedir.

3.3.2. Sosyal karsilastirma.

Katilimcilarin sosyal karsilastirma egilimleri ve yonleri ii¢ ayr1 Olgekle
olciilmiistiir. 11k olarak, Gibbons ve Buunk’un 11 maddelik Iowa-Netherlands
Karsilastirma Yénelimi Olgegi (1999) 5°1i Likert dlgegi kullamlarak 6l¢iilmiistiir.
Olgek Tiirkgeye Tekdzel (2000) tarafindan kazandirilmistir. Bu calismada dlgegin
giivenirligi Cronbach’s alfa = .81 olarak bulunmustur. Ikinci olarak, sosyal
karsilastirma 6lgegi (Allan ve Gilbert, 1995; Gilbert ve Allan, 1994; Gilbert, Allan
ve Trent, 1995) kullanilmistir. Katilimcilardan iki uc¢lu 18 maddede kendilerini
1’den 6’ya degerlendirmeleri istenmistir. Gilivenirligi o = .88 olarak bulunmustur.
Son olarak, sosyal karsilastirma sikliklar1 onceki ¢alismalardan adapte edilen 5
madde ile Ol¢lilmistir. Katilimcilarin kendilerini  arkadaslari, tnliiler,
kendilerinden daha iyi olanlar, kendilerinden daha kotu olanlar, kendilerinden ¢ok
daha 1iyi olanlar, kendilerinden ¢ok daha kotu olanlar ve kendilerine benzeyen
kisilerle ne siklikla karsilastirdiklar1 5°1i Likert 6l¢egi kullanilarak 6l¢tilmiistiir.

Giivenirligi a = .77 olarak bulunmustur.
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3.3.3. Kisilik.

Lee ve Ashton (2006) tarafindan gelistirilen HEXACO-PI kisilik envanteri 6
kisilik boyutunu oOlgmektedir: diirlistliik/algak goniilliiliik, duygusallik, disa
dontikliik, uyumluluk, 6z disiplin ve agiklik. Olgegin 60 ve 100 maddelik iki formu
vardir. Bu ¢alismada 60 maddelik forma ek olarak diiriistliik/algakgoniilliiliik
boyutunun 100 maddelik 6lgekte yer alan diger maddeleri de eklenmistir.
Tiirkgeye Wasti, Lee, Ashton ve Somer (2008) tarafindan kazandirilan 6l¢ek bu
calismada 66 madde ile ve 5’1i Likert 6l¢ceginde kullanilmistir. Giivenirligi boyut
bazinda a = .65 ve 81 arasinda degismistir.

3.3.4. Benlik kavrami netligi.

Kisilerin benlik disilincelerinin netligi ve tutarliligt Campbell ve
arkadaglarinin gelistirdigi 12 maddelik benlik kavrami netligi 6lgegi ile
Olclilmiistiir. ~ Sarial-Ali, Giirhan-Canli, Kumkale, ve Yoon (2016) tarafindan
Tiirkgelestirilen 6lgegin bu ¢aligmada gilivenirligi o = .90 dir.

3.3.5. Ozdeslestirme.
Katilimcilarin  kendilerini  kimlerle 6zdeslestirdigi, kimi kendilerine
referans olarak aldig1 bir agik uglu soru ile sorulmustur.
3.3.6. Demografik ozellikler.
Calismanin son kisminda katilimcilarin yasi, cinsiyeti ve egitim bilgileri

alinmigtir.
4. Bulgular

4.1. Betimleyici istatistikler

Calismanin betimleyici istatistikleri Tablo 1.de verilmistir.
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Tablo 1.

Calismanin degiskenleri icin betimleyici istatistikler.

Carpiklik Basiklik
(skewness) (kurtosis)

Olgek (Standart (Standart
Degiskenler araligt Ort. SS  hata) hata) a
Oz-sunum 6lgegi 1-5 2.78 .36 -.12(.110) .30 (.219) .92
Savunmaci
) 1-5 320 .41 -26(.110) 77 (.219) .83
0z-sunum
Girigken 6z-sunum  1-5 2.48 .40 .06 (.110) .04 (.219) .89
Acindirma 1-5 235 55 .24 (.110) 14 (.219) .59
Asagilama 1-5 245 .60 .39 (.110) .75 (.219) .67
On agiklama sunma 1-5 3.11 .63 -.40(.110) 45 (.219) .65
Hak iddia etme 1-5 235 .55 .20(.110) 17 (.219) .65
Mazeret gosterme ~ 1-5 294 66 -.18(.110) 14 (.219) 74
Ornekleme 1-5 334 69 -.45(.110) -.19 (.219) 77
Kendini engelleme  1-5 257 .63 .20(.110) .02 (.219) 58
Yagcilik 1-5 256 .58 .03(.110) -17 (.219) 81
Korkutma 1-5 1.70 .56 .94 (.110) 1.27 (.219) .78
Gerekgelendirme 1-5 3.27 .64 -49(.110) .53 (.219) .76
Oziir dileme 1-5 407 .48 -48(.110) 1.52 (.219) 75
Pekistirme 1-5 2.63 .62 .25(.110) -.16 (.219) .56
Diiriistliik/algak

1-5 357 52 -28(.110) .64 (.219) 81
goniil.
Duygusallik 1-5 3.33 57 -17(.110) -.18 (.219) .76
Diga doniikliik 1-5 3.03 .58 -25(.110) -.03 (.219) .78
Uyumluluk 1-5 3.13 56 -35(.110) .67 (.219) .65
Oz-disiplin 1-5 3.37 57 -18(.110) 14 (.219) 17
Agiklik 1-5 360 .56 -.17(.110) -.07 (.219) 73
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Tablo 1. (Devami)

Benlik kavrami

o 1-5 209 .74 .09 (.110) -.62 (.219) .90
netligi
Karsilastirma
o 1-5 347 53 -24(.110) -.20 (.219) 81
yonelimi
Sosyal
1-5 422 .69 -59(.110) 1.10 (.219) .88
karsilastirma
Kargilastirma
1-5 282 .62 -.27(.110) .04 (.219) 7
siklig1
Arkadaglarla 1-5 3.34 .92 -49(.110) -.14 (.219) -
Benzer
1-5 355 91 -54(.110) 12 (.219) -
baskalariyla
Unliilerle 1-5 1.86 .95 .95(.110) .06 (.219) -
Yukari 1-5 3.09 97 -22(.110) -43 (.219) -
Asagi 1-5 2.65 .94 .08 (.110) -47 (.219) -
Cok yukart 1-5 2.86 1.04 -.08(.110) -.61 (.219) -
Cok asagi 1-5 2.39 .93 20 (.110)  -.60 (.219) —

4.2. Oz-sunum egilimi

Oz-sunum taktiginin birbirlerine gore ne siklikla kullamldigit ANOVA ile
incelenmistir. Sonugclar, taktikler arasi farkliliga isaret etmistir, Wilks> 4 = .10,
F(11, 485) = 383.38, p < .001, 7p? = .90. Post-hoc testleri 6ziir dilemenin tiim
taktiklerden daha ¢ok kullamildigmi (p < .001), ardindan ornekleme ve
gerekgelendirmenin geldigini gdstermektedir. En az kullanilan taktik ise korkutma
olarak ortaya ¢ikmistir (p < .001). Onu takip eden acindirma, hak iddia etme ve
asagilama da en az kullanilan taktiklerdendir. Sonu¢ olarak en sik kullanilan
taktikler savunmacilar arasindan ¢ikarken en az kullanilan taktikler girisken
taktiklerdendir.

Taktik kullanimindaki cinsiyet farkliliklart da t-testi ile incelenmistir. Tiim

Olgek (t(490) =-.959, a.d.) ve savunmaci taktikler (t(490) = 1.93, a.d.) i¢in cinsiyet
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farki gozlenmezken girisken taktikleri (t(490) = -2.91, p < .01) erkekler
kadinlardan daha sik kullandigini raporlamislardir.

4.3. Genislemis sosyal karsilastirma

Klasik sosyal karsilastirma kuramini ¢ok iyi ve ¢ok kotiilerle karsilagtirmalari
da ekleyerek genisletmeyi dneren 1. Hipotez, ANOVA testleri ile incelenmistir.
Bu amagla, karsilastirma yonlerinin kullanilma siklig1 konusunda farklar olup
olmadigi test edilmistir ve farklilik oldugu goriilmiistiir, Wilks” A = .30, F(6, 490)
= 186.80, p < .001, #p? = .70. Post-hoc analizinde her yon icin ortalamalarin
birbirinden anlamli bir sekilde farkli oldugu goriilmiistiir. Benzlerle karsilagtirma
en sik uygulanan iken ardindan arkadaslar, yukar1 yonlii karsilagtirma, ¢ok yukari
karsilagtirma ve asagi yonlii karsilastirma gelmektedir. En az karsilagtirma ise
tinliiler ve ¢ok asag1 karsilastirmada gdzlenmistir. Onemli olarak, ¢ok yukari
karsilastirma, asagi karsilastirmadan anlamli sekilde daha yiliksek ortalamaya
sahiptir, t(495) = 3.73, p < .001.

4.4. Benlik kavram netligi

Benlik kavrami netliginin sosyal karsilagtirma ve 6z-sunum ile ters yonlii
iligkisi olacagin1 ongéren Hipotez 10.1 korelasyon analizi ile desteklenmistir.
Bulgulara gore sosyal karsilagtirma yonelimi ile r =-.26 (p <.01) ve karsilastirma
sikhigr ile r = -.23 (p < .01) seklinde iliskilenmistir. Oz-sunum ile iliskisi ise genel
olgekte r = -.30 (p < .01), savunmaci taktikler ile r = -.30 (p < .01) ve girisken
taktikler ile r =-.24 (p < .01) seklindedir.

4.5. Sosyal karsilastirma ve 6z-sunum iliskisi

Ikinci hipotez ve devamindaki tiim hipotezlerin &nciilii olan sosyal
karsilagtirmanin 6z-sunumun yarayicisi olacagi lineer regresyon ile test edilmis ve
desteklenmistir. Buna gore, sosyal karsilastirma yonelimi (B = .49) ve siklig1 (B =
.39) 6z-sunumu anlamli sekilde yordamstir, p <.001. Ayn1 zamanda, 3. Hipotezi
destekleyerek, sosyal karsilagtirma yonelimi (B = .54) ve sikhigi (B = .35)

savunmaci dz-sunumu anlamli sekilde yordamustir, p <.001. Ugiincii hipoteze ek
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olarak bu degiskenlerin girisken 6z-sunumu da anlamli sekilde yordadig:
gorilmiistiir (sirasiyla B = .37, B = .34, p < .001). Dordiincii hipotezin testi ise
asag1 yonlii sosyal karsilagtirmanin girisken 6z-sunumu yordadigini gostermistir
(B = .18, p <.001). Ote yandan, Hipotez 4.1’in 6ngordiigii, diiriistliik/ictenlik ve
disa donuklugun asag1 yonlii sosyal karsilastirma ve girisken 6z-sunum iliskisinde
diizenleyici degisken olmasi Hayes’in PROCESS makrosuyla yapilan analizde
desteklenmemistir.

Besinci hipotez yukar1 yonlii sosyal karsilagtirmanin savunmaci 6z-sunumu
yordayacagini ongormiistiir. Bulgular bu hipotezi destekler niteliktedir, p = .26, p
<.001. Ek olarak yapilan analizde, girisken taktiklerin (B =.26) ve tiim 6z-sunum
taktiklerinin de ( = .29) yordandigi goriilmektedir, p <.001. Altinct hipotez testi
cok yukart karsilastirmanin girisken (B = .26, p < .001) ve cok asagi
karsilastirmanin savunmaci 6z-sunum (B = .14, p < .01)ile iligkisini gdstermistir.

4.5.1. Diizenleyici degiskenlerin incelenmesi

Kisiligin diizenleyici roliinii 6ngdren 7, 8.1, 8.2, 9.1 ve 9.2 hipotezleri
desteklenmemistir. Hipotez 10.2°de ise benlik kavrami netliginin sosyal
karsilagtirma yonelimi ve 0z-sunum taktikleri iligkisini diizenleyecegi
onerilmistir. Bu hipotez agikladig: diisiik varyansa ragmen anlamli bulgular ile

desteklenmistir, AR? = .01, AF(1, 492) = 3.73, p = .05.

5. Tartisma

Bu calisma 6z-sunum tizerine yordayici etkisi olan ii¢ etkene odaklanmistir:
sosyal karsilastirma, kisilik ve benlik kavrami netligi. Ozellikle sosyal
karsilastirma, 6z-sunumun ana belirleyicisi olarak test edilmistir ve kisilik ile
benlik kavrami netligi diizenleyici degiskenler olarak ele alinmistir. Oz-sunum,
temel smiflandirmasi olan girisken ve savunmaci taktikler olarak c¢aligilmistir
(Arkin, 1981; Lee ve ark., 1999; Tedeschi, 1981; Tedeschi ve Lindskold, 1976).
Sosyal karsilastirma icin ise sosyal karsilastirma yonelimi, genel karsilastirma

egilimi ve her yon i¢in sosyal karsilastirma sikligi incelenmistir. Kisilik i¢in
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yaygin biyllk besli Olglimleri yerine 06z-sunumda daha fazla varyans
yakalayabilecek HEXACO-PI kullanilmustir.

Hipotez testi bulgular1 sosyal karsilagtirmanin &z-sunumu yordamasi
konusunda oldukea gii¢lii destek saglamaktadir. Ote yandan, hicbir diizenleyici
degisken yeterli istatistiki bulgular1 sunamamistir. Hipotezlerin bu ¢alismada

desteklenip desteklenmedigi bilgisi Tablo 2.de verilmistir.

Tablo 2.

Hipotezlerin desteklenme durumu.

Hipotez Desteklenme durumu
Hipotez 1 Kismen desteklendi
Hipotez 2 Desteklendi
Hipotez 3 Desteklendi
Hipotez 4 Desteklendi
Hipotez 4.1 Desteklenmedi
Hipotez 5 Desteklendi
Hipotez 6 Desteklendi
Hipotez 7 Desteklenmedi
Hipotez 8.1 Desteklenmedi
Hipotez 8.2 Desteklenmedi
Hipotez 9.1 Desteklenmedi
Hipotez 9.2 Desteklenmedi
Hipotez 10.1 Desteklendi
Hipotez 10.2 Kismen desteklendi
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5.1. Oz-sunum

Oz-sunum taktikleri 0lgeginin Tiirkiye’de ve Tiirkede daha Once
kullanilmamis olmasi bu ¢alismanin 6nemli katkilarindandir. Bu sayede yalnizca
bir olgek Tirkceye kazandirilmamis, aym1 zamanda kullanilan Tiirkiye
ornekleminde de taktiklerin kullanim siklig1 da tespit edilmistir. Kisilerin giinliik
yasamda 6z-sunum taktiklerini yogun olarak kullandigin1 da gérmekteyiz. Ayni
zamanda, 6z-sunum yoOnelimlerinin ortalamasi, kisilerin savunmaci taktikleri
girisken taktiklerden daha sik kullandigim gdstermektedir. Olgek gelistirme
caligmasinin (Lee ve ark., 1999) bulgularina paralel olarak 6ziir dileme en ¢ok ve
korkutma en az kullanilan taktikler olarak ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Bu sonuglar1 hata
yaptiginda Oziir diledigini belirtmenin sosyal istenir dogast ve uyum iginde
yasamasi gereken bireylerin korkutma gibi uyumu bozucu davranislart daha az
yapmast olarak yorumlayabiliriz. Bunun yaninda, girisken taktiklerde
gozlemlenen cinsiyet farkliliklar1 da toplumsal cinsiyet rollerine paraleldir (6rn,
Bolino v e Turnley, 2003; Lee ve ark. 1999).

Ote yandan bu ¢aligma 6z-sunum taktikleri Slgedi icin yeterince saglam
istatistiki sonuglar vermemistir. Olcek oldukea yiiksek giivenilirlige sahip olsa da
girigken ve savunmaci taktiklerin bu alt boyutlarla iligkisi kurama uygun degildir.
Ornegin, mazeret gosterme, gerekcelendirme ve on aciklama sunma gibi
savunmaci taktikler girisken 6z-sunum alt boyutuyla oldukca yiiksek iligkili
bulunmustur (r > .50, p < .001). Bu tur sonuglar girisken ve savunmaci 6z-
sunumun yapisina dair, kavramsallastirildigir kadar ayrisip ayrismadigia dair
stiphe uyandirmaktadir. Ek olarak, 6ziir dileme orijinal dlgekte de herhangi bir
faktore yiiklenmedigi halde Olgekten ¢ikarilmamis ve kullanilmaya devam
edilmistir.

Oziir dileme taktigi bu ¢alismada olduk¢a ilging bir durumdur. Orijinal
caligmaya paralel olarak bu caligmada da savunmaci 6z-sunum faktoriine
yiiklenmemistir. Hatta, savunmaci 6z-sunum ile ortalama bir korelasyondadir ve

genel olgekle herhangi bir iligkide degildir. Ek olarak, bir 6z-sunum taktigi
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olmasima ragmen diiriistliik/al¢ak goniilliiliikle de olumlu yonde iliskilidir. Bu
durum, oOziir dilemenin katilimcilar tarafindan bir 6z-sunum taktigi olarak
algilanmiyor olabilecegine isaret etmektedir. Onun yerine, kotu bir davranig igin
Oziir dilemek olumlu, iyi bir davranis olarak goriiliiyor olabilir.

Bu iyi davranig da igten bir iyiligi yansitmak zorunda degildir. Bu durum
sosyal istenirlik anket yanitlamadan da kaynaklaniyor olabilir. Alinyazini
diiriistliik/algak goniilliiglin sosyal istenir yanitlamayla da iliskili oldugunu
gostermektedir (de Vries ve ark., 2014; Suboti¢ ve ark., 2016). i¢ten olsun ya da
olmasin, bu bulgular 6ziir dilemenin diger 6z-sunum taktiklerinden farkli bir
kavram olabilecegi diistiniilmelidir.

5.2. Oz-sunumu yordama

5.2.1. Sosyal karsilastirma

Bu ¢alismada sosyal karsilastirma egilimi ve yonelimi 6z-sunumun yordayicisi
olarak incelenmistir. Lineer regresyon analizleri bu hipotezleri olduk¢a giiclii bir
sekilde desteklemistir. Boylece, 0z-sunumun sosyal karsilastirma sonucu
gozlenen farkliligr gidermek icin bir yontem olabilecegi ortaya ¢ikmustir. Farkl
sosyal karsilastirma yonelimlerinin (asagi, yukari yonlii gibi) 6z-sunum
tizerindeki etkisi incelendiginde belirleyici olanin sosyal karsilastirmanin yoni
oldugu goriilmektedir. Mesela, yukar1 yonlii sosyal karsilagtirmanin tim 6z-
sunum degiskenleriyle (savunmaci, girisken ve genel) iliskisi neredeyse aynidir.
Bu tiim sosyal karsilastirma yonleri i¢in gecerlidir.

Ek olarak, yukar1 ve asir1 yukari sosyal karsilagtirma 6z-sunumun asagi ve asri
asagl karsilastirmaya gore daha Onemli yordayicilari olarak kendini
gostermektedir. Bu, Festinger’in (1954) “tek yonlii yukar diirtii” (unidirectional
drive upward; 4. Hipotez) Onerisine gore diislinlildigiinde katilimeilarin
karsilastirma 6l¢egi maddelerini yanitlarken diisiindiikleri digerlerinin beceriler
konusunda daha iyi ya da daha kotu kisiler olduklar1 ¢ikarimi yapilabilir. Ciinkii
Festinger, tek yonlii yukari diirtiiniin beceriler konusuna uygun oldugunu

belirtmektedir.
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5.2.2. Kisilik

Bu ¢alismanin bir diger onemli parcasi da kisiliktir. Kisilik 6zelliklerinin,
sosyal karsilagtirma ile 6z-sunum arasindaki iligskiyi diizenlemesi beklenmistir,
fakat diizenleyici kisilik degiskenleri ya anlamli sonuca ulasamamis ya da ¢ok
diisiik agiklanan varyans sebebiyle uygulamada anlamliliga ulasamamaiglardir.
Sonug olarak, sosyal karsilastirma ve 6z-sunum iliskisinin kisilikten bagimsiz bir
iliski oldugu gortilmektedir.

5.2.3. Benlik kavrami netligi

Kisinin kendisiyle ilgili net bir goriisliniin olmas1 ve “Ben kimim?”” sorusuna
verdikleri kendinden emin bir cevaplarinin olmasi bagkalarinin standartlarina ve
izlenimlerine ne kadar 6nem verdikleri konusunda da 6nemli bir rol oynar. Bu
sebeple, kisilige ek olarak benlik kavrami netligi de diizenleyici degisken olarak
caligmaya dahil edilmistir. Fakat diizenleyici degisken olarak istatistiki olarak
anlamli olmasina ragmen agikladig1 varyans ¢ok diisiik kaldig1 icin diizenleyici
roliinden s6z etmek pek miimkiin degildir.

Sonug olarak, diizenleyici degisken analizleri., sosyal karsilastirma ile 6z-
sunum arasindaki iliskinin, kisilik ve benlik kavrami gibi temel etkenlere dahi
kapali oldugu ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Sosyal karsilastirma egilimi ve genel 6z-sunum
egilimin arasindaki giiglii iligki ile birlikte diisiiniildiigiiniinde, kisilerin 6z-sunum
egilimlerinin dogrudan sosyal karsilastirma yonelimleri ile iliskili olabilecegi

goriilmektedir.

5.2.4. Kisilerarasi baglamda i¢tenlik

Sosyal karsilastirma ve 6z-sunum arasindaki iliskinin bu kadar giicli
olmas1 ve kisilik ve benlik kavrami etkisine kars1 da kapali olmasi igtenligin
(authenticity) daha temel bir kavram olarak bu iliskiyi agiklayabilecegini
diisiindiirmektedir. Oz-denetim kurami alanyazini, diisiik 6zerklik (otonomi) ve

yiiksek kontrol egiliminin yiiksek topluluk i¢indeki benlik bilinci, stres yaratici
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etkenlere karsi savunmaci yaklasim ve dis kontrol odagiyla iliskili oldugunu
gostermektedir (Deci ve Ryan, 1985; Koestner ve Zuckerman, 1994; Neighbors,
Vietor ve Knee, 2002). Bunlar yiiksek 6z-sunum, 6zellikle savunmaci 6z-sunum,
egilimi olan kisilerin tanimlayici Ozellikleri arasindadir. Hatta, Lewis ve
Neighbors (2005) yliksek 6zerkligin diisiik 6z-sunum egilimini ve yiiksek kontrol
odagmin yiiksek 6z-sunum egilimini yordadigin1 bulmuslardir. Bu durumda, 6z-
denetimi yiiksek olan kisilerin iligkilerinde daha icten ve daha az yaniltici olmasi
beklenir.

Oz-sunuma ek olarak, Lewis ve Neighbors kontrolcii bir ortamin kisinin
baskalarinin onaymna duydugu ihtiyact ve hassasiyetini artirdigin1 bulmustur.
Bagka bir ¢alismanin sonuglari, bu artan kontrolcii likk de kisilerin yukar1 yonlii
sosyal karsilastirma sonucunda hissettigi olumsuz duygulari artirip 6zsaygiyi
diisiirmeye etki ettigini gostermistir (Neighbors ve Knee; 2005). Hatta bu olumsuz
benlik algisinin da insanlarin daha olumlu bir izlenim yaratma egilimini artirdigi
da alanyazininda goriilmektedir (Brown ve Gallager, 1992). Benzer sekilde bu
caligmada da yukar1 sosyal karsilagtirma Oz-sunum ile aymi yonde iliskili
bulunmustur. Daha o6nce test edilmedigi halde, kontrolcii g¢evrenin kisinin
kendisini daha iyi hissetmesi i¢in asagi yonlii karsilastirmay: tetiklemesi de
miimkiin gériinmektedir. Bu alanyazini, kontrol odag yiiksek kisilerin hem sosyal
karsilastirmaya hem de 6z-sunuma daha egilimli olabilecegine isaret etmektedir.

5.3. Sosyal karsilagtirma kuraminin genislemesi

[lk olarak, sosyal karsilastirma kuraminin temel dnermelerinden birinden yola
cikarak —kisi karsilastirma sonrasi bir farklilik gbézlemlerse bunu azaltmaya
calisir—, 6z-sunumun da bu farki azaltmaya yonelik bir yontem olacagi hipotezi bu
calismada dogrulanmistir. Boylece kurama ilk genisleme Onerisi desteklenmistir.
Bulgular sosyal biligsel agidan da incelenebilir. Bu durumda, sosyal karsilastirma
sosyal kaygi ve benligin kronik olarak aktive edilmesi ile iliskili iken 6z-sunum
ise topluluk i¢indeki (public) ve kendine ait (private) benlik bilinci ile iligkilidir.

Boyle olunca herhangi birinin aktive olmas1 digerini de aktive ediyor olabilir.
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Kurama oOnerilen ikinci ekleme de kisinin yalnizca kendine benzer baskalar
ile degil, kendilerinden asir1 iyi ya da kotu olanlarla da karsilagtirma yapabilecegi
olmustur. Bu ¢alismada asir1 yukari ve asirt asagi yonlii karsilastirmanin sikliklari
yukart ve asagi yonlii karsilagtirmanin kullanim sikliklarina yaklagmaktadir.
Hatta, asir1 yukar1 karsilagtirma, asagi karsilastirmadan daha sik kullanilmaktadir.
Bu da 6nerinin desteklendigini gostermektedir. Sonug olarak, bu ¢alisma, benzer
digerleri (hipotez 8) ve tek yonlii yukari karsilastirmayi (hipotez 4) desteklemekle
birlikte kisinin kendinden ¢ok farkli kisilerle de karsilastirabilecegi konusunda isi
vermektedir.

5.4. Kuramsal katkilar

Bu c¢aligsma, sosyal karsilastirma ve 6z-sunum alanyazinina birtakim katkilar
sunmaktadir. Ilk ve en 6nemli olarak, sosyal karsilastirmanin &z-sunumun
belirleyicisi olarak ele alindigi bir ¢alismadir. Korelasyonel bir ¢aligma olmasi
nedeniyle ilerleyen arastirmalara yol gosterici niteliktedir. Ayn1 zamanda 6z-
sunumun sosyal karsilastirma sonucunda bir ¢ikis yonii olarak degerlendirilmesi
de sosyal karsilagtirma kuramina bir katki sunmaktadir. Ayrica, kendinden ¢ok
farkli kisilerle karsilastirma durumu ilk olarak kurama bir ekleme olarak
sunulmaktadir. Son olarak da 6z-sunum taktikleri 6l¢egi bu ¢alisma ile Tiirkgeye
kazandirilmistir.

5.5. Kisithliklar ve gelecek calismalara yonelik oneriler

Bu calismanin korelasyonel sonuclari nedensellik iliskisi kurulmasini
engellemektedir. Gelecek caligmalarda deneysel desen kullanilarak bulgularin
nedensel iliskisi test edilmelidir. ikinci olarak, bu ¢alisma ortalama yas1 21 olan
iiniversite 6grencileri ile yapilmistir. Sosyal ortamlar1 ve yaslar1 dolayisiyla sosyal
karsilastirma verisine daha ¢ok maruz kalmaktadirlar. Ayn1 zamanda, onaylanma
ve begenilme ihtiyaglarinin yiliksek oldugu bu donemde 6z-sunuma daha ¢ok
basvuruyor olabilirler. Bu nedenle, calismanin topluma genellenebilirligi test

edilmelidir. Son olarak, 6z-sunum ile sosyal karsilastirma iligskisi bilingdist
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siireclerin sonucu da olabilecegi igin Ortiik Olglimler ve otomatik siireclerin

anlasilmas1 baglantiy1 anlamak i¢in daha faydali olacaktir.
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