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 Abstract 

 

 
     The main purpose of this study is to develop a new, Japanese culture-based 

measure to identify the Japanese self, and secondly, to examine the wide-spread 

hypothesis that the Western concept of self is based on individualism while the 

Eastern (Japanese) concept of self is based on collectivism.  

     In Japanese psychology, there are still no effective, original methods of 

measuring the self. Western made measurements have been utilised when 

necessary. Consequently, the results have been considered and criticised, as not 

relating to the essential Japanese self, but only to the Japanese self filtered through 

a Western perspective.   

The concept of self reflects the culture of which the self consists a part. In 

Western society the self is based on a concept of one’s human existence and it is 

necessary to express the recognition of one’s existence clearly. In Japanese 

society on the other hand, selflessness is a most desirable attitude. The self should 

not be emphasised, and it is important to express oneself moderately.     

The first section is divided into two parts: Study One and Two. In order to 

measure the Japanese self without depending on Western based measures, Study 

One developed a new self-concept measure based on Japanese, rather than 

Western, culture. Four Japanese traditional self-concept constructs ─ amae, jiko-

fukakujitsusei, kanjin-shugi, and kojin-shugi ─ were introduced and 96 statements 

were created. All these statements and 13 statements of Social Desirability Scale 

(Crowne & Marlowe, 1960) were administered to 476 Japanese participants (161 

men, 315 women; age range 18 – 69).  Then the data were analysed by 



ix 
 

exploratory factor analysis. Exploratory factor analysis resulted in two factor 

groups. The first group was extracted from the individual self-concept constructs, 

and the second one involved the total number of items being combined and then 

analysed by exploratory factor analysis to give rise to the factor structure. From 

these two types of factor analysis, two different types of self-concept factor-

groups were identified – one consisting of seven factors and the other of four 

factors.  

In Study Two, these Japanese factors were administered to 255 Japanese 

participants (65 men, 190 women) to confirm the factors and items. Using 

confirmatory factor analysis to select suitable factors and items, and with three 

already established Western measures, the Japanese factors were confirmed and 

validated.  As a result, the group of seven factors was found to be unstable, and 

the group of four factors was found to be more appropriate for measuring the 

Japanese concept of self.  

This new measure was then administered to 362 Australian participants (110 

men, 250 women). Using the new measures the Western and Japanese concepts of 

self were compared.  

From the results, the Japanese sample had significantly higher scores in 

Interpersonal Anxiety and Harmony. On the other hand, the Australian sample had 

significantly higher scores in Self-Centeredness and Connectedness. However, the 

reliability of the Australian score of Self-Centredness and the Japanese score of 

Connectedness were far below a desirable score of .70 and these scores needed re-

consideration. From the results of confirmatory factor analysis, and correlations, 

the factor of Harmony was considered as a unique Japanese original factor, but the 

Australian sample’s scores of Harmony and also Connectedness were much 
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higher than the mid-point. When the scores of the Western made measures of 

Australians and Japanese were compared, the Japanese scores were significantly 

lower than those of Australians, except for Neuroticism. These two facts show the 

importance of the original measures.  

        

In order to examine the second purpose ─ examining the hypothesis of Western 

individualism and Eastern collectivism ─ two Western made scales were 

introduced. From the results, the hypothesis was not supported for both Australian 

and Japanese samples. Consideration and discussion for this failure was 

undertaken.  

The importance of the original measure was proved by the newly established 

Japanese culture based measure. However, this measure is just a start and a 

significant re-consideration and re-examination is expected for future study in 

order to establish a more appropriate new measure. Also another re-consideration 

and examination will be done to improve the theory. These discussions and 

implications are included in the discussion and implication chapter. 



xi 
 

This is to certify that: 
 
This thesis contains no material which has been accepted for the award to the 

candidate of any other degree or diploma, except where due reference is made in the 

text of the examinable outcome. 

To the best of the candidate’s knowledge, this thesis contains no material 

previously published or written by another person except where due reference is 

made in the text of the examinable outcome; 

Where work is based on joint research or publications, the thesis discloses the 

relative contributions of the respective workers or authors. 

 

Hitomi Mizuno 

April  2017  also  

July 2018 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



xii 
 

 

I, Hitomi Mizuno, declare that the research reported in this 

thesis was conducted in accordance with the principles for the 

ethical treatment of human participants as approved for this 

research by the University Human Research Ethics Committee. 

                              
Signed  _________________________                                          
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



xiii 
 

 

Acknowledgements 

          I would like to thank my supervisor, Dr. Bruce Findlay, for unfailing 

encouragement, constructive continuous feedback and supportive advice. In addition, 

my admiration and gratitude goes to Dr. Denny Meyer, for her generous gift of 

personal time to teach the basics of Factor Analysis to an international mature-aged  

student. Many thanks are given to Dr. Roger Cook for his conscientious reading of 

the draft of this thesis and for his personal support as my second supervisor.  

 

 I also appreciate the insightful comments of the two examiners, which has 

contributed to making this thesis better.  

 

          My thanks go to my friend and English editor, Dr. Anne Doggett. She has been 

my mental support and English teacher in this project. She always encouraged me 

that if not me, who could conduct and complete this study. Although she has been 

living extremely busy days caring for her family, she has made time to check my 

writing and continued to encourage me.  

          My deep thanks go to my family, my son Tomohiro and my mother Kazue. 

They supported me mentally in order to complete this work. My son Tomohiro 

helped support me financially and enabling me to live in Australia and complete this 

thesis. My mother, who passed away last year, always supported me mentally, and 

waited for me to complete this thesis and come back to her.  



xiv 
 

          Finally I would like to thank the participants: friends, my ex-colleagues and 

students, university students, teachers, office workers, and all others who were 

willing to give their time to telling me their feelings. 

       Without your support, this project would not have been completed.   



xix 
 

List of Tables 

 

Table 1     Factors used in the Guilford-Zimmerman Personality Traits 10 
 

Table 2     The Characteristics of Four Quadrants 18 
 

Table 3     Eysenck’s Personality Types and Contributing Characteristics 18 
 

Table 4     The Factors and Traits of the NEO-PI-R                                              21-22 
 

Table 5     Extracts from Open-Ended Reports of Romantic Relations,  
                 Supplied by Subject from the Three Attachment Groups                     60 

       

Table 6     Correlations between the Multidimensional Amae Scale and  
                 Neo-FFI 65 
 

Table 7     Perspectives of Japanese Interpersonal Relationships from Three 
                 Authors: Numbers Mention                                                                   99 
 

Table 8     Age ✕Se Cross-Tabulation                                                                  113 
  

Table 9     The Lower-Order Factor Structure of the Amae Concept                    118  
  

Table 10   Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Interpersonal 
                 Anxiety               119              

Table 11   Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Selfishness        120   

Table 12   The List of the Lower-Order Factor Structure of the Jiko- 
                  Fukakujitsusei                                                                                      122 
      

Table 13   The List of Factor-Loadings of the Jiko-Fukakujitsusei                      122 
 

Table 14   Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Inferiority                 123 
 

Table 15   Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Evaluation  
                 Anxiety                                                                                                 124                                                                     

Table 16   Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Indecisiveness          125 
 

Table 17   Kist of Lower-Order Factor Structures of the Kanjin-shugi  
                 Concept                                                                                                126 
 

Table 18   List of the Factor –Loadings of the Kanjin-shugi Concept       127 
 

Table 19   Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Harmony                  127                                                                                                  
 

Table 20   The List of the Lower-Order Factor Structures of the  
                  Kojin-shugi Concept                                                                           129        
 

Table 21   The List of the Factor-Loadings of the Items in the   
                  Kojin-shugi Concept                                                                            130 

 

Table 22   Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Independence            130 
     

Table 23   The Lower-Order Factor Structures of the Traditional  
                  Japanese Concept of Self and Items                                                    132 
 

Table 24   The List of the Lower-Order Factor Structures of Total  
                  Number of Items of the Japanese Concept of Self                              134                                                                                                 
               

 



xx 
 

Table 25   The List of Factor-Loadings of a Five Factor Solution                     135-136 
 
Table 26   Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in  

             Interpersonal Anxiety               137 
 

Table 27   Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in  
     Harmony            138 
 

Table 28   Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in  
                 Self-Centeredness                                                                              139 
 

Table 29   Means and Standard Deviations in Connectedness                           140 
 

Table 30   Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Respect                  141 
 

Table 31   The List of Factor-Loadings of a Four Factor Solution                    142-143 
 

Table 32   Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in  
                 Interpersonal Anxiety                                                                        144       
 

Table 33   Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Harmony               145                                                                   
 

Table 34   Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in  
                 Self-Centeredness                                                                              146 
 

Table 35   Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Connectedness       147 
 

Table 36   The Lower-Order Structure of the Total Number of Items 
                  Of the Japanese Concept of Self                                                       148 
 

Table 37   Inter-Correlations of Separated Factors from the Traditional  
                 Japanese Concept of Self                                                                   148 
 

Table 38   Inter-Correlations of Factors Derived from the Four Factor  
                 Solution of Total Number of Items of the Japanese Concept  
                  of Self                                                                                               149                     
 

Table 39   Correlations between Factors from the Traditional Japanese  
                 Concept of Self and Four Factors from the Total Number of  
                 Items of the Japanese Concept of Self                                               150                  

Table 40   Age range                                          155 
 

Table 41   Education Background           157 
 

Table 42   Occupation                                             159              

Table 43   Length of Employment                                                                     160                                                                              
 

Table 44   Living Arrangement          162      
 

Table 45   Marital Status                       163 
 

Table 46   Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Interpersonal  
                 Anxiety (Amae 1)                                                                              171                                                   

 

Table 47   Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Selfishness  
                 (Amae 2)                                          173 
 

Table 48   Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Inferiority   
     (Jiko-fukakujitsusei 1)         174 
 

Table 49   Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in  
     Evaluation Anxiety (Jiko-fukakujitsusei 2)      176      



xxi 
 

 

Table 50   Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in  
                 Indecisiveness (Jiko-fukakujitsusei 3)               177 
 

Table 51   Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Harmony  
     (Kanjin-shugi)          179 
 

Table 52   Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in  
     Independence (Kojin-shugi)                 180 

 

Table 53   Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in  
          Interpersonal Anxiety (Factor 4-1)                                         183             

Table 54   Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Harmony  
                 (Factor 4-2)                                                                             185 

  

Table 55   Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in  
                  Self-Centeredness (Factor 4-3)                                                  187 
 

Table 56   Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in  
                 Connectedness (Factor 4-4)                    188 

 

Table 57   Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in  
                 Interpersonal Anxiety (Factor 5-1)                                                  191      

 

Table 58   Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Harmony  
                 (Factor 5-2)                                                                                      192       

Table 59   Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in  
                 Self-Centeredness (Factor 5-3)                                                        194 

 

Table 60   Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in  
                 Connectedness (Factor 5-4)                                                             195 

 

Table 61   Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Respect  
                 (Factor 5-5)                                                                                      197 

  

Table 62   Inter-Correlations within Four Factors from Total Number 
                 of  Items of the Traditional Japanese Concept of Self  
                 Constructs                                                                                        198  
 

Table 63   Correlation between the Four Factors from the Total  
                 Number of Items of the Japanese Self-Concept and Age                200 
 

Table 64   Means and Standard Deviations and t-Tests between Male and  
                 Females of the Factors derived from the Total numbers of  
                 Items of the Japanese Concept of Self                                             201  
 

Table 65   Correlations between Four Factors derived from the Total  
                 Number of Items of the Japanese Concept of Self Constructs  
                 and Western Measures                                                                     202 
 

Table 66   Comparisons of the Means and Standard Deviations of the  
                 Factors derived from the total Number of the Items of the  
                 Traditional Japanese Concept of Self Constructs and t-Test  
                 Results between Japanese and Australian Samples                         204 

 

Table 67   Comparisons between Japanese and Australian Samples Means  
                 and Standard Deviations of the Western measures                          204 

 

 



xxii 
 

Table 68  The Structure of the Japanese Concept of Self Scale                        207 
 

Table 69   Comparisons of the Means and Standard Deviations of the  
                 Scores of the Individualism-Collectivism Scales of the  
                 Japanese and Australian Samples                                                     221  
 

Table 70   Correlations between the Collectivism Scale and the Factors 
                 For the Japanese Concept of Self Scale                                            222  
 

Table 71   Inter-Correlations of the Items in Vertical-Individualism  
     Scale                                                                                                  207 

 

Table 72   The Structure of the Japanese Concept of Self Scale                       228 
 



xxiii 
 

List of Figures 

 

Figure 1  A Proposed Hierarchical Model for some of Guilford’s Factors 

                         of Personality                                                                                              9                                                                                                

Figure 2 Dimensional and Categorical Personality Classification                           17         

Figure 3 Representation of the Hierarchical Organisation of Self-Concept             31 

Figure 4 The Four Adult Attachment Styles defined by Bartholomew internal  

                         Working Models of Self and Others                58 

Figure 5 The Structure of Seken                          82 

Figure 6 The Structure of Vertical Society                                     89 

Figure 7 The Scree Plot of the Amae Concept                       117 

Figure 8 The Scree Plot of the Jiko-fukakujitsusei Concept                                    121 

Figure 9 The Scree Plot of the Kanjin-shugi Concept                                             126 
 

Figure 10 The Scree Plot of the Kojin-shugi Concept                                               128 

Figure 11 The Scree Plot of the Factors of the Total Number of Items of the  
                        of the Japanese Concept of Self Structure                                                133 
 

Figure 12 Items and Model Fit Indices in Interpersonal Anxiety                             171 

Figure 13 Items and Model Fit Indices in Selfishness                                     172 

Figure 14 Items and Model Fit Indices in Inferiority                                               174  

Figure 15 Items and Model Fit Indices in Evaluation Anxiety                                175                                                 

Figure 16 Items and Model Fit Indices in Indecisiveness                                        177                   

Figure 17 Items and Model Fit Indices in Harmony                                                178  

Figure 18 Items and Model Fit Indices in Independence                                         180 

Figure 19 Items and Model Fit Indices in Interpersonal Anxiety  
                        (Factor 4-1)                                                                                              183  

Figure 20 Items and Model Fit Indices in Harmony (Factor 4-2)                            184 

Figure 21 Items and Model Fit Indices in Self-Centeredness (Factor 4-3)              186 

Figure 22 Items and Model Fit Indices in Connectedness (Factor 4-4)                   188 

Figure 23 Items and Model Fit Indices in Interpersonal Anxiety  
                        (Factor 5-1)                                                                                              190 

Figure 24 Items and Model Fit Indices in Harmony (Factor 5-2)       192 

Figure 25 Items and Model Fit Indices in Self-Centeredness (Factor 5-3)              193 

Figure 26 Items and Model Fit Indices in Connectedness (Factor 5-4)                   195 

Figure 27 Items and Model Fit Indices in Respect (Factor 5-5)                              196 

Figure 28 The Structure of the Japanese Self-Concept Scale                                  228          



  



  



 



4 
 

Chapter 2 

Western Concept of Self  

And 

 The Relationships between Concept of Self and Personality   

 

2.1   The Purposes of This Chapter 

Traditionally in Western culture, the self is a core concept of the study of 

humanity. For many years, researchers in the field of personality and social 

psychology have contributed to the understanding of the self and its 

measurements.  The achievement of William James (1890) is paramount. James 

established the theory of the systematic constitution of self. His ideas were 

inherited by Cooley (1902), Mead (1934), and many other researchers. Thus the 

fundamentals of the study of self were established. However, since Allport’s 

(1937) definition, many researchers have focused on identifying types of 

personality (e.g., Cattel, 1946; Eysenck, 1947), and studying personality has been 

more popular. As a result, many researchers used the concept of self and 

personality interchangeably. Although these constructs and self-esteem all relate 

to the self, they are different aspects.  

In this chapter, the historical development and the main themes of the Western 

research into self will be reviewed, and the definitions of the self-concept, self-

esteem, and personality will be clarified. Finally the relationships between self-

concept, self-esteem, and personality will be discussed.  
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2.2   The Fundamental Two Aspects of Self: I and Me 

William James was the first scholar who argued systematically about the self. 

James (1890) advocated two aspects of self, the I and the Me. James explains that 

whenever one thinks about something, he/she is conscious of him/herself or 

his/her personal existence. Therefore one’s entire self can be said to be double 

sided. The I was the self as subject or knower, which recognised the Me as an 

object. The Me is the known, or empirical self of each of us, and it is the Me that 

receives most attention from self-concept researchers (Brim, 1976; Epstein, 1973, 

1983, 1991; Wylie, 1975, 1979). 

James (1890) also explains that the constituents of the Me-self may be seen in 

three layers. They are the material self, the social self, and the spiritual self. 

Firstly, the material self is the fundamental element which forms and creates one’s 

concept of self. All things which are called “Mine” contribute to the material self. 

For example, our body, our clothes, our family members, and our home are part of 

the material self. The social self is constituted of the self recognised by others, for 

example, one’s friends. The most typical social self is the person one is in love 

with; one’s fame, and one’s honour or dishonour. The highest is the spiritual self. 

James (1890) describes this as one’s inner or subjective being, one’s psychic 

faculties or disposition. There are different types of spiritual self, with different 

level of importance. Emotion and greed are regarded as central, while senses are 

felt to be more peripheral.    

Various elements of the subjective-self characterise one’s feelings or emotions. 

These are called self-appreciation. This self-appreciation constitutes two types: 

either satisfaction or dissatisfaction with oneself. According to James (1890), self-

appreciation is affected by one’s practical success or failure, and one’s social 
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position. This, however, will also depend on one’s confidence and physical 

condition.  

 

James’s view of the self greatly influenced the philosophical, psychological, 

sociological, and anthropological study of self in the twentieth century, the study 

about I-self and Me-self.  James’s study focused on the objective self and later 

researchers in the psychology field have tried to identify the function of the 

subjective self.  

 

2.3   The Symbolic Interactionists (Me-self) 

Cooley (1902) and Mead (1925, 1934) emphasised the influence of others 

when people establish their own self. Cooley emphasised the effects of significant 

others, that the self is considered to be primarily a social constitution, and that the 

point of view of others, especially significant others, influence one’s self. He 

labelled this self-concept the “reflected self” or “looking-glass self”. He explained 

that the looking-glass self includes those basic elements such as (a) images of how 

others see oneself, (b) images of how others judge oneself, and (c) self-feelings 

such as pride or humiliation that relate to this judgement. So the self-feelings do 

not exist in others but are the reflections of the expectation of the members of 

one’s own group or society and are mediated by others.   

 

Mead (1925) developed and organised Cooley’s idea. Mead emphasised the 

importance of the others’ role and social interaction. Mead indicated the process 

of self-concept formation as follows: first, people communicate with each other 

by “meaningful symbols” such as language. These symbols are interpreted with 
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body language and result in common understandings. Second, the symbols have a 

“social meaning”, so that people can understand and agree with each other. Third, 

through the above processes, people receive the others’ thinking and attitude and 

find the roles which others expect them to take.  Fourth, in a symbolic interaction 

process, one’s self is established, self-consciousness occurs and people become 

active. From birth, babies learn to understand the world through social interaction. 

They learn the role of mother and father, and make decisions about which to 

approach.  

Mead (1925) also emphasised the role of interaction with others in childhood, 

such as in play and in games. For Mead, play is the imitation of adults’ roles and 

in games there are prescribed procedures and roles. Mead describes play thus: 

 The child must not only take the role of other, but they must assume the  

 various roles of all the participants in the game and govern his actions  

 accordingly. For example, when children are playing baseball, if he plays  

first base, it is as the one to whom the ball will be thrown from the field 

or the catcher. Their organised reaction becomes the “generalised other” 

that accompanies and controls his conduct. And it is this generalised other 

in his experience which provides him with a self.      (p271) 

 

Following these founders of self-concept studies, researchers have 

concentrated on establishing definitions and suitable methods to measure the 

concept of self.  
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2.4   The Lexical Hypothesis and Thurstone’s Temperament Schedule 

In 1884 Sir Francis Galton made the first inquiry into a hypothesis that by 

sampling language, it is possible to derive a comprehensive taxonomy of human 

personality traits (Goldberg, 1990). This was called the lexical hypothesis, and 

this hypothesis became the foundation of the following developments of finding 

the structure of the concept of self.  Thurstone (1934) had analysed personality 

traits with 60 adjectives and 1300 participants. He used a multiple factor method 

and found only five factors. Then Thurstone analysed the questionnaire scales 

developed by Guilford. He used Oblique rotation for 13 of Guilford’s scales and 

developed the seven factors in the Thurstone Temperament Schedule (Thurstone, 

1951).  

 

2.5    Guilford’s Personality Test 

Guilford advocated 13 personality traits and developed three personality 

inventories.  Guilford and Guilford (1934) used Thurston’s earliest method of 

analysis and found four interpretable factors: Social Introversion-Extraversion, 

Emotional Sensitivity, Impulsiveness, and Interest in Self.  

Guilford and Guilford (1936) applied Thurston’s new centroid method to the 

same data, which were 36 questionnaire items. Answered by 930 students, and the 

data was analysed and confirmed three factor traits: Social Introversion-

Extraversion (S), Emotional Sensitivity (E), and Masculinity-Femininity (M).   

In 1939, Guilford and Guilford (1939a, 1939b) confirmed Factors Rhathymia 

(R), Social Introversion-Extraversion (S), Meditative Thinking (T), and new 

factor, Depression (D). It was proposed that Depression, Social Introversion-

Extraversion, and Meditative Thinking were three dimensions of Introversion-
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Extraversion.  In 1939b, they found two additional factors: Nervousness (N) and 

General Drive (G).  

In 1940, Guilford developed an inventory of Factors Social Introversion-

Extraversion, Meditative Thinking, Depression, General Drive, and Rhathymia. In 

1943, Guilford and Martin (1943a) published the Guilford-Martin Inventory of 

Factors GAMIN, followed by the Personal Inventory (Guilford & Martin, 1943b). 

In the Personal Inventory, three new factors were added: Objectivity (O), 

Friendliness versus Hostility (F), and Personal Relations, or Cooperativeness (P). 

Thus the 13 traits were covered by scores from the three inventories.  

In 1956 Guilford and Zimmerman did a comprehensive analysis covering all 13 

factors. Figure 2 shows the hypothesised structure of 13 Factors.  

 

                                                                                    EH 

 

          SA                   IE                        E                                    Pa                  

 

    G       A       S     R       T         C       D      N      I       O      F       P      M     

  
Figure 1  

   
A proposed hierarchical model for some of Guilford’s factors of personality. 

 
  SA- Social Activity, IE - Introversion-Extraversion, E- Emotional Stability, 
  Pa – Paranoid Disposition; EH - Emotional Health  

       (Cited from Guilford, 1975) 

    
 
In 1956, Guilford analysed diverse sets of factors reported by Lovell (1945) 

and Thurston (1951) with samples of total of 213 (126 men and 87 women) 

students. He renamed and defined 13 personality traits. Table 4 shows the 13 

factors they included. 
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Table 1 

Factors used in the Guilford-Zimmerman Personality Traits 

 Factor name Description 

G General Activity Energetic, rapid-moving, rapid-working person, who likes 
action and may sometimes be impulsive. 
 

A Ascendance The person who upholds his rights and defends himself in 
face-to-face contacts; who does not mind being conspicuous, 
in fact may enjoy it; who through social initiative gravitates to 
positions of leadership; who is not fearful of social contacts; 
who is not inclined to keep his thoughts to himself. 
 

M Masculinity vs. femininity Has masculine interests, vocational and avocational; not 
emotionally excitable or expressive; not easily aroused to fear 
or disgust; somewhat lacking in sympathy. 
 

I Confidence vs. Inferiority 
feeling 

Feels accepted by others, confident, and adequate; socially 
poised; satisfied with his lot; not self-centred. 
 

 S    Sociability: Likes social activity and contacts, formal or informal; likes  
positions of social leadership; has social poise; not shy, 
bashful, or seclusive.  
 

T Reflectiveness Given to meditative and reflective thinking; dreamer;             
philosophically inclined; has curiosity about and questioning 
attitude toward behaviour of self and others. 
 

 D Depression Emotionally and physically depressed rather than cheerful;    
given to worry and anxiety and to perseverating emotions 
and changeable moods. 
 

C1 Emotionality Emotions easily aroused and perseverating, yet shallow and  
childish; daydreamer 
 

  R    Restraint vs. Rhathymia Self restrained and self controlled; serious minded             
rather than happy-go-lucky; not cheerfully irresponsible 

O Objectivity:   
 

Takes an objective, realistic view of things; alert to his  
  environment and can forget himself; not beset with 
suspicious,   hypersensitivity; unwarranted sympathies, 
anxiety, or feelings of guilty.  
 

Ag Agreeableness Low scoring individual is easily aroused to hostility; resists  
control by others; has contempt for others; and may be 
aroused to aggressive action. High scoring person is friendly 
and compliant. 
 

Co Cooperativeness, Tolerance: Low scoring person is given to critical faultfinding 
generally; has little confidence or trust in others; self centred  
and self pitying. 
 

N Calmness, composure vs. 
Nervousness 

Calm and relaxed rather than nervous and jumpy; easy 
fatigued, or irritated; can concentrate on the matter at hand. 

        (Cited from Guilford, 1975) 
 
 
 

Guilford’s Personality Inventory has been described in detail because it was 

translated into Japanese by Japanese researcher Tatsuro Yatabe (1893-1958) –  
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a professor of Kyoto Imperial University and Waseda University in Japan, who 

contributed to the history of psychology, depth psychology, learning and verbal 

system. Yatabe also specified the Guilford test for Japanese called the “Yatabe-

Guilford Personality Inventory”, which has been frequently used in consultation 

about child abuse and child adaptation at the Child Consultation Centre in Japan.  

In the Japanese version only 12 factor traits are used. They are: Depression, 

Regression Trend, Inferiority feeling, Neuroticism or Nervousness, Objectiveness, 

Cooperativeness, Aggressiveness, General Activity, Rhathymia, Reflective 

thinking, Ascendance, and Social Introversion. Participants are required to 

respond to the total 120 questions using three point scale (Yes, Neither Yes nor 

No, No).  

The Yatabe - Guilford Personality Test is easy to answer, and easy to analyse. 

It is one of the most widely used personality tests in Clinical Psychology, 

Education, and in Industrial organisations in Japan. However, there has been some 

criticism of the reliability of the results (e. g., Inoue, 2005).  

 

Using the same idea of the lexical hypothesis, Allport (1937) advocated 

“individual trait theory”, Cattell (1943) identified sixteen source traits which 

constitute “universal traits of personality,” while Eysenck (1947) asserted three 

basic biologically rooted traits. All these researchers focused on the behavioural 

tendency or personality traits rather than the self-concept. They tried to establish 

their own measurements for personality.   
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2.6    Individual Trait Theory by Allport 

Many researchers have empirically worked to test Sir Francis Galton’s 

hypothesis. Among them Allport and Odbert (1936) put Sir Galton’s hypothesis 

into practice. Allport (1937) was the first researcher who advocated a trait theory 

in personality psychology. He explains personality as: 

the dynamic organisation within the individual of those  

psychophysical systems that determine his unique adjustments  

to his environment.  (p. 48) 

 

The dynamic organisation means that personality is always an organised 

whole, but a whole that is constantly changing.  And by the phrase “within the 

individual”, he indicates that personality is an entity in self, although it cannot be 

observed. Personality as a “psychophysical system” means that personality is 

rooted in the physical, chemical processes of the body’s glands and nervous 

system. Personality is also a mode of survival, whereby individuals adjust not 

merely to their geographic environment, but to those aspects of their life situations 

that they construe as meaningful.  

Allport (1937) examined Webster’s New International Dictionary (1925) and 

listed every term that he thought described a personality trait. His list contained 

about 18,000 words that could describe a person. He finally settled on about 4,500 

words that he considered stable and enduring traits. From this, he established his 

trait theory. According to Allport, personality consists of traits, also called 

dispositions, and they are defined as habitual patterns of behaviour, thought, and 

emotion. According to this perspective, traits are relatively stable over time, differ 
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across individuals, and influence behaviour. These traits are simply a person’s 

characteristics such as aggressiveness, extroversion, or self-confidence.  

For Allport (1961), the most important characteristic of personality is 

individuality. He thought that every person is a unique individual, so are each 

person’s traits. Allport advocates that all human beings have the same traits, 

universal traits. We all share these traits with the rest of the human race, but with 

varying designs.  

 Allport (1937) assumed that all of us share the same three types of traits, and 

these traits are hierarchically layered:  secondary traits, central traits, and cardinal 

traits. Secondary traits may only be present under certain circumstances (such as 

particular likes or dislikes). Secondary traits would be characteristics or 

behaviours only known by close friends, they are less important and more difficult 

to detect. Other people may not recognise these traits unless they are close 

acquaintances. Central traits are situated in the middle of the hierarchy. Usually 

five to ten central traits are listed for the individual. Traits such as sensitivity, 

honesty, and generosity are the examples of central traits. Ordinary people have 

just a few central traits and a number of secondary traits. Cardinal traits lie at the 

top of hierarchy. They are rare, dominant and shape a person’s behaviour, 

consisting of ruling passions/ obsessions such as a need for money, or fame. 

However, occasionally a single trait dominates one’s personality. This trait is 

called a cardinal trait.   

Allport (1955) criticized James’(1890) classification as lacking in a psycho-

dynamic point of view, and advocated a new frame work, the concept of 

proprium. Proprium means things which are thought or felt to be one’s own or 

true nature. Allport expanded James’s work of distinguishing the subjective and 
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objective self, or classification of the main functions and attributes of the 

objective self, such as material, social, and spiritual self into a different type of 

framework. Allport’s framework places many functions into a single unit. These 

aspects are body sense, self-identity, ego-enhancement, ego-extension, rational 

agent, the self-image, proprietary striving, and the knower or subject self.   

Body sense is constructed with various kinds of senses which occur internally, 

and it will become a foundation of his/her self-awareness throughout life. 

Self-identity is the consciousness that recognises that the self in the past and 

the present time are the same. This sense will be the most definite evidence of 

one’s own existence.   

Ego-enhancement is a self-accomplished function consisting of the impulses of 

self-assertiveness, the feeling of self-satisfaction, and pride.  

Ego-extension is a desire to expand “my own things”, and includes the 

expansion of the self by assimilating with parents, the affection of pets and/or 

one’s own belongings, the identifying of oneself with one’s own group or nation.   

Rational agent is the function which integrates the personal demands with outer 

existence. This will provide one with a correct way of problem solving, 

appropriate correspondence, defined planning, real solving of an equation, and so 

on.  

Self-image is the phenomenal-self. It has two dimensions: images of the ability 

of real-self, social position, roles, and the images of ideal-self. With these images, 

one can correspond real-self with future-self and improve oneself.  

Proprietary striving is a basic motivation for self-involvement. A need for self-

accomplishment.  
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The knower is the subjective-self which integrates all the functions: the 

independent subjective-self, distinguished from the total sum of a series of 

experiences.  

Allport (1955) assumed that learning and socialisation play important roles. 

Allport’s idea of individuality greatly influenced researchers of personality.  

   

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                

2.7   Cattell’s Universal Trait Theory 

Cattell (1943) advocated a multi-level personality theory and developed the 

Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire. This questionnaire measures sixteen 

primary factors, five global or second-stratum factors and two third-stratum 

factors. Cattel is known as a trait theorist, and is also known as the father of factor 

analysis. He (1979) established the factor analysis statistical method to analyse an 

enormous number of personality traits. This factor analysis method became a 

powerful psychological statistical tool.  

Cattell (1957) believed that, like a chemical substance, every human 

personality consists of a specific proportion of the universal trait elements. He 

believed that human characteristics such as creativity, authoritarianism, altruism, 

or leadership skills could be predicted from these fundamental personality traits 

just like water was a weighted combination of the elements of hydrogen and 

oxygen.   

In order to identify the fundamental traits of personality, Cattell reduced 

Allport’s list of 4,500 traits by removing all the synonyms and reduced the 

number to 171 trait-elements that comprised of the basic personality. Cattell 

administered the list of trait elements with seven point scales to the supervisors of 
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participants in order to rate personality. Analysing the data with the factor analysis 

method, he identified 40 basic elements which Cattell called the surface traits. 

Then he reduced those surface traits to sixteen source traits.  These source traits 

were labelled: Cool, reserved - Warm, easy going; Dull – Bright; Easily upset – 

Calm, stable; Submissive – Assertive; Serious, sober – Enthusiastic, happy-go-

lucky; Expedient – Conscientious; Shy, timid – Venturesome; Tough-minded – 

Tender-minded; Trusting – Suspicious; Practical – Imaginative; Forthright – 

Astute, worldly; Self-assured – Apprehensive, guilt-prone; Disinclined to change 

– Experimenting; Group dependent, a “joiner” – Self-sufficient; Uncontrolled, 

follows own urges – Controlled, disciplined; Relaxed – Tense, driven.  These 

factors constitute the Sixteen Personality Factors Questionnaire (16 PF 

questionnaire).  

Then using the factor analysis method, he identified five secondary factors: 

Extraversion, Anxiety/ Neuroticism, Tough-Mindedness, Independence, and Self-

Control. These five secondary factors later became the basic idea of the five –

factor model (the original Big Five).  

Originally Cattell predicted the existence of a third-stratum (super-factor) and 

several researchers tried to find the third-order factor structure (H.E.P. Cattell, 

1996; Dancer & Woods, 2007; Gorsuch, 2007) by applying common factor 

analysis methods and found two very similar third-order factors. The first factor, 

factor I, included Extraversion, Independence, and Neuroticism. Factor I seemed 

to involve human activities that are directed toward the world. Third-order Factor 

II included Self-control, Tough-mindedness and Negative Anxiety. H.E.P. Cattell 

and Mead (2008) concluded that Super-factor II might be called self-disciplined 

practicality versus unrestrained creativity. 



17 
 

 

2.8   Eysenck’s Three Biological Trait Theory 

Hans Eysenck’s (1975) theory is based on physiology and genetics. He 

considered that personality was genetically based, inborn, and personality 

differences occur out of genetic inheritance. He pictured personality located in the 

central nervous system; he was primarily interested in temperament.  

Eysenck has argued that fewer factors were superior to a larger number of 

partly related ones. Using observation and pen-and paper tests, Eysenck (1967) 

initially advocated four dimensions: two factors (Introversion – Extraversion and 

Normality-Neuroticism) and two hierarchical levels (high and low). Figure 2 

shows these dimensions. He labelled four quadrants from two axes (Introvert-

Extravert and Neurotic-Normative) as Choleric, Sanguine, Phlegmatic, 

Melancholic; and described the lower-order factors. Table 2 shows all the lower 

level characteristics in each of the four quadrants.  

                                                 Neurotic 

                      

              Melancholic                                          Choleric 

 

                    Introvert                                                   Extrovert 

 

                       Phlegmatic                                       Sanguine 

 

                                                 Normal 

 

Figure 2   Dimensional and categorical personality classification.  

         (Adapted from Eysenck, 1953 a, p. 17; 1967, p.35) 
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Table 2      

The Characteristics of Four Quadrants 

 Neurotic Normal 
Extrovert Quickly Aroused 

Egocentric 
Exhibitionist 
Hot-headed 
Histrionic 
 

Playful 
Easy going Sociable 
Sociable 
Carefree 
Contented 

  Introvert Anxious 
Worried 
Unhappy 
Suspicious 
Serious 
Thoughtful 

Reasonable 
High-principled 
Controlled 
Persistent 
Calm 
 

                                         (Adapted from Eysenck, 1953a, p. 17; 1967, p.35) 

 

 

His further research demonstrated the need for a third category of 

temperament. He added a Psychoticism factor. According to Eysenck (1992) 

people high in this trait tend to be hostile, manipulative, and tend to seek out 

unusual experiences  

He later proposed a three-factor model: Introversion–Extraversion, Normative-

Neuroticism, and Psychoticism.  Table 3 shows the list of three personality types. 

 

Table 3  

Eysenck’s Personality Types and Contributing Characteristics 

Psychoticism                                Extraversion Neuroticism 
Aggressive Sociable Anxious 
Assertive Irresponsible Depressed 
Egocentric Dominant Guilt feeling 
Unsympathetic Lack of reflection Low self-esteem 
Manipulative Sensation-seeking Tense 
Achievement-oriented Impulsive Moody 
Dogmatic Risk-taking Hypochondriac 
Masculine Expressive Lack of autonomy 
Tough-minded Acting Obsessive 

      (Adapted from Eysenck, Eysenck & Barrett, 1985)  
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2.9   The “Big-Five” Personality Factors  

2.9.1     History    

Galton’s pioneering work had stimulated other researchers to examine the 

dimensional structure of trait ratings. Fiske (1949) constructed much simplified 

descriptions from 22 of Cattell’s variables; the factor structures derived from self-

ratings, ratings by peers, and ratings by psychological staff members were highly 

similar and resembled what would be later known as the Big Five.  

Cattell (1957) has repeatedly claimed to have identified at least a dozen oblique 

factors. However, when Cattell’s variables were later analysed by others, only five 

factors have proven to be replicable.  

Similar five factor structures based on other sets of variables have been 

reported by a number of other investigators (e.g., Fiske, 1949; Norman, 1963; 

Tupes & Christal, 1961; Digman & Takemoto-Chock, 1981). 

When Thurstone (1934) found five factors with a collection of 60 trait 

adjectives, the collection was too lopsided. Instead of this, Fiske (1949) used a set 

of 22 variables developed by Cattell. Fiske found five factors and labelled them 

as: I Confident Self-Expression, II Social Adaptability, III Intellect, IV Emotional 

Control, and V Inquiring Intellect. However, he never perfectly attempted to 

capture the prototypical content of these broad domains and did not follow up his 

initial findings.  

Tupes and Christal (1961) worked at an Air Base in the mid-1950s, where they 

developed personality assessment procedures for Air Force cadets. Borrowing 

rating scales developed by Cattell (1947), they administered questionnaires to the 

cadets and factor analysed the results. They also analysed studies of traits done by 

Cattell (1947) and Fiske (1949). Tupes and Cristal (1961) conducted factor 
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analysis several times and found five factors from Cattell’s 16 Personality Factors 

Questionnaire. They named these five factors as “Surgency”, “Agreeableness”, 

“Dependability”, “Emotional Stability”, and “Culture”.  

The five-factor structure has been replicated by Norman (1963), Borgatta 

(1964), and Digman and Takemoto-Chock (1981) in lists derived from Cattell’s 

35 variables. Following Norman (1963), the factors were initially labelled:    

Extraversion or Surgency (talkative, assertive, energetic); Agreeableness (good- 

natured, cooperative, trustful); Conscientiousness (orderly, responsible, 

dependable); Emotional Stability versus Neuroticism (calm, not neurotic, not 

easily    

upset); Culture (intellectual, polished, independent-minded). These factors 

eventually became known as The Big Five.  

Although some arguments occurred such as that those five factors were too few 

and too simplistic, Goldberg (1981, 1990) articulated the Lexical hypothesis in 

personality psychology. His lexical hypothesis is that “the most important 

individual differences in human transaction will come to be encoded as single 

terms in some or all of the world’s language” (Goldberg, 1990, p. 1216). Using 

adjectives, Goldberg concluded that a five factor structure best accounts for the 

self-rating. Goldberg and his colleagues worked with the set of dictionary words 

and developed a personality test called OCEAN. They used five factors: 

Extraversion, Neuroticism, Openness to Experience, Agreeableness, and 

Conscientiousness. It includes, in total, thirty traits. 

Later, Costa and McCrae (1976) designed the currently most widely used self-

report inventory for measuring Big five: the NEO-PI-R. They started their work 

by cluster analysing Cattell’s 16 Personality Factors. Their analysis yielded the 
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Extraversion, Neuroticism dimension. Also they confirmed the importance of 

Openness, which originated from Cattell’s primary factors. In the early 1980s 

Costa and McCrae were developing the NEO (Neuroticism, Extraversion, and 

Openness to experience) Personality Inventory (eventually published in 1985) to 

measure these three broad personality dimensions. They realised that their NEO 

system closely resembled three of the Big Five factors. However, their system did 

not at that stage include the Agreeableness and Conscientiousness dimensions, so 

they extended their model with preliminary scales measuring Agreeableness and 

Conscientiousness.  McCrae and Costa (1985a, b; 1987) demonstrated that their 

five factor questionnaire scales converged with adjective-based measures of the 

Big Five.  

In 1992, Costa and McCrae reviewed the NEO Personality Inventory and 

added Agreeableness and Conscientiousness, and published the 240-item NEO 

Personality Inventory Revised (NEO PI-R; Costa & McCrae, 1992) which permits 

differentiated measurement of each Big Five dimension in terms of six more 

specific facets per factor (Costa & McCrae, 1995).  Table 4 shows the traits and 

their factors as measured on the NEO-PI-R.    

 

Table  4 

The Factors and Traits of the NEO-PI-R 

Big Five Dimension   Facet (and correlated trait adjective) 

E   Extraversion vs. Introversion  Gregariousness (sociable), Assertiveness (forceful) 
     Activity (energetic), Excitement seeking   
                                                                               (adventurous), Positive emotions (enthusiastic),  
                                                                                Warmth (outgoing) 
 
A   Agreeableness vs. antagonism  Trust (forgiving), Straightforwardness (not  
                                                                                demanding), Altruism (warm), Compliance (not  
                                                                                stubborn), Modesty (not show-off),                                                                
                                                                                Tender-mindedness (sympathetic) 
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C   Conscientiousness vs. lack of direction Competence (efficient), Order (organised),                
                                                                                Dutifulness (not careless),  
                                                                                Achievement striving (thorough),  

     Self-discipline (not lazy), Deliberation (not impulsive) 
 

N   Neuroticism vs. emotional stability Anxiety (tense), Angry hostility (irritable),  
     Depression (not contented),  
     Self-consciousness (shy), Impulsiveness (moody) 
     Vulnerability (not self-confident) 
 

O   Openness vs. closedness to experience Ideas (curious), Fantasy (imaginative),  
                                                                                Aesthetics (artistic), Actions (wide interest) 

     Feelings (excitable) 
 
  These traits from the Adjective Check List (listed in parentheses following each facet)    
       correlated substantially with scores on that facet in a study of self-ratings  
      (Costa & McCrae, 1992, p. 49). 
 

 

In the NEO-PI-R, the participants indicate their feelings on the five-point scale 

from 1 (very inaccurate) to 5 (very accurate). The followings are some examples:  

------    1.   Often feel blue. 

------   19. Accept people as they are. 

------   31. Feel comfortable myself.   

 

 

2.9.2   Two Five-Factor Models and their Similarity and Differences  

At present, there are two five-factor models, one developed by McCrae & 

Costa (1985a, 1987) and operationalised in the NEO Personality Inventory (NEO-

PI; Costa & McCrae, 1985). The other is associated with the studies based on the 

lexical hypothesis and operationalised in the sets of factor markers provided by 

Norman (1963), Peabody & Goldberg (1989), Goldberg (1990, 1992), John 

(1989a, b), Trapnel & Wiggins (1990) and Digman (1989). Much is the same in 

both models: (a) The number of dimensions is identical; five, (b) the content of 

factor IV is essentially the same, although it is oriented in the opposite direction in 

the two models and is thus so labelled (Emotional stability versus Neuroticism); 



23 
 

and (c) the contents of Factor III (Conscientiousness) is considerable similar, but 

not identical.  

On the other hand, there are at least two striking differences: (a) the locations 

of Factor I and II are systematically rotated so that “warmth” is a facet of 

Extraversion in the NEO-PI, whereas it is a facet of Agreeableness in the lexical 

model, and (b) Factor V is conceived as Openness to Experience in the NEO-PI, 

and as Intellect or Imagination in the lexical model.  

There are still arguments about whether the personality factors are five or a 

smaller or bigger number. For example, Eysenck advocates three factors, and 

Cattell proposed 16 personal traits. Block & Block (1980) constantly supports 

their two-factor model (Ego Control and Ego Resiliency), Zuckerman (1991) has 

introduced his own five factor model, and Hogan (1986) has provided a six factor 

variant of the Big-Five. 

     

 

2.10    The Self-Concept and Personality  

Each person has two types of self - self as an agent or a knower and self as 

object or a known. The self as an agent observes the self as an object or accepts 

other observations regarding oneself and builds up one’s own recognition or 

images about oneself. These recognitions or images about oneself is called the 

self-concept (James, 1890). Based on their own recognition or images, one 

behaves in accordance with them. For example, if one believes they are brave, 

they behave actively and confidently. But one who has self-images as a coward, 

behaves timidly and has no confidence. Thus according to their own cognition or 

images of themselves, or acceptance of others’ evaluations of oneself, one’s 
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behavioral tendencies change.  Such recognition or self-image is called self-

concept. The evaluation or like-dislike toward oneself is called self-esteem 

(Rosenberg, 1965). One’s typical patterns of thought and one’s behavioural 

tendencies are considered to be one’s personality (Allport, 1937) These self-

images are changeable according to the environment; when people are living in a 

good environment and receive good evaluation, one believes that he or she is 

worthwhile, and their self-esteem becomes high. On the other hand, when people 

live in a bad environment, they never receive good evaluation so their self-image 

becomes one of low self- confidence. Depending on the level of self-esteem, 

people are assumed to behave differently. Researchers of personality or social 

psychology have focused to develop suitable measures to distinguish between the 

self-concept, self-esteem, and personality.  

 

 

2.11.   The Self-Concept measures 

2.11.1   General Self-Concept/Self-esteem Measures  

There have been several attempts to measure the self-concept. Early ones were 

produced by Fitts (1955) and Lipsitt (1958). 

The Tennessee self-concept scale (Fitts, 1955) consists of 100 self-descriptive 

items in booklet form. Half the items are phrased negatively to obviate 

acquiescence. The scale is appropriate for group use or individual. It uses a five-

point rating scale, and was designed for children 12 years of age upwards. Two 

scoring systems have been devised for the scale, a counselling form and a clinical 

research form. The scale contains two subscales: (a) Self-Criticism, which is 

composed of 10 items taken from the L scale of the MMPI. They are all mildly 
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derogatory statements that most people admit as being true for them; and (b) 

Positive Subscale, which consists of 90 items equally divided between positive 

and negative items.  

The Self-concept scale (Lipsitt 1958) is an adjective rating scale with a 5-point 

scale from ‘not at all’ ‘not very often’, ‘some of the time’, ‘most of the time’, and                              

‘all of the time’. The adjectives such as “friendly”, “honest”, and “lazy” were 

employed. This scale is targeted at 9-18 years olds. The measure contains 22 

adjectives describing personal attributes which are prefaced with ‘I am’. This 

scale in terms of word difficulty and instructions would seem appropriate for older 

primary school children and lower secondary school. The test-retest reliabilities 

for the scale over a 2-weeks interval are between .73 and .91 depending on age 

and sex of the children.  

The Semantic Differential (Osgood, Suci, & Tannenbaum, 1957; Warr & 

Knapper, 1968) uses a 5-point or 7-point rating scale, and is used for children 8 

years and above. This measure is an extremely flexible technique rather than a 

particular scale. It was originally developed to measure the meaning systems of 

individuals, essentially connotative meaning. It has become a very economic 

method of assessing attitudes to several numbers of objects within the ambit of 

one instrument. Basically the method involves sets of polar adjectives, e.g., good-

bad, happy-sad, or reliable-unreliable.  

The “Who Am I?” test (Kuhn & McPartland, 1954) is a sentence completion 

type test suitable for 10 years upwards. This measure requests subjects to respond 

to the simple direction question ‘who am I?’ 20 times. This test was developed out 

of Bugental and Zelen’s (1948) ‘Who Are You?’ test. The respondents’ responses 

are coded regarding the following list:  
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a. Social groups and classifications, e.g., sex, age, religion, occupation. 

b. Ideological beliefs, philosophic, religious, political, or moral statements. 

c. Interests. 

d. Ambitions. 

e. Self-evaluations. 

 

2.11.2   Academic Self-concept Measures 

The Academic self-concept scale (Payne & Farquhar, 1962) is a word rating 

list with a 4-point scale such as ‘never’, ‘sometimes’, ‘usually’, or ‘always’. It is 

suitable for students and adults.  It consists of 48 one, two, or three-word concepts 

or phrases, e.g., purposeful, below average, easily distracted. This was developed 

as one of a battery of tests designed to measure motivations for academic 

achievement.  Reliabilities range from .88 to .93 for various samples of males and 

females.  

The Self-concept of academic ability test (Brookover, Erikson, & Joiner, 1967) 

uses a rating scale for participants from 8 years to end of adolescence. This scale 

focuses specifically upon the self-concept in the context of education. This 

inventory consists of eight items each coded from 5 to 1. There are four subject 

areas which are: mathematics, social studies, English, and Science. The test-retest 

coefficients are .75 (n = 466) for males and .77 (n = 50) for females.  

Brookover et al. (1967), using a longitudinal approach with 307 girls and 255 

boys for 6 years between the age of 12 and 17, found a significant relationship 

between self-concept of academic ability and academic achievement at each age 

level. More importantly, changes in self-concept of ability were reflected in 

changes in academic achievement more than other general measurements of the 

self-concept.  
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The Self-concept of ability as a worker scale (Burke & Sellin, 1972) is a self-

rating plus questionnaire scale for adolescents. It is to be used as an aid in 

teaching and counselling the educably retarded adolescent. The scale employs an 

interview technique and is organised into six sections: (a) introduction partially to 

gain rapport; (b) relationships with significant others; (c) the subject’s self-

concept of ability as a worker in general; (d) subject to assess his/her self-concept 

as a worker from the perspective of his /her parents, his/her best friends, his/her 

teacher.   

 

2.11.3   Criticisms of Early Studies 

However, Wylie (1961, 1974) examined previous self-concept studies’ 

hypotheses, research designs, and measuring instruments and concluded that 

researchers used the word ‘self’ in many different ways. He argued that the self 

has two aspects: the self as agent and the self as object of the person’s own 

knowledge and evaluation. Researchers of self-concept need the second aspect but 

they mixed up and have developed their own instruments which have been poorly 

checked for reliability and validity and are often inadequately described and 

impossible to locate. This prevents opportunities for replication, and many of the 

instruments applied in self-concept studies have been used only once. These 

researchers also employed different terminology such as ‘self-concept’, ‘self-

acceptance’, or ‘self-esteem’ when investigating the same phenomenon. Wylie’s 

(1974) criticism is that the basic constructs defined in the writings of self-concept 

theories frequently seem to point to no clear empirical data and that there have 

been only a few empirical studies in the self-concept area.  
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Burns (1979) also examined previous self-concept studies and argued that the 

survey of assessment techniques for measuring the self-concept reveals:  

(a)     inadequate research designs with only a general basis of the self-concept 

and most testing instruments were without any reported reliability and validity 

indices; 

(b)   a necessary basis in self-report techniques to require the subject to report 

truthfully and willingly; 

(c)     self-report techniques employed are:  

        (i)    rating scales – the most frequently used technique,  

        (ii)   Q sorts, 

        (iii)  projective method, 

        (iv)  unstructured essays and sentences completion, 

        (v)  interview, 

(d)     reliability (temporal) where reported is consistently above 0.70; 

(e)     cognised self-ideal, self-discrepancy index is regarded as statistically  

 questionable and redundant; 

(f)   social desirability and acquiescence are recognised as pervasive sources of  

error which can be reduced to a minimum by employing suitable techniques; 

(g)   concurrent validation of self-concept measures where reported is satisfactory 

against measures of maladjustment. 

 

Burns (1979) introduced several self-concept measures which were adequate for 

use in self-concept research. He argued that the criteria for choosing that they were 

adequate were: 
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(a)   They should be suitable for and reflect the full age range from pre-school 

children to adults. 

(b)   A range of techniques, i.e. self-report, projective, pictorial, topological, and 

direct observation should be represented. 

(c)   They should have been designed with the so-called ‘normal’ population in mind 

rather than a clinical population. 

(d)   They have enough information accompanying them to enable investigators to 

find the sources, judge their values and use them effectively. 

However, Burns (1979) advised that several measures need to be applied with 

caution until more research and development is carried out on them.  

 

2.12   Shavelson’s Academic, Social, and Physical Self 

Shavelson, Hubner, and Stanton (1976) emphasized the importance of the self-

concept construct, and they introduced academic skills as one of the elements 

which constructs one’s self-concept.  Shavelson et al. reviewed the research 

concerned with self-concept by developing a theoretical definition of self-concept 

and pointed out that the research, at that time, was critically deficient: definitions, 

a dearth of appropriate measurement instruments, and the lack of rigorous tests of 

counterinterpretation. Shavelson et al. (1976) began their review by developing a 

theoretical definition of self-concept and identified 17 different conceptual 

components that could be used to classify definitions. At the end of their review, 

Shavelson et al. (1976) concluded that the self-concept is a person’s self-

perceptions formed through experience with and interpretations of one’s 

environment. They are influenced especially by evaluations by significant others, 

reinforcements, and attributions for the individual’s own behaviour. They 
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identified seven features that are critical to their definition of the self-concept 

construct: 

(a) Self-concept is organised or structured. 

(b) Self-concept is multifaceted, and the particular facets reflect a self-referent 

system of categories adopted by an individual or by a group.  

(c) Self-concept is hierarchical, with perceptions of personal behaviour in specific 

situations.  

(d) The hierarchical general self-concept is stable, but easily becomes situation 

specific and, as a consequence, less stable.  

(e) Self-concept becomes increasingly multifaceted as the individual matures, 

(f) Self-concept has both a descriptive and an evaluative aspect. 

(g)Self-concept can be differentiated from other constructs to which it is 

theoretically related (e.g., self-esteem and personality).  

 

Shavelson et al. (1976) presented a hierarchical model as one possible 

representation of the hierarchical organisation of self-concept. Figure 3 shows the 

hierarchical organisation of the self-concept model. In this self-concept model, the 

second layer is divided into academic and non-academic components. Non-

academic components are the Social, Emotional, and Physical self-concept. The 

academic component is divided into several sections such as English, History, 

Mathematics, and Science. The non-academic components are divided into five: 

Peers and Significant Others from Social self-concept, Particular Emotional States 

from Emotional self-concept, Physical Ability and Physical Appearance from 

Physical self-concept. These sub-areas are further divided into more specific 
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components. Shavelson et al.’s hypothetical self-concept model significantly 

influenced future multidimensional self-concept instruments. 

 

 

 

Figure 3   Representation of the hierarchical organisation of self-concept.  
   From Shavelson, Hubner, & Stanton, 1976.   
 
 

 

 

 

2.12.1   The Self-Concept Measures based on Shavelson et al.’s Model  

Based on Shavelson et al.’s (1976) hierarchical multifaceted self-concept 

model, two self-concept measures, the Fleming-Courtney Self-Esteem Scale 

(Fleming & Courtney, 1980) and the Personal and Academic Self-Concept 

Inventory (PASCI: Fleming & Whalen, 1984) were developed. 

The Fleming - Courtney Self-Esteem Scales were an extension and 

modification of the Janis and Field Self-Esteem Scale (Janis & Field, 1959), 

previously revised by Fleming and Watts (1980). They added some general 
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academic items and items to measure physical appearance and abilities, and 

modified or eliminated certain other items and changed the format. The other 

measure, the PASCI (Personal and Academic Self-Concept Inventory) was an 

extension of the Fleming-Courtney Scales (Fleming & Whalen, 1984). It has more 

academic scales such as Verbal and Mathematics ability than the Fleming - 

Courtney Self-Esteem Scales, as well as a social anxiety scale. But some items 

were eliminated. Adding these two measures, the Adult Sources of Self-Esteem 

(ASSEI) was developed. This measure was designed for use with adults and 

students.  

 

 
2.13   Marsh’s Self Description Questionnaire 

Based on Shavelson et al.’s (1976) hypothetical structure, Marsh and 

Shavelson (1985) conducted further research on the self-concept model and 

instruments. They then used this new model to establish the Self Descriptive 

Questionnaire (SDQ). This SDQ was specifically designed to measure the three 

areas of preadolescents’ academic self-concept: Reading, Mathematics, General-

School, and the four areas of non-academic self-concept: Physical Abilities, 

Physical Appearance, Peer Relations, and Parent Relations.  

The majority of research specifically on self-concept has been conducted with 

preadolescents such as how children establish their self-concept or the relation 

between self-concept and behavioural tendency. Therefore the measurements 

established were mainly for preadolescents or early adolescent children (e.g., Burns, 

1979; Wylie, 1979) and only fewer for adolescents or adults. Marsh and O’Neill 

(1984) established the Self Descriptive Questionnaire III for adolescents. Using this 
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measure, Marsh (1987) identified the following 13 sub-areas in adolescents’ 

concept of self: 

Academic area (4):           Mathematics, Verbal, Academic, Problem Solving 

Non-Academic area (9):   Physical Ability, Appearance, Same Sex Peers,   

                                         Opposite Sex Peers, Parents, Spiritual/Religion, 

             Honesty, Emotional, General Esteem 

Marsh & O’Neill (1984) hypothesised that the self-concept is multidimensional 

and the facets of self-concept are hierarchical in structure, and it becomes more 

distinct with age. From their result, Marsh & O’Neill found thirteen self-concept 

sub-areas for adolescents, whereas they identified only seven for early 

adolescents.  

 

2.14  Recent Self-Concept Research 

The self-concept has been studied in a wide range of topics, including self-

concept clarity (Cambell, Trapnel, Heine, Katz, Lavallee, & Lehman, 1996; 

Russo, Manzi, & Roccato, 2017) and self-concept differentiation (Pilarska, 2017: 

Turner-Zwinkels, Postmes, & Zomeren, 2015).      

Verma and Deepti (2011) advocated that emotional intelligence relates deeply 

to the self-concept and personality. They focused on identifying the desirable type 

of self-concept for prospective secondary school teachers. They emphasised that 

especially for the education field the level of emotional intelligence is very 

important because it indicates the capacity of individual and it controls one’s 

emotion. Emotional intelligence also enhances one’s social adjustment. Because 

of such characteristics, people who are involved with students, such as teachers 

and prospective teachers are expected to have high levels of emotional 
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intelligence. They argued that emotional intelligence is the ability to understand 

and manage one’s own as well as others’ emotions, whereas self-concept is a view 

of and an acceptance of oneself. 

 

2.15 Measures of Self-Esteem  

2.15.1   Rosenberg’s Me-self and Self-Esteem Scale 

Rosenberg (1965) regarded the concept of self as the object of consideration 

about the self (Me-self), which is the whole of one’s ideas and feelings about 

oneself as an object. Rosenberg (1979) explains that the content of self-concept 

consists of the six social identity elements and physical traits: 

(a)  Social position such as sex, age, socio-economic status, the position in the 

family, occupation; 

(b)  The similarity of beliefs or benefits, commonality of culture and/or 

similarity of origin, and group-based physical or religious similarity; 

(c) Social labelling by a qualified witness, for example, labelling a person as an 

alcoholic, a criminal;  

(d) Personal or growth history such as ex-convicts, the professor emeritus, etc.; 

(e) Social stereotypes such as intelligent people, playboy, hypocrites, who are 

socially recognised by their interests, attitudes, characteristics, and/or 

customs;  

(f) personal identity by individually allotted labelling such as personal name, 

family name, social security number, etc. 

 

The important part of Rosenberg’s theory is that many of those elements are 

hierarchically organised and interrelated in complex ways. Based on his self-
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concept theory, Rosenberg established the Rosenberg Self-esteem Scale (RSES; 

Rosenberg 1965), one of the earliest measurements of overall evaluation of the 

self-concept.   

     

In contrast to Japanese society, self-esteem is a popular and important construct 

in everyday life in Western society. People are encouraged to have a high level of 

self-esteem because low self-esteem is believed to be linked with loneliness, 

depression, or social anxiety. For example, in the State of California, USA, a 

“Commission on Self-Esteem” was established to increase the citizens’ self-

esteem (Robinson, et al., 1991, p. 115). Many researchers presume that self-

esteem is measureable (Janis & Field, 1959; Rosenberg, 1965; Coopersmith, 

1967; Piers, 1984; Roid & Fitts, 1988).  

Originally self-esteem scales were developed to measure children’s self-esteem, 

some of them were adapted to measure adults’ self-esteem. The following five 

scales are currently still frequently used for adolescents’ and adults’ self-esteem: 

a. Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (1965) 

b. Janis-Field Feeling of Inadequency Scale (1959/1967/1980/1984) 

c. Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory (1967) 

d. Texas Social Behaviour Inventory (1974) 

e. Ziller Social Self-Esteem Scale (1969)        

Among several kinds of self-esteem inventory, Rosenberg’s (1965) self-esteem 

inventory is the most popular and frequently used because of its simplicity and 

uni-dimensionality. Representing Rosenberg’s definition of self-esteem as a 

favourable or unfavourable attitude toward oneself (Rosenberg, 1965, p. 15), the 

scale contains only ten items (five positive descriptions and five negative 
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descriptions), responded to on Likert-type scales. It is easy for administration, 

scoring, and interpretation. Also its relatively high internal consistency (.77 

Dobson et al., 1979; .88 Fleming & Courtney, 1984) and test-retest reliability (.85 

Silber & Tippett, 1965; .82, Fleming & Courtney, 1984) undoubtedly contributes 

to its popularity.   

 However, there are some problems with the test for adults, which are that the 

items may be susceptible to social desirability when the respondents are adults, 

and more recently some researchers have suspected its unidimensionality (e.g., 

Robins, Hendin, & Trzesniewski, 2001; Greenberger, Chen, Dmitrieva, & 

Farruggia, 2003).  Their claims are that the positive self-esteem and negative self-

esteem comprise different experiences.  

  

2.15.2   Self-esteem inventory (Coopersmith, 1967) 

The scale was especially devised for a research study (Coopersmith, 1967). It 

contains 58 items on a rating scale of 2-points: “like me” and “unlike me”, and 

has a test-retest reliability over a 5-week period with 10-year old children of .88 

and over a 3-year interval with a different sample of 55 students’ reliability of .70.  

It was designed for children 10 – 16 years old.      

In this inventory, self-esteem is defined as the value or importance attributed to 

the self in comparison with others. 

 

2.16    The relations between the self-concept and personality  

The relationship between the self-concept and personality can be summarised 

by saying that the self-concept is a global recognition of one’s self by oneself, 
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whereas personality is one’s general tendencies of thought and behaviour based on 

one’s own recognition toward oneself, and observable by others.  

The self-concept is believed not to be a unified structure but one with multiple 

facets which vary depending on the role. Therefore the definition of self-concept 

is very global: “the value of self” or “perception of the self” (e.g., Shavelson, 

Hubner, & Stanton, 1976), and self-esteem can be defined as an evaluative aspect 

of the self-concept (e.g., Rosenberg 1965).  

Shavelson, Hubner, & Stanton, (1976) reviewed the research regarding the 

self-concept and concluded that the self-concept was a normal concept that 

everyone knows the meaning of, but that most research papers did not describe the 

definition of the self-concept. After reviewing previous research, Shavelson et al. 

(1976) defined the self-concept as a person’s self-perceptions formed through 

experience with and interpretation of one’s environment. On the other hand, 

personality is thought to be the “behavioural tendency” (e.g., Allport, 1937). 

Allport defined personality as one’s inner psychological and physiological 

dynamic system which prescribes one’s unique adaptability toward one’s own 

environment (Allport, 1937). Kruckhohe and Murray (1948) said that personality 

was shaped by both genetic and environmental force; among them the most 

important was cultural influences. Cattel (1946) stated that personality relates to 

all the behaviours which exists between an organism and the environment. 

Accordingly personality is thought to be one’s unique behaviour or behavioural 

tendency. (e.g., Allport, 1937).    
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2.17  Conclusion  

Thus, previous self-concept measures were designed only in accordance with a 

Western individualist cultural background. Bagley et al. (1983) found that 

whenever the Eastern and Western self-concepts were measured and compared, 

the Eastern self-concept, especially self-esteem, was lower than Western self-

concept. They assumed that this was because Easterners’ backgrounds were 

different from those of individualists and people do not comprehend some of the 

cultural differences in the statements of the measurements. Bagley & Mallick 

(1996) critically suggested that even researchers in Eastern cultures use Western 

made self-concept measurements with no further attention when they investigate 

and compare Eastern people’s self-concept. They argued: 

 One problem in using Western constructs and measures imported  

into Asian countries is that cultural factors may have a strong  

influence on how individuals evaluate themselves and present  

themselves to others. Researchers comparing the responses of  

Japanese, Chinese, and Filipino students have observed that those 

populations tend to devalue themselves, as a form of psychological  

defence, when presented with self appraisal questions by older  

individuals or those with higher status.   (p. 57)  

 

Based on this, Bagley and Mallick (1996) suggested that it may be meaningful 

to compare self-concepts in different cultures with several types of measure. 
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Chapter 3 

Japanese Theories of Concept of Self 

 

  

3.1   Brief Summary     

In order to clarify the Japanese cultural background for the concept of self, this 

chapter described relevant works by Japanese scholars. It examined four principal 

theories of the Japanese concept of self, and the two main explanatory theories of 

Japanese society. A lexical analysis of the Japanese self provide further background 

to this aspect of Japanese culture.  

 

3.2    General Concept of Japanese Self – Muga (Selflessness) and Wa (Harmony) 

Since Hofstede (1980) and Triandis (1985) defined individualism and collectivism, 

the Western and the North American concept of self has generally been accepted as 

individualist and the Asian (Japanese) concept of self as collectivist. Marcus and 

Kitayama (1991) advocated that the Western concept of self was consistent with 

independent construal and the Eastern concept of self with interdependent construal.  

On the other hand, an established theory in Japanese culture is that the Japanese 

concept of self is “selflessness”, neither individualist nor collectivist (Kino, 1992). 

According to Suzuki (2005), the concept of ga or jiga (currently used to refer to 

“ego”) and jiko (currently used to refer to “self”) already existed in 8th Century Japan. 

In the Buddhist canonical texts, Kaden (花伝 approximately 760 AD), Shohogenzo 
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(正法眼蔵 1231-1253 AD) and Zodanshu (増段集 1304 AD), the words ga, jiga, 

and jiko were found, although these words had not yet assumed the subtle differences 

of a later period.   

Suzuki (2005) also explained that in Buddhism the concept of selflessness was 

defined as muga (無我 selflessness), deriving from mu (無 nothing) and ga (我 

self).  Shinran (親鸞 1173-1262 AD), the founder of the Jodo-shin-shu 浄土真宗）

sect of Buddhism, explained jiko (自己 self) as the “nucleus/subjectivity of 

selflessness”.  He taught that when people reach the level of selflessness, they achieve 

a truly religious state. Similarly, according to Suzuki (2005) Dogen (道元 1200-

1253 AD), the founder of the Soto-shu （曹洞宗）Zen sect of Buddhism, explained 

“to learn about yourself, you must forget yourself (in Vol. ‘Genjou Kouan 現成公案 

p7-8)”, emphasizing the importance of becoming selfless (Suzuki, 2005). 

These views were very different from the Western view of ego or self. According 

to Tetsugaku jii (哲学辞意 1881; supplement, 1884), in the first Japanese dictionary 

of philosophical terms, there was no clear concept about self in Japanese culture, and 

the term “ego” was translated as both jiga (自我 ego) and jiko (自己 self). This 

has remained the case until today.   

Today, self (ego) or individuality is still not regarded as an essential element of 

humanity in Japanese society. Kashiwagi (1983) classified the term relating to self in  
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English words and found that they were used very delicately. She concluded that in 

Western society there were various terms and studies relating to self. Kashiwagi 

concluded that these phenomena indicate a high interest in self in Western society. In 

contrast in Japanese society, emphasizing self has been thought detestable. In social 

life, for example, rearing attitude, school environments, and social life itself, people 

are expected to master cooperation, or non-assertiveness. In Japanese society, the self 

fuses with society and it never confronts. It is desirable to behave the same as others, 

or uniformly. Such a point of view is completely different from the Western thoughts 

of “difference is individuality”. In a Japanese environment, there are no Western style 

self-awareness, rather such recognition is considered as abnormal behaviour.        

Minami (1969) explains that originally ningen (Japanese meaning of human; 

currently pronounced as nin-gen) was pronounced as jin-kan, and came from Chinese 

philosophy or Buddhism, and meant “between humans” or human relationships.  The 

meaning changed to refer to the “human being” around 1330-31AD. Hence, in 

Japanese culture, it has been the traditional view that human means between humans 

or human relationships, not each individual.  

 

3.3    Fudo (風土 Climate) Theory by Tetsuro Watsuji (1935) 

Tetsuo Watsuji (1889-1960), a Japanese philosopher, explained that the term nin-

gen (人間 originally meaning human relationships, but here used to mean self) was 

established from nin (人 people) and gen (間 relationships or between). According to 
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Watsuji, the self was formed by relationships between people, not by either nin or gen 

on its own. This idea is very close to that of the “social self” by Mead (1925). Mead 

explained that the self was not born as a social being, but became a social self while 

living and cooperating within society. 

In his famous work Fuudo (風土：A Climate and Culture: A Philosophical Study), 

Watsuji stated: 

…in the liberal society of modern European capitalism, the person is seen 

as a separate individual and the family is only a gathering of individuals to  

serve economic ends.  …by contrast, in Japanese culture, man (human) is  

essentially social, or relational. (Watsuji, 1935, p135) 

 

Watsuji (1935) defined the climate as a key factor of the structure of the self. In 

Fudo he explained, “my purpose in this study is to clarify the function of climate as a 

factor of human existence.”   (p. 8)  Watsuji assumed that there was a close relationship 

between the concept of self and climate:   

        I use our word fudo [climate], which means literally “Wind and  

Earth”, as a general term for the natural environment of a given land,  

its climate, its weather, the geological and productive nature of the 

soil, its topographic and scenic features. […] It is not without reason  

that I wish to treat this natural environment of man not as “nature”  

but as “climate” in the above sense.  (Watsuji, 1935; p. 1) 
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Emphasizing the differences between nature and climate, Watsuji tried to 

distinguish climate from “visual nature”.  In the ordinary use of Japanese language, 

the word “climate” can be used as a general term to mean indiscriminate aspects of 

nature. But in this Fudo, Watsuji wanted to say not visual scenery but climate 

impacted human nature. In Fuudo (1935), he explains the specific characteristics of 

people who live in different climates, and examined the Japanese relationship to 

climate, particularly the monsoon climate. Watsuji (1935) defined three types of 

climate: monsoon, desert, and meadow. He claimed that the Japanese self reflected a 

severe monsoon type climate. The main characteristics of a severe monsoon type 

climate are heat and humidity. These together create a violent natural environment 

that human beings are unable to control. The only option is to accept and endure it. 

On the other hand, heat and humidity enable people to grow certain plants, especially 

the Japanese principal food ─ rice. Also, humidity brings four seasons which give rise 

to rich emotions in Japanese people. The Japanese cooperative, patient, and 

submissive nature has much to do with the acceptance of and inability to influence 

the forces of nature.  

Watsuji also explains the relationship between Western self and Western climate: 

Dry and rather cooler climate brings Western area meadow and low  

bushes. The temperature is warm and not severe hot nor cold. In  

such a land people do not need to prepare to the violent wind, rain,  
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or snow. They do not need to get together to protect their life from violent 

weather. Such characteristics build up the Western rationalism and 

individualism. Under such circumstances, people do not need others’  

help but can do everything by themselves. They do not become sensitive to 

others’ feeling or mentality. This causes Western people’s dry personality, 

not sympathetic, not considerate nor sensitive as Japanese people. All  

these characteristics are established by their climate. (Watsuji, 1935, pp 62-

88)   

Watsuji (1935) also explains that Japanese people have tried to become reconciled 

with nature and live together; but Western people try to conquer nature and want to 

control it. Japanese people’s such cooperative characteristics produced aspects of 

typical Japanese cultural rituals such as Tea ceremony (茶道), Flower arrangement 

(華道), Noh (能) play, Japanese dancing, Japanese paintings, and architecture. All of 

these Japanese traditional cultural practices involve aspects of nature or forces of 

nature. People learn these cultural practices and acquire the means and characteristics 

to live together with nature, because they understand that human beings cannot 

control nature.      

 

3.4   Amae Theory by Doi (1971) 

Takeo Doi, a Japanese academic psychiatrist and psychoanalyst, advocated a 

unique Japanese self-concept theory of amae (dependence). Doi (1971) explains that 
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amae is a special affectionate relationship between a dependent and the one he/she is 

dependent upon. Originally amae referred to the misconducted behaviour which is 

normally unaccepted, however, may, on occasion, be accepted, for example between 

an infant and his/her mother. Doi (1992) explained that originally amae was a form of 

nonverbal communication which did not need vocabulary. It happens mainly between 

an infant and his/her mother. However, amae phenomena can occur even between 

adults to indicate the presence of a similar feeling of being emotionally close to 

another, but this occurs only in very close or intimate relationships. Even keeping 

pets can also be understood in terms of amae (p. 7). Doi’s logic is that although the 

phenomena are universal, there is no appropriate expressions to describe amae or its 

related behaviour in English or any other languages. In the Amae no Shiso (甘えの思

想 The Thoughts of amae; Doi, 1995), Doi explained that the word amae was 

unique in the Japanese language, but that its concept was universal and actually the 

phenomenon that Japanese call amae exists in Westerners and Americans. However, 

Western people do not recognize the phenomenon and do not give it a name as do 

Japanese people.  

In Japanese culture, “depending on others” or “following former examples or 

models” are recommended attitudes. Behaviour is regulated depending on one’s place 

in the hierarchy. Independent attitudes are frowned on.  Because of this, there are 

various kinds of words relating to amae; for example, suneru (sulk), higamu (become 

jaundiced, feel oneself unfairly treated), kodawaru (be particular, to stick to), 
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sumanai (be in debt to). However, the word amae is Doi’s creation and it is not a 

grammatically correct word. It is a compound word of a verb amaeru/amayu (to get 

used to someone’s good will and become addicted to it) and a verb amayakasu (to let 

someone depend on). Thus the word amae expresses two types of behaviour and 

symbolizes a typical hierarchical relationship: the upper position’s amayakasu (to let 

someone depend on him/her) and the lower position’s amaeru (to depend on his/her 

upper status person).  

In Western cultures there are no cultural grounds to be conscious of these 

behaviours; only Japanese culture tolerates such phenomena and gives the names of 

amaeru and amayakasu to describe these behaviours. In contrast, in Western or 

American culture, these phenomena are lumped together and called “depend on”.  

In a hierarchical society like Japan, amae is a type of hierarchical relationship. In 

Japanese hierarchical society, the dependents occupy the lower positions and the love 

givers the higher positions, either physically or emotionally or both, and the word can 

be used when we describe the relationship between lovers, friends, husbands and 

wives, teachers  and students, even employers and employees which explains the 

Japanese unique work place phenomenon where the company workers are regarded as 

members of one family: the company president is a parent and workers are children, 

and once or twice in a year the company organizes a “company trip” or “athletic 

meeting” and an end of year or new year banquet (Doi,1992). 

Doi (1992) also explains that amae involves a certain psychological dependence. 

Generally Japanese people are hesitant to show affection in public. Even parents and 
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their children do not embrace or kiss each other when the children are grown up, 

neither do lovers and spouses. Doi believes that this shyness must be somehow 

related to the hidden psychology of amae, such that even if he/she does not express 

his/her love openly, others should know it. Amae’s other characteristic is that this is a 

“one way” affectionate relationship from one to another, and no “give and take” or 

“equal” relationship is expected. 

Doi (1971) emphasized that amae is typical of Japanese culture. In his Amae no 

Kozo (甘えの構造  The structure of Amae; 1971) he states: 

Attempts have been made to elucidate the peculiar nature of the 

Japanese psychology using projective tests, but even if such methods 

produce results of a kind, I cannot believe that they will give a grasp of 

the most Japanese characteristics of all, since the types of Japanese 

characteristics that can be detected by psychological tests designed for 

Westerners are, ultimately, Japanese characteristics as seen through 

Western eyes; the tests cannot overcome this limitation. The typical 

psychology of a given nation can be learned only through familiarity 

with its native language. The language comprises everything which is 

intrinsic to the soul of a nation and therefore provides the best projective 

test there is for each nation.    (pp. 14-15) 
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3.5   Amae and Attachment  

 After Doi (1971) defined amae as a unique element of Japanese culture, 

researchers have conducted studies to compare it with the concept of attachment (e.g., 

Behrens, 2004; Rothbaum and Kakinuma, 2004; Rothbaum, Kakinuma, Nagaoka, & 

Azuma, 2007; Yamaguchi, 2004).  Behrens (2004) studied previous research on amae 

and attachment to find similarities and differences between them, but she found only 

a few empirical studies of amae, so she conducted interviews of three sets of Japanese 

mothers in different areas: in Sapporo in Japan, San Francisco in the USA, and in 

other cities in Japan.    

First, she interviewed 40 Japanese mothers who had preschool children in 

Sapporo. Among 40 mothers, 20 sent their child (children) to an expensive preschool 

and the others sent their child [children] to a less expensive preschool. Behrens asked 

three questions: (a) what are the situations when [child] want to amaeru ?  (b) are 

there any particular situations when you want [child] to amaeru ? and  (c)  are there 

any particular situations when you want [child] to practice less amaeru ?  Second, 

she interviewed 10 native Japanese mothers who were mostly professionals and 

living in the San Francisco Bay area. The mothers were asked to talk freely in 

responding to the question: “Have you observed or experienced amae lately?   Third, 

she interviewed 13 native Japanese mothers in various cities in Japan. Again the 

mothers were asked to respond to two questions, “What is your most recent amae 

xperience?” and “Have you observed or experienced amae lately?”   
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From the result of these interviews and questions, Behrens hypothesized nine 

different types of amae: five types of amae such as amae I to amae V; three different 

age stages: infancy, childhood, and adulthood; and either manipulative or non-

manipulative.  In infancy there is only one type of amae: Amae I-Affective: this is a 

non-instrumental amae; it’s motivation is desire for physical and emotional closeness 

or oneness; it’s behaviou is snuggling or seeking to be held; the relationship is 

intimate, affective, and close; the interact is parents mainly mother. In childhood are 

three different types of amae: Amae I-ffective, this is a noninstrumental amae; the 

motivation is a desire for physical and emotional closeness or fun; the behaviour is 

snuggling, seeking to sit on lap; the relationship is intimate, affective, and close; the 

interactant is parents mainly mother. Amae II-Manipulative is an instrumental amae; 

the motivation is to get their way or beginning of manipulation; the behaviour is 

clingy, act helplessly, or temper tantrum; the relationship is intimate and close; the 

interactant is parents mainly mother. Amae III-Reciprocal, this is an instrumental 

amae; the motivation is a desire for emotional closeness or to reciprocate favours; the 

behaviour is acting desparate or deal making; the relationship is close or trusting; the 

interactants are school peers or friends.    

In adulthood there are five types of amae. Amae I Affective is a non-instrumental 

amae, its motivation is a desire for physical and emotional closeness or fun; the 

behaviour is playful, childish, or coquettish; the relationship is intimate, affective and 

close; the interactants are romantic partners. Amae II- Manipulative is an 

instrumental amae, the motivation is getting their way or beginning manipulative; the 
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behaviour is acting helplessly, selfishly or with little cues; the relationship is intimate 

and close; the interactants are married couples. Amae III–reciprocal is an 

instrumental amae, the motivation is desire for emotional closeness or to reciprocal 

favors; the behaviour is acting desperate, or deal making; the relationship is close or 

trusting; the interactant is peers or friends. Amae IV – Obligatory is an instrumental 

amae, the motivation is taking advantage of or abusing power or controlling 

situations; the behaviours is excessive, unreasonable demands; the relationship is 

nonintimate or unequal status; the interactants are boss, client, or subordinate. Amae 

V – Presumptive is an instrumental amae, the motivation is presuming upon one’s 

good will; the behaviour is socially inappropriate or no enryo; the relationship is 

nonintimate and nonhierarchical; the interactant is distant acquaintance.    Behrens 

(2004) assumed that Doi (1971) proposed only infancy amae I or adulthood amae I, 

and he missed the other types of amae.     

Behrens (2004) also mentioned similarities and differences between amae and 

attachment. The similarities between amae and attachment were that both are 

observable between six to 12 months of age, and in both cases the interactive parents 

were mothers. The differences were that attachment is partly a behavioral system that 

is activated when there is a threat in the environment, and this phenomenon becomes 

most distinct when a child is under distress, whereas amae is an emotion, it can be 

observed anytime when there is a desire to have either purely affective or 

instrumental needs fulfilled.  

    



51 
 

Rothbaum and Kakinuma (2004) extended Behrens (2004)’s formulation. They 

explained that there were four key dimensions in amae and attachment similarities: 

(a) at which age they are manifested, (b) the motivation underlying them, (c) the 

most salient behaviors and emotions characterizing them; and (d) their association 

with mental health.  

They also explain the differences that Behrens (2004) noticed. The main 

difference is that amae is closely linked with interdependence, a forerunner of 

harmony, whereas attachment is closely linked with exploration, a forerunner of 

autonomy. Amae is most evident later in childhood, whereas attachment is most 

evident at 12-18 months and continues to adulthood in various forms. Amae is 

associated with a desire for merging, unity, and symbiosis, whereas attachment is 

associated with needs for protection and basic care. Both phenomena are triggered by 

stress; in the case of amae, it is relatively mild stress, whereas the stress of 

attachment is pronounced stress.  Amae was more associated with loneliness and 

sadness while attachment was associated with fear and avoidance.  

Rothbaum and Kakinuma (2004) further discussed that positive amae and positive 

attachment have different meanings. Positive amae is manifest in the child’s 

requesting indulgence in appropriate contexts. On the other hand positive attachment 

has more to do with the child’s ability to use the caregiver as a safe base for 

exploration and to re-unite with the caregiver following separation.  For older 

children, positive amae is associated with sunao (willing compliance), cooperation, 

and receptivity, whereas positive attachment is associated with autonomy, self-
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esteem, and self-assertion. They concluded that the essence of similarity was that 

both amae and attachment were concerned with closeness and security, while the 

essence of difference was that amae is focused on the desire for interdependence and 

learning to distinguish intimate relationships from distant relationships, whereas 

attachment was focused on use of the caregiver as a safe base for exploration and 

learning to cope with recurring separations. They viewed amae as a motive of the 

typical Japanese attitude of obedience or harmony, and attachment as a motive of 

Western autonomy and independence. 

 

Amae and Attachment in Adulthood 

Rothbaum and Kakinuma (2004) also referred to amae and attachment in 

adulthood. They explained that there are two types of amae form ─ obligatory and 

presumptive, in adulthood. In adulthood the similarity of amae and attachment are 

still notable, but they are at a more abstract level than in childhood: the similarity has 

to do with motivation (desire for security), skills associated with security (social 

intelligence), and the partners sought (intimate others). With regard to motivation, 

amae and attachment are primarily concerned with achieving security and more 

specifically, with being understood and accepted. With regard to skills, positive 

amae and autonomous attachment require social intelligence – an understanding of, 

and sensitivity to others. With regard to partners, both amae and attachment 

primarily occur in interactions with spouses and mothers. Researchers in adult 
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attachment focus on the current relationships with parents; they assess attachment 

security in adulthood focuses on past experiences with and feeling about parents.  

Thus Rothbaum and Kakinuma (2004) emphasized that attachment and amae in 

adulthood related to assurance-trust. Referring to motivation security, security means 

certainty about loyalty and cohesion in amae relationships, while it means 

confidence in existing relationships, and also confidence in pursuing new 

opportunities in attachment relationships. Amae expresses and fosters assurance; it 

reflects and reinforces both parties’ belief and the relationship is unconditional, 

whereas attachment is more concerned with trust in self and relationships. The more 

individuals seek new opportunities, the more they need to trust in others. Regarding 

to social intelligence underlying security, Rothbaum and Kakinuma referred to a 

traditional Japanese social norm. They said that amae is associated with a pivotal 

Japanese form of social intelligence called kejime (distinction) – the ability to shift 

easily between public and private context and to understand how to act in each. The 

mature adult knows where it is acceptable to exercise amae.   

Because of the Japanese emphasis on tightly knit groups, it is extremely important 

to adhere to social norms. Positive amae hinges on the ability to read social contexts 

and thereby determine when, and with whom one is released from norms and 

obligations.  Obligatory and presumptive amae involve relationships with 

nonintimate others – members of wider social networks at work and in one’s 

extended group or neighbourhood. In such situation, amae for adults only expresses 

intimacy or dependence. 
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     By contrast autonomous attachment only involves relationships with intimate 

others. In the absence of group norms dictating responsiveness, intimate partners are 

the only ones who consistently and willingly provide the responsiveness necessary to 

ensure security.  

     Lastly the concluded that Japanese amae strongly relates to harmony and Western 

attachment strongly elates to autonomy.  

 

Refinement of the Amae Concept 

Yamaguchi (2004) also studied Behrens’ (2004) research and (a) further 

elaborated the definition of amae, and (b)  explained the relationship between amae 

and attachment.  First, in order to define the  amae concept more stringently, he 

singled out two components as necessary conditions: inappropriate behavior and its 

presumed acceptance. Yamaguchi (1999) conducted a small experiment with 20 

vignettes which described amae interactions. He presented these descriptions to 

people in three different conditions:  for presumption condition, the participants were 

told that the protagonist’s inappropriate behaviour or requests would be accepted by 

the counterparts; for no-presumption condition team, the participants were told that 

the protagonist did not presume that the inappropriate behaviour would not be 

accepted; for the control condition, the participants were given no information 

regarding the presumption of acceptance of the inappropriate behavior.  

After the video scene, the participants were asked to label the inappropriate 

behavior in the 20 scenarios as amae or not.   The result was that of 87 % in 



55 
 

presumption condition labelled the inappropriate behaviour as amae, while 42% of 

the participants of no-presumption condition and 59 % of control condition labelled 

those inappropriate behaviours as amae. From these results, Yamaguchi concluded 

that amae was defined as presumed acceptance of one’s inappropriate behavior or 

requests.  

From the result of open-ended questionnaire, Yamaguchi concluded that Japanese 

lay people tend to associate amae with securely attached children rather than 

insecure-ambivalent children. And also he explained that there were two types of 

amae: desirable amae and undesirable amae. The desirable amae was associated with 

securely attached children whereas undesirable amae was associated with insecurely 

attached children.   

 

The relation between amae and attachment 

 Although Behrens (2004) summarized that amae and attachment were closely 

related, and Doi (1973) and Rothbaum et al. (2004) seemed to have the same view, 

Yamaguchi (2004) did not agree with this. He stated that the relationship between 

attachment and amae has not yet been known exactly, nor was consensus on how 

they were supposed to be related theoretically. Previous researchers were tempted to 

connect insecure-ambivalent attachment with amae, however, there still exists little 

theoretical ground for relating amae and insecure – ambivalent attachment.  

 When Yamaguchi examined the relationship between amae and attachment 

empirically, he adopted a concept matching approach (Bartholomews, 1991), and he 
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identified two types of amae: desirable amae and undesirable amae, instead of the 

concept of amae and the concept of attachment.  He concluded that desirable amae 

was associated with securely attached children and undesirable amae was associated 

with insecurely attached children, instead of insecure – ambivalent attachment. From 

this result he strongly suggests empirical examination of the concept of amae and 

relationship between amae and attachment.   

 

Attachment and amae in adulthood     

Yamaguch (2004) described regarding amae and attachment in adulthood. He 

adopted Bartholomews and Horowitz’s (1991) classification and description of 

prototypes. He confirmed that Japanese associate desirable amae with the securely 

attached adult behaviour, whereas Japanese associate undesirable amae with the 

insecurely attached adult behaviour. He stated that among the insecure attachment 

styles, the preoccupied type, which is equivalent to ambivalent or resistant 

attachment style among children, was associated with amae most. In addition, the 

securely attached children and adults were perceived as more autonomous than the 

preoccupied. From these results, he explained that amae is perceived as most 

common among the securely attached children and adults, who tend to show 

desirable amae. On the other hand, the undesirable amae was perceived as more 

common among the Type C children or the preoccupied. He concluded that the first 

stage of the empirical research on amae and attachment in Japanese social and folk 

psychology has revealed that amae is not typically found among insecurely attached 
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individuals. Rather, as in the Western culture, securely attached individuals are 

perceived as more socially adapted and tend to show a desirable amae. He 

emphasized that in order to understand more precisely about the concept of amae and 

the relationships between amae and attachment, more empirical research data are 

necessary.  

 

Amae and Attachment in Western Culture  

As described before, there has not been so many empirical studies regarding 

amae and the relationships between amae and attachment in Japanese psychology 

area. There are only theoretical studies regarding amae and a small numbers of 

empirical studies in comparison between amae and attachment behaviour. In 

Japanese psychology field, amae (and attachment) is still the topic of theoretical 

study and there has not been developed practical measurements to measure amae and 

attachment or interpersonal relationships. In contrast such a Japanese research field, 

Western interpersonal research field, especially developmental psychology and 

clinical psychology, the study regarding attachment especially attachment in adults 

(e.g., romantic love) has been enthusiastic. In order to develop measurements to 

measure attachment in various occasion, the definition of attachment was firmly 

established. As Yamaguchi referred, Bartholomew (1990) classified Four-Group Model 

of Adult Attachment.  

In order to develop multi – item scales (Adult Attachment Scale; Adult 

Attachment Questionnaire; and Attachment Style Questionnaire), based on Bowlby’s 
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claims, Bartholomew (1990; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991) proposed two types of 

attachment dimension – anxiety (about separation, abandonment, or insufficient love) 

and avoidance (of intimacy, dependency, and emotional expressiveness). These two 

dimensions also have internal working models of self and others and positive (the self 

is seen as worth of love and attention) and negative (the self is seen as unworthy). So 

the anxiety dimension concceptualised as “model of self” (positive vs negative), and 

the avoidance conceptualised as “model of others” (positive and negative).   

Bartholomew (1990) interpreted these four attachment patterns as follows: (a) people 

with positive models of self and others are secure (or secure with respect to 

attachment), (b) those with positive models of others and negative models of self are 

“preoccupied”, (c) those with a negative model of others and positive model of self 

are “dismissing”, and (d) those who are negative models of both others and self are 

“fearful”.  See Figure 4.   

                                                                                                    Model of Self 
                                                                           Positive             (Anxiety)                   Negative 
                                                                            (Low)                                                   (High)  

            Figure 4 

         The four adult attachment styles defined by Bartholomew internal working        
              models of  self and others. From Bartholomew (1990). 

 

             
       Positive (Low) 
                   
      Model of Other  
         (Avoidance) 

           Secure 
           Comfortable  
           With intimacy 
           And autonomy 

                Preoccupied 
               Overly dependent 

                                                                            
      Negative (High) 
                     
 

                  
          Dismissing 
          Denial of attachment 
          Counterdependent 
     

                   
              Fearful 
              Fear of attachment 
              Socially avoidant 
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The four types were described as follows: 

1.   Secure :   “It is easy for me to become emotionally close to others. I am  
                        comfortable depending on them and having them depend on me. I  
                        don’t worry about being alone or having others not accept me.” 

 
   2.   Fearful:   “I am uncomfortable getting close to others. I want emotionally close                        

                relationships, but I find it difficult to trust others completely, or to  
                depend on them. I worry that I will be hurt if I allow myself to become               
                too close to others.” 

 
   3.   Preoccupied:   “I want to be completely emotionally intimate with others, but I        
                                   often find that others are reluctant to get as close as I would                    
                                   like. I am uncomfortable being without close relationships, but  
                                   I sometimes worry that others don’t value me as much as I value  
                                   them.” 
 
   4.   Dismissing:   I am comfortable without close emotional relationships. It is very  
                            Important to me to feel independent and self-sufficient, and  
                            I prefer not to depend on others or have others Simpson (1990) was   
                            depend on me.” 
 

 

Hazan and Shaver (1987) developed a forced-choice item scale to develop the 

Attachment Style Questionnaire. In order to develop this scale, they found three 

dimensions of adult attachment. They are: 
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Table 5 

Extracts from Open-Ended Reports of Romantic Relationships, Supplied by Subject  
From the Three Attachment Groups 
 

 Secure:   “We’re really good friend, and we sort of knew each other for long time   
                    before we started going out – and we like the same sort of things. Another  
                    thing which I like a lot is that he gets on well with all my close friends.                                
                    We can always talk things over. Like if we’re having any fights, we  
                    usually resolve them by talking it over – he’s very reasonable person. I  
                    can just be my own person, so it’s good, because it’s not a possessive  
                    relationship. I think that we trust each other a lot.”  
 
 Avoidant:   “My partner is my best friend., and that’s the way I think of him. He is                        
                        as special to me as any of my other friends. His expectations in life  
                        don’t include marriage, or any long-term commitment to any female,  
                        which is fine with me, because that’s not my expectations are as well.  
                        I find that he doesn’t want to be overly intimate, and he doesn’t  
                        Expect too much commitment – which is good…                               
                        Sometimes it’s a worry that a person can be that close to you, and be  
                        in such control of your life.“   
 
 Ambivalent:   “So I want in there… and he was sitting on the bench, and I actually  
                            melted. He was the best-looking thing I’d ever seen, and that was    
                            the first thing that I struck me about him. So we went out and we  
                            had lunch in the park…so we just sort of sat there – and in silence –  
                            but it wasn’t awkward… like, you know, when you meet strangers  
                            and you can’t think of anything to say, it’s usually awkward. It  
                            wasn’t like that.We just sat there, and it was incredible- like we’d  
                            known each other for a real long time, and we’d only met for about  
                            10 seconds, so that was – straightaway my first feeling for him                
                            Started coming out.” 
 

 

More than these establishing attachment measure scales, the research clarifying 

attachment behaviour in adolescent (Wilkinson, 2010) or the relationship between 

self-esteem and attachment behaviour (Wilkinson, 2004) are studied.  
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3.6   Various Amae Theory  

Fujiwara and Kurokawa (1981) conducted the first empirical research to 

study the concept of amae quantitatively. They attempted to develop a one-

dimensional amae scale to identify the target person of amae behaviour 

empirically, recognizing that amae behaviour occurs even between adults. In 

order to corroborate these hypotheses, they conducted two studies. In study one, 

they attempted to develop a scale to measure the amount of amae. They 

extracted 97 verbs which describe delicate nuances of Japanese interpersonal 

relationships. 

They used previous research (e.g., Triandis, Vassiliou & Nassiakon,1968; 

Nakazato & Tanaka, 1973), verbs mentioned in Doi’s original book (1971), the  

results of their pre-tests with students, and descriptions from the novels of recent five 

years’ Akutagawa prize winners. (note: Akutagawa prize is the most prestigious 

prize in Japan presented for serious literature). Using multidimensional analysis 

methods, Fujiwara and Kurokawa (1981) analysed these verbs with a 97✕97 

frequency matrix and the dissociation measure used by Rosenberg, Nelson & 

Vivekanathan (1968), and found eight dimensions describing  interpersonal 

relationships. They were: Rejection/Ignored (e.g., to ignore, to be hard-hearted); 

Favor or Sense of Unity (e.g., have a favorer, get along); Sense of Superiority (e.g., 

swaggering, be conceited); Protection (e.g., care, help); Interpret the mood of the 
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other party (e.g., read the other’s mind, be unctuous); Victim mentality from other’s 

rejection (e.g., act nastily, sulk); Indebted (e.g., feel indebted); and Amae (e.g., rely, 

expect).  

In their study Two, in order to create a new measure for amae, they defined 

amae as “a desire to be accepted and loved by others”, and chose ten verbs 

which were considered to describe amae behaviour from eight groups classified 

in their Study One. Those verbs were: five verbs from the group of “Amae”, 

two verbs from the group of “Protection”, and four other verbs based on the 

definition of amae.  In total ten items were involved in a new scale:    

1. I want to count on the person,   

2. I want to rely on the person,  

3. I want to lean on the person,  

4. I want to entrust the person with it, 

5. I want to consult with the person, 

6. I want to amaeru (be accepted and loved, behave like a child towards) the   

    person, 

7. I want something to be done for me, 

8. I want to be understood without explanation, 

9. I want to be comforted,           

10. I want to be encouraged.  

They used twelve models (e.g., father, mother, brothers and sisters, 

relatives), and in order to easily facilitate the expression of amae, created one or 



63 
 

two troubled situations  from each of seven areas such as “school life”, 

“body/personality”, “study/academic results”, “friendships”, “work”, “life/view 

of society” and designed eleven scenarios. Then they instructed participants to 

indicate their feelings on a five point scale (Strongly agree, Agree, Neutral, 

Disagree, Strongly disagree).  For example: 

     The model:        Your supervisor of major subject  

Situation:      As you failed the compulsory subject, you are in a     
                         doubtful situation for promotion.   
 
Statement:     1. I expect the model (in this case, supervisor) to help  

me. 
Assessing scale:    Strongly agree, Agree, Neutral, Disagree, Strongly     
                              Disagree. 

 

They administered this questionnaire to 112 men and 174 women university 

students. They conducted a main factor extraction method and found the first 

factor eigenvalue was 81.1% for men and 80.4% for women and these were 

very high in each case. From this result they concluded that the amae scale was 

one dimensional and reliable.  In order to find the target persons of amae 

behaviours, a three factor (target person x situation x gender) analysis of 

variance was conducted. They found that the persons with whom the amae 

relationship occurred were mainly lovers and intimate friends. Persons to whom 

one never takes amae behaviour occurred were neighbours and relatives.  

Regarding gender difference, women students expressed more amae behaviours 

than men students. 
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Surprisingly their results did not support the original hypothesis that amae 

behaviour occurs within family members, especially with parents. Fujiwara and 

Kurokawa (1981) assumed that this was because the participants were 

university students, not young children.  

 Doi (1971) had explained that when people lapse into the situation where, 

although he/she wants to amaeru (depend on) someone, he/she cannot do so, 

the feelings of ‘grudge’, ‘distorted”, and/or ‘sulk’ rise up. He also presumed 

that people who have not experienced enough healthy and straight amae in their 

infanthood, would become dependent and easily resort to amae. Later Doi 

(2001) explained that there were two types of amae ─ healthy and straight 

amae and distorted amae. The former is the amae based on the mutual reliance 

with others, but the latter is the amae which takes the form of one way demand.  

Tani (2000) examined the relationships between social phobia and amae. He 

developed an amae scale which consisted of three dimensions: “direct amae”, 

“twisted amae” and “bounded amae”.  He found that there is a moderate correlation 

between “twisted amae” and “bounded amae”. He explained that the person who has 

a strong feeling of “bounded amae” tends to experience a social phobia.   

Tamase and Aihara (2004) tried to find evidence for Doi’s hypotheses. First, 

they attempted to identify the structure of amae, then compared the amae 

factors with personal traits to argue that amae is a unique Japanese trait.  

They confirmed four types of amae: Amae Aspiring, Amae Acceptance, 

Amae Contortion, and Amae Rejection. They further categorized these four 
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types of amae into two and labelled: Amae Aspiring and Amae Acceptance 

consist interdependent aspects of amae (Interdependent Amae). Amae 

Contortion and Amae Rejection consist distorted aspects of amae (Inflected 

Amae).  Tamase and Aihara compared their four amae factors with the NEO-

FFI Big five personality test (Costa & McCrae, 1989) and identified that there 

were significant positive correlations between amae desire and Neuroticism (r 

= .27), between amae Acceptance and Neuroticism (r = .28), Extraversion (r 

= .29), Agreeableness (r = .26), and  between amae Contortion and Neuroticism 

(r = .37).  There were also significant negative correlations between amae 

Rejection and Extraversion (r = -.30), Openness (r = -.36), Agreeableness (r = 

- .47), between amae Contortion and Openness (r = - .18), and Agreeableness (r 

= -.23).   Table 6 shows correlations between Multidimensional Amae scale and 

NEO-FFI. 

 

Table 6 

Correlations between the Multidimensional Amae Scale and the NEO-FFI 

    *  Significance level is .05%    ** Significance level is .01%   
(Adapted from Tamase & Aihara, 2004)   

 

 Neuroticism Extraversion Openness Agreeableness Conscientiousness 

Aspiring .27** .06 -.19* .14 -.06 
Acceptance .28** .29** .16 .26** .01 
Distorted .37** -.13 -.18* -.23* .07 
Rejection -.11 -.30 -.36 -.47** .03 

Interdependence .36** .22** -.04 .26** -.03 
Inflected .19* -.26 -.33 -.43** .07 
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There were two notable characteristics on the correlations between amae and 

NEO-FFI: there were moderate positive correlations between all aspects of 

multidimensional amae, except Rejection amae, and there were no correlation 

between multidimensional amae and Conscientiousness. Tamase and Aihara 

(2004) concluded that people who had strong amae desire show neuroticism 

and people who was open minded did not have strong amae desire. People who 

had conscientiousness did not have amae desire, and eople who were extrovert 

did not have amae desire, however, people who have distorted mind, had desire 

to accept their amae. From these results, they concluded that this was not 

“healthy amae”, and Doi’s proposal was not supported.   

Doi (1971) stated that amae behaviours occur based on trusted relationships. 

Based on this, Tamase & Aihara (2005) examined the relationship between amae and 

trust. They administered 28 items of the Multidimensional Amae Scale, 20 items of 

the Trust Scale (Amagai,1995), 22 items of the Sympathy Scale (Uchida & Kitayama, 

2001), and 18 items of the Narcissism Scale (Okada, 1999) to 207 university students 

(70 men and 137 women). They found that there were a positive correlation between 

Interdependent amae,  Trust others,  and Sympathy; and negative correlation between 

Interdependent amae and narcissism. They also found that women participants had 

more strong Interdependent amae than men, but there was no gender difference on 

Distorted amae.    

Kobayashi and Kato (2007) attempted to design an Emotional/Instrumental 

Amae Scale. From a pre-test, they collected 30 items of emotional amae 
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behaviour and 20 items of instrumental amae behaviour. Then they 

administered the questionnaire to 221 (92 men and 129 women) university 

students who responded on a seven point scale from 1 (Not at all behave like 

this) to 7 (Very frequently behave like this). From factor analysis of the 30 

emotional amae statements, they identified three factors ─ the Childish amae, 

the Clingingly Playful amae, and the Pathological amae. There were two 

instrumental amae factors ─ the amae for doing something on my behalf 

(behavioral dimension) and the amae asking for material or economic help 

(psychological dimension).  They verified the measure with four already 

existing measures ─ the Expression of Amae desire scale/Expression of Amae 

behaviour scale (Fujiwara & Kurokawa, 1981), the Self-Esteem Inventory 

(Rosenberg, 1965), the View of Others scale (Kato, 1995) and the General 

Health Questionnaire (Goldberg & Williams, 1988). The results were that the 

Instrumental Amae scale highly correlated with the Expression of Amae scale 

and moderately correlated with Emotional Amae scale. However, there were 

very low correlations between the Instrumental Amae scale, the Self-esteem 

Scale, and the View of Others Scale.  

Inagaki (2007) interpreted narcissism as a type of amae and attempted to 

develop a Narcissistic Amae Scale. She quoted Doi’s (2000 b) explanation that 

narcissism is a type of amae, because the desire of “being loved” is an initial 

desire of human beings. Doi argued that when people are not satisfied with the 

situation where the desire for amae is not fulfilled, narcissism occurs. Doi 
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(1971) also explains that the sense of hostility that arises from unsatisfied amae 

changes to suspicion of others. Sometimes this suspicion is accompanied by a 

persecution complex. In other words, distorted amae feelings such as sulking or 

being jealous have a close relationship with a persecution complex (Doi, 2000 

b).  

Using her newly developed Narcissistic Amae Scale, Inagaki (2007) 

examined the relationships between narcissistic amae and persecution complex 

and a sense of alienation. The Narcissistic Amae Scale consisted of 32 items 

from three dimensions: Distorted amae, Need for consideration, and 

Overexpectation for tolerance. This scale was used with a six-point scale: 0 

(Never happens) to 5 (Always happens). Inagaki also used the Narcissistic 

Personality Inventory (Raskin & Hall, 1979), the Multidimensional Ego 

Identity Scale (Tani, 2001), the Relational Ego Factor of the Interpersonal 

Phobia Scale (Nagai, 1991); and the Persecution Complex scale and the Sense 

of Alienation Scale (Tanno, Ishigaki, & Sugiura, 2000). 

The data was analysed by primary component factor analysis with promax 

rotation method, and three factors of the Narcissistic amae were identified:   

Need for Consideration, Over Expectancy for Permission, and Distorted Amae. 

There were moderate to strong correlations between factors (r = .44 - .61) and 

the reliability was significant (α = .93).  Inagaki further conducted a 

confirmatory factor analysis and found the GFI and AGFI were ow as .86 

and .84 respectively, however, the RMSEA was a respectable .05. In order to 
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validate the scale, correlations were examined. There were moderate 

correlations between factors: the correlation was .64 between the Distorted 

Amae and the Expectancy of Consideration from the Narcissistic Personality 

Inventory. There were .44 correlation between the Distorted Amae and the 

Overexpectancy for Permission. There were weak or moderate significant 

negative correlations between the Narcissistic Amae Scale and the 

Multidimensional Ego Identity Scale. From these results, the Narcissistic Amae 

Scale was confirmed appropriate.  

Ise and Nakano (2011) examined the relationship between amae and yutori 

(relaxation; calm; peace). Doi (2001) explains that in order to enjoy a peace in 

mind, people needed to enjoy amae with their parents in their childhood, and 

that amae is an important concept to build up good interpersonal relationships 

in future. Ise and Nakano hypothesized that good interpersonal relationships 

were produced from a peace in mind, and presumed that people who had an 

‘interdependent amae’ easily find peace in mind, but people who were high in 

‘distorted amae’ would more easily feel tiredness and tension. They 

administered 20 items from of the Multidimensional Amae Scale (Tamase & 

Imamura, 2006) and 33 items from the Yutori Scale (Tomita, 2008) to 133 

women university students.  By primary component factor analysis with 

Promax rotation method, they identified two factors ─ the “distorted amae” and 

the “acceptance amae” ─ from the Amae Scale; and three factors ─ ‘No 

Urgency nor Tiredness’, ‘Sufficiency of Mind and Openness’, and ‘Relaxation 
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to Others’ from the Yutori Scale.  Using analysis of variance, they identified 

that people with high interdependent amae scored higher on sufficiency of mind 

and Openness. In other words, the hypothesis that people who have experienced 

good amae in the past could build up good interpersonal relationships was 

supported. However, the second hypothesis, that those people who have 

experienced high distorted amae would more easily feel urgency and/or 

tiredness was not supported.   

Yamaguchi (2004) criticized researchers, especially folk psychology 

researchers, suggesting they misunderstood or misinterpreted amae phenomena. 

He agreed with Behrens’(2004) result and proposed more elucidating study on 

amae phenomena. Especially he pointed to: (a) conceptual elaboration of the 

definition of amae; (b) distinction between amae and dependence; and (c) the 

relationship between amae and attachment.  

Yamaguchi (2004) proposed that in defining amae phenomena, two 

components: (a) inappropriate behaviour or request, and (b) its presumed 

acceptance needed to be considered separately.  He defined amae as presumed 

acceptance of one’s inappropriate behaviour or request. In order to prove this 

argument, he conducted an empirical study where the participants were 

presented with 20 vignettes that described amae interactions in which the 

protagonist does something inappropriate. In the presumption condition, the 

protagonist presumed that the inappropriate behaviour or request will be 

accepted by the counterpart, whereas in the no-presumption condition, the 
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protagonist does not presume that it would be accepted. In a control condition, 

no information regarding the presumption of acceptance was given. The 

participants were asked if they would label the inappropriate behaviour or 

request described in the 20 scenarios as amae. Eighty-seven percent of the 

participants in the presumption condition labeled inappropriate behaviour or 

request as amae, whereas only 42 % of the participants of no-presumption 

condition or 59 % of participants in the control condition labeled inappropriate 

behaviour or request as amae.        

 Yamaguchi (2004) argued that amae and dependence appeared very similar, 

and have often been confused in previous literature (e.g., Johnson, 1993), but they 

were different concepts. He explained that amae can be considered as an attempt to 

exert control over one’s environment, whereas dependence typically results in the 

relinquishment of control.   In the amae condition, individuals attempt to control 

their environment using someone who is more powerful in the situation than 

themselves. On the other hand, dependence can be characterized by the 

relinquishment of the control and dependent people are under the influences of their 

counterpart.   

Yamaguchi (2004) concluded that the relationship between amae and 

attachment was that amae was not found among insecurely attached 

individuals. Rather, similar to the Western culture, securely attached 

individuals were perceived as more socially adapted and tend to show a 

desirable amae. Thus Yamaguchi concluded that amae has not yet been 
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sufficiently studied adequately to determine if it is a unique Japanese 

characteristic or whether that it is universal. He emphasized the importance of 

Japanese folk psychology in conducting more empirical research and the need 

to compare amae and dependence or attachment.  

Today Doi’s (1971) amae theory is widely known in Eastern and Western 

cultures, and many researchers have examined various aspects of amae concept. 

However, as Yamaguchi (2004) criticized, the definition of it is still unsure. 

Also when the amae concept has been studied, each researcher has developed 

their own theory and measure. Consequently the amae theory has been 

fragmented and neither a unified view, nor a consistently validated measure has 

emerged. Furthermore, although Doi (1971) advocated that amae phenomena 

was a unique Japanese characteristic, it has not yet been examined empirically 

to decide whether amae was either a unique Japanese trait or a universal one.      

 

3.7   The Concept of Kanjin-shugi (Contextual Model of Human  
Relationships) by Hamaguchi (1985) 
 

The concept of kanjin-shugi is derived from a social relationship perspective. 

Hamaguchi (1988) explains that there is a different view of humanity between 

Western and Japanese culture – individualism and Kanjin-shugi (contextual model of 

human relationships) respectively. In Western culture, a human is regarded as an 

individual entity with a free, independent existence. Individuals establish a sense of 

solid entity and are aware that they are the subject of their own behaviours. 
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Europeans, Americans, and Arabs, for example, have the tendency to establish 

actorship (individuality) by objectifying themselves rather than by their relationships 

with others (Hamaguchi, Kumon, & Creighton, 1985).   Thus sense of entity or 

subjectivity is called “self,” and the subject who has such a self is called an 

“individual.” From such strong self-consciousness, Western individualism has the 

strong attributes of self-centeredness and self-reliance.  

In contrast, in Japanese (Asian) culture, people are objectified in the 

relationships of the actor with other actors rather than in their individual 

existence. Hamaguchi called these type of actors “relational actors”. He 

understood that these actors are strongly aware of the functional relationships 

(roles) they have. For the people in these cultures, “trusting others” is a cultural 

basic. In Japanese culture, the typical type of human relationship is thought of 

as “assimilation”, which is based on botsu-ga-teki sonzai-mu (spiritually 

selfless non-existence) (Sengoku, 1974, p. 13-14). Sengoku explains that in 

Japanese human relationships, people prioritise good intentions by others, over 

their own welfare. Hamaguchi (1988) calls this type of human relationships 

kanjin-shugi (contextual model of human relationships).  

“Kanjin” literally means “between-person” or a person whose identity 

is located between himself and others, which is contrasted to the “kojin”  

(individual), whose identity is rooted inherently within himself. So,  

Kanjin-shugi refers to an ideological commitment to the kanjin concept 

as opposed to kojin-shugi, individualism (Lebra, 1984, p.463). 
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Hamaguchi (1988) argues that one cannot rely on oneself but needs to rely 

on others. He advocates that mutual trust is essential to live in society; people 

must help each other. This means that in Japanese culture “human” means not 

an individual independent entity, but consists of an individual entity with 

relationships to the other.   Hamaguchi also suggests three types of attributes in 

kanjin-shugi: interdependence, mutual reliance, and a view of human 

relationships as an essence. Human relationship itself has a value and people try 

to maintain stable and good relationships.  

 According to Hamaguchi (1985 b), the unique point of Japanese 

relationships (kanjin-shugi) is that individual entities use another’s point of 

view or a group point of view (norm) as one’s own. He compares this with a 

technique called “outside-in”, used by airplane pilots. When an airplane pilot 

makes a decision, he may refer to the outside view as a frame of reference and 

judges whether the plane is in level flight.  Similarly, when Japanese people 

judge something, they check others’ opinion as a model and adopt it as their 

own opinion. Tanaka (1987) describes this phenomenon as the individual self 

“fusing” or “melting” into the group-self which forms oneself. He also explains 

that when two people establish a relationship, both of them try to perform a role 

they understand the other expects them to perform. This means that their 

relationship is maintained by responding to the other’s expectation. Thus once a 

relationship is established those two people lose their individuality so as to fuse 
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or to melt to make one entity.  This relationship brings people security and 

balance. However, it erases space between them. This is the reason that once 

Japanese people become friends, they have the same opinions and attitudes. On 

the other hand, if friends adopt different opinions, they can no longer be 

friends, and their relationship ends. In contrast, Western people use inside-out 

strategies, and they persist in their own opinion. They may debate frequently 

but they remain friends. Sometimes it seems that the more they argue, the closer 

their relationship becomes.  

 

Hamaguchi (1985 b) describes the standards of Japanese social behavior as 

seken (intimate closed society) so that one always focuses on the other’s 

thoughts and feelings (sassuru: read other’s mind;  or omoiyaru: feel for).  One 

also uses one’s surroundings as a frame of reference. Hamaguchi expresses 

such Japanese style human relationships as “assimilation” or “fusion”, while the 

Western style is described as “confrontation”. 

 

3.8   The Concept of Jiko-Fukakujitsusei (Self-Uncertainty) by Minami     
            (1983)   
 

Minami (1983) explained that originally in Japanese culture, the word 

ningen (人間  human) was pronounced as jin-kan, meaning “between humans”. 

This word came from Buddhist sentiment and describes a relationship between 

an individual entity and a society (seken).  Thus in Japanese culture, human 
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means not simply an individual entity but an individual entity with 

relationships. In Japanese culture, human relationships are regarded as more 

important than the individual and the word human subsumes the individual self.  

Minami (1983) proposed the concept of jiko-fukakujitsusei (self-uncertainty)     

as the main characteristic of the Japanese concept of self. According to Minami,  

jiko-fukakujitsusei refers to uncertainty of oneself, and is one of the common 

characteristics of Japanese people and is a basic characteristic of Japanese self-

concept.  

Minami (1983) proposed two aspects of self: a subjective self and an 

objective self. The subjective self is an active self that does something or sees 

objects. The objective self is the passive self that receives an action or is seen 

by someone.  

The objective self also has two aspects: inner-objective self and outer 

objective-self.  The inner objective-self is formed by one’s own subjective-self. 

This process makes one’s own image, self-image. The outer-objective self is a 

presumed self-image formed by a belief about how others might see the self. 

Normally, people aim to progress from this self-image to the ideal-self, a 

process called self-reflection.  

The person who is always anxious about the way others see him/her is aware 

of the outer-objective self, and displays various outer-objective selves. Minami 

(1983) explains that Japanese people have a strong consciousness of the outer-

objective self, and as a result become over aware of the self that is closely 
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watched by others. This excessive self-consciousness affects the whole 

structure of self-awareness. Self-uncertainty is common. This is a common 

characteristic of almost all Japanese people and it can be said that having jiko-

fukakujitsusei (self-uncertainty) is a basic characteristic of the Japanese self. 

This leaning toward an outer-objective self produces a tendency of “others-

centrality”, and results in a feeling of constraint and reserve in interpersonal 

relationships.  Anthropohobia (fear of people, social phobia), especially an eye 

contact phobia, is said to be an extreme example of this tendency and is typical 

among Japanese people.  Also, the weakness of self is exposed in passive 

behavioral tendencies such as pessimism, shyness, uneasiness, consciousness of 

isolation, or hesitation. Minami (1983) claims that the anxiety of self-decision, 

stemming from jiko-fukakujitsusei (self-uncertainty) is the weakest point of the 

Japanese self.   

However, Minami (1993) also emphasizes that jiko-fukakujitsusei has 

produced positive Japanese characteristics. He explains that due to jiko-

fukakujitsusei Japanese people demonstrate sympathy, diligence, and ambition. 

He identifies three aspects of Japanese jiko-fukakujitsusei: first, it produces 

weak self-assertion, weak self-confidence, and inferiority in interpersonal 

relationships. It also produces the tendency to keep harmony in interpersonal 

relationships with sympathy, kindness, or gentleness. Lastly, as a more positive 

tendency, in order to conquer jiko-fukakujitsusei, enthusiasm for study, strong 

ambition for progress, or diligence  are produced. In other words, Japanese 
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people make a marvelous effort to reduce jiko-fukakujitsusei and from that they 

obtain confidence to enhance jiko-kakujitsusei (self-certainty).    

How is such Japanese jiko-fukakujitsusei produced? Minami (1983) explains 

two historical-psychological conditions under which the present concept 

developed. One is the destruction of the feudal rank system by the Meiji 

Restoration (1868). The Meiji Restoration freed interpersonal relationships 

which had become fixed under the rigid social rank system of the Edo period 

(1603-1867).  Under this social rank system, each self and the other selves 

occupied places in an encompassing psychological network of “superior” and 

“inferior” relationships. As long as one used the proper honorific or humble 

language, maintained the fitting ceremonial decorum, and kept to the 

appropriate style of clothing, food and housing as stipulated in minute detail by 

one’s superior, the sense of self was not threatened and was not, at least, the 

object of uncertainty.  After 1868, however, with the abolition of this rigid 

system of social rank, it became more difficult to express psychological 

relationships between the self and others. The focus of individual concern, 

therefore, shifted to how one was being observed by others – to the image one 

presented to others – and the individual’s sense tended to passively absorb 

excessive amounts of information, a situation which makes the establishment of 

action by an active, self sufficient selfhood even more difficult.  

The other historical psychological condition is the contemporary  

information-oriented society. Because of their social understandings, Japanese 
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people find it hard to passively absorb excessive amounts of information 

without taking direction from others, and as a result establishing an active, self-

sufficient self becomes much more difficult. Further, the expansion of 

“controlled society” (the society which is controlled by someone and where 

there is no individuality or free will as in Japanese society) brings 

standardization or uniformity of humanity with it. These circumstances hinder 

self-realisation or self-expression and lead to further loss of self-certainty.  

      

As self-uncertainty arises from the difficulty of relative placement in 

interpersonal relationships, it can be recovered by establishing a relative 

placement in a group to make a “group-self”, which reinforces the individual 

self. For example, in the case of family, the “family-self” becomes a common 

psychological foundation to support each family member’s individual self.  

Under such circumstances, the individual self becomes integrated with the 

group (family) -self to form a strong community. In order to establish such a 

situation, Japanese society traditionally has customs: exchanging name cards, 

seasonal gifts, and/or hand gifts for first time meetings.  

 

3.9  Japanese Society 

3.9.1   Seken (Intimate Society) Theory by Inoue 

In his book, Sekentei no kozo  (The Structure of Intimate society; 1977), 

Inoue explains that in Japanese culture the concept of seken or seken-tei refers 
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to a range of social norms or behavioral systems which have become integral to 

society. Generally, the group that people rely on as a standard for their attitude 

and behaviour is called a “reference group”. In most cases the reference group 

is not the specific group they belong to but a mental concept. Inoue defines the 

seken as the Japanese unique reference group. 

Normally if people behave against the social norm, they will suffer social 

sanctions such as punishment, blame, being sneered at, and rejection. In order 

to avoid these social sanctions, people need to internalise social norms and 

control their behaviour internally and externally. In monotheistic cultures such 

as Christianity and Islam, the acceptance of the one and only God has become a 

social norm. However, in polytheistic religions such as Buddhism, a single God 

cannot be the social norm, and the absolute social value is the seken or seken-

tei. This is what controls the behaviours of Japanese people.      

 According to the Kojien Japanese dictionary (1995), the seken was originally 

a Buddhist term, meaning an entity which is transitory and fleeting. However, 

the word has since lost its Buddhist associations. Today the word means (a) a 

boundary where animated creatures are living; (b)  a place between heaven and 

earth; (c) this world; (d) people in this world; and (e) life. 

The term seken is constructed of two different words se and ken. Se refers to 

time which passes and is replaced, while ken means space; not only material 

space but anti-material, or spiritual space.  Accordingly, seken was a generic 

word used for all living creatures and the natural environment, or the elements 
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that compose those two. In other words, “the space where all living creatures 

get together to live.” However, once seken became an everyday word, it was 

replaced by yo no naka meaning simply “world”, with fewer Buddhist 

associations. After the Meiji era (1867 – 1912), the Western concept of society 

was imported, and seken was used to translate this concept.  

 

As the term seken has such a broad meaning, there are many words and 

proverbs which use seken as a motif. For example, seken nami (世間並み：

ordinary, average); seken ga semai (世間が狭い：have a small circle of 

acquaintances); seken shirazu (世間知らず：a person who knows but little of the 

world); seken banare (世間離れ：out of the ordinary; uncommon; unworldly). 

All these describe the mental approach to living correctly in the seken, which is 

the standard position from which one should not deviate. Today the term seken 

is used not only to describe the physical meaning of society but is used as a 

social norm or the scriptures. 

Seken-tei is a derivative word from seken, meaning “decency or 

appearance.” It is used as seken-tei ga warui (世間体が悪い：not respectable; 

disreputable) or seken-tei wo tsukurou (世間体を繕う：keep up appearances).  

While seken refers to the surroundings or atmosphere of the person, seken-tei 

refers to the person’s appearance or attitude toward seken.  
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The Structure of Seken (Intimate Society)  

Inoue (1977) defines the seken as the unique Japanese reference group and proposes 

a model which shows it as five layered concentric circles (see Figure 5).                                                                               

                                                                                         Tanin (5) 
 
                                                                                       Wide seken (4) 

 
                                                                                         Narrow seken (3) 

 
 Miuchi (2)  

                                                                                                     (Intimate relationship) 
 
                                                                           Self (1) 

 

Figure 5   The structure of seken.        

(Inoue, C. “Sekentei no kozo”; NHK Books, Tokyo, Japan, 1977, p91) 

 

According to Inoue (1977), the innermost circle (1) is self. The next circle 

(2) is miuchi (intimate relationships), family members and relatives are in this 

circle. The middle circles (3) and (4) are called seken. There are two types of  

seken – semai-seken (narrow society) (3), and hiroi-seken (wide society) (4). In 

semai-seken (narrow society) (3) close friends are involved, and colleagues are 

involved in hiroi-seken. (4). The outer most circle (5) is tanin (people who have 

no relationships or unknown).   

Inoue (1977) uses seken as reference group and states that when the concept 

of a reference group is adopted to the idea of seken, its structure becomes very 
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clear. The basis of classifying seken and others is the concept of uchi (inside a 

house) and soto (outside a house).  Normally people recognize the living area as 

inside or outside the house. Therefore the term uchi describes one’s own 

belongs such as one’s house or groups, while soto means outside of the house 

or groups. The group to which one belongs to is the inner-group such as family, 

relatives, colleagues, and friends, and the remainder are outer-group. In 

Japanese culture, one’s own family and relatives are called mi-uchi (身内：

members of one’s own family; inner-group), and friends and colleagues are 

called “nakama-uchi (仲間内：inside of one’s fellow circle). The concept of 

uchi-soto is still  important for Japanese culture. In Japanese culture the 

difference between uchi and soto is very clear and they do not overlap. The well 

known Japanese culture of “putting on” and “taking off” a pair of shoes when 

people go out or get into a house” is a typical Japanese custom. This taking on 

and off shoes is a ceremony to differentiate uchi (inside) and soto (outside). It is 

conceptualized that inside is a pure and innocent place while outside is a dirty, 

disgraced place. From these reason people take off shoes when they get into the 

inside a house; and wash hands and mouth when they visit temples and shrines.    

The concept of inner and outer-group is the same as the in-group and out-

group advocated by Sumner (1906). He explained that during the group-process 

a sense of “we” and “they” or “strangers”, the concept of “in-group” and “out-

group” developed.  He called the groups of which members have mutual 
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fellowships as in-groups or we-groups, while groups in which members are 

individual or do not have mutual fellowships are as they-groups or others-

groups.  He also explains that when an in-group is developed, the tendency of 

ethnocentrism is likely to arise easily within members and at the same time 

suspicion or hostility to out-groups will occur easily. Allport (1960) analyzed 

the psychological mechanism of this emotion and named it as prejudice.    

As Allport (1960) described, as the size of the in-group becomes smaller, the 

sense of oneness becomes stronger. Strong loyalty to the inner group causes 

strong indifference or hostility to the outer group. In Japanese culture a similar 

phenomenon is called the sense of yosomono (よそ者   an outsider; a stranger).  

Japanese people regard their own house as uchi (内、家 inner, home); so the 

wife calls her husband uchi no hito (内の人 the person of inside), and the 

husband calls his wife ka-nai (家内 the person inside the house). One’s own 

family members are uchi no mono (内の者 people of inside the house), others 

are yoso no hito (よその人 people of outside).  

 However, inside the house, there are no borders between individual 

members. This means that family members form one unity and there is no sense 

of individuals. Watsuji (1963) describes the structure of a traditional Japanese 

house as reflecting such inner group (family) relationships. He explains that in 

traditional Japanese houses there are no solid thick walls nor rooms with a lock 

and key. In traditional Japanese houses, when fusumas (paper sliding wall or  
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door) and shoji (paper sliding door) partitions off big rooms intotwo or four 

small rooms. When necessary, these sliding doors and paper walls can be taken 

away and a wide room is made immediately.  Because of this structure, privacy 

is difficult. Japanese families maintain the policy that family members should 

not keep any secrets from each other. They understand that one member’s 

problem is a problem for all the family. Thus the distinction between uchi 

(inner) and soto (outer) is very strict in Japanese culture, and there is a belief 

that all Japanese people are members of one family, such as a nation. They 

believe that there should be no secrets between the people of Japan; in this way 

the distinction between private and public is ambiguous, and once something 

happens to the nation, Japanese people may become aggressive as a united 

body, confronting outer groups (Watsuji, 1963). 

The first scholar who introduced the concept of seken as a reference group 

was Doi, from his amae theory, although he hardly ever used the term seken in 

his theory. According to Doi (1971), the element which divides uchi (inner) and 

soto (outer) is the feeling of enryo (遠慮 modesty, hesitation, or constraint) 

based on amae. The inner group consists of family members and relatives, does 

not have enryo, but only amae. This means that there are no constraints 

between parents and children. They become more intimate, the feeling of enryo 

decreases, and vice versa. Doi explained that in miuchi (身内 intimate 

relationships) the members of the family do not enryo (feel constraint) towards 
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each other. This phenomenon happens with tanin (unknown people; strangers), 

because there have not been any relationships with tannin. Within the family, 

people do not need to be anxious about being evaluated badly. In between these 

two (family member and unknown people), there are relationships which are 

not so intimate as family (need no hesitation) but not so far as tanin (people 

need some manners for the relationships). Watsuji (1963) called such 

relationships giri (duty; justice), but Inoue (1977) called it seken, and there 

exists enryo (modesty; hesitation). Thus enryo has been working as a buffer for 

Japanese people.  

Since the Feudal era, Confucianism had worked as a model of the 

appropriate social norm. However, after the Meiji Restoration, Confucianism 

went into decline and is almost extinct today. In Japanese society there are no 

solid norms nor a strong religion to show models of behaviours. Today the 

Japanese moral code is in chaos, and only seken or seken-tei take the role of 

social norms (Inoue, 1977).  

 

3.9.2    Tate-Shakai (Vertical Society or Hierarchical Social System) Theory by     
            Nakane 

 
Nakane (1967) is a sociologist, who is famous for expressing Japanese 

society as a “tate-shakai” (vertical society). She identified Japanese society as a 

strongly hierarchical vertical society.   
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Traditionally, when researchers try to analyse the structure of the society, they 

have used one of two strategies or both: one is to use already existing measures from 

Western theories or models, to explain Japanese society. The other involves picking 

up typical peculiarities to understand people, culture, or society. However, Nakane 

(1967) argued that those traditional models were developed to measure Western 

societies and they are not valid for very different societal types such as Japan. Nakane 

used an example to explain the difficulties of using this strategy: in Japanese culture 

when people make a typical Japanese traditional costume, kimono (着物), they have 

used a special measuring system - kujira-jyaku (鯨尺) system. This measure is not 

from the Western metric system but Japanese traditional shaku-system (1 shaku = 

0.303 meters; 0.995 feet). If people use the modern Western metric system to make 

kimono, the products (kimono) might be similar to kimono but are not quite the same 

thing. This is because the Western metric system does not fit with the traditional 

Japanese kimono metric system. Similar to this example, the Western measurement 

system does not perfectly fit for Japanese culture. For this reason, Nakane proposed 

establishing suitable independent and unique measures to understand Japanese 

society.  

In analysing Japanese society, Nakane (1967) used two original contrasting 

criteria, shikaku (資格：attributes) and ba (場：frame; field). Shikaku means 

an individual’s common attributes, and ba means a frame or a locality.  Shikaku 

refers to the individual person’s quality, whereas ba refers to the group 
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condition. For example, in-group identification, a ba is a “company” or 

“association”, and shikaku is: for example, a “man” or a “woman”, an “office 

worker” or a “professor”.  Therefore, in the case of a “professor of Tokyo 

University”, a “professor” is a shikaku (attribute) which describes an individual 

attribute, and “Tokyo University” is a ba (frame), describing the group 

situation.  

Using these criteria, Nakane (1967) concluded that Japanese society highly 

emphasized the frame.  This means that in Japanese culture, frame plays a 

significant role in recognizing and judging the quality of the group and 

individuals rather than the individuals’ qualifications. When people speak about 

their company with other company workers, they usually indicate their own 

company as uchi no kaisha (うちの会社 inner house company or our 

company) or others as otaku no kaisha (お宅の会社   your house company or 

your company). As mentioned before, uchi means one’s own belonging, and 

“otaku” is the same concept as soto, indicating “outside the house”.  

Nakane (1967) also mentioned that Japanese society is a significantly 

hierarchical society. According to Nakane’s findings, the interpersonal 

relationships in Japanese kaisha (会社 company) have a strong tendency to be  

one way relationships. It has a strong connection between upper and lower 

position (vertical) people, but weak connections with same level position 

(horizontal) people and heterogeneous group people, especially very low 
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ranking people, hira-shain (平社員 new comers; a common clerk), who are 

very isolated with no relationships except their superior person or supervisor 

(see Figure 6  below). 

Group X                        a 

 

 

                      b                  c              d 

  

     e            f               g              h       i             j    

   

Figure 6    The structure of vertical society. (quoted from Nakane, 1967). 

 

In Japanese culture almost all groups have the same hierarchical structure, 

from the individual family system to the governmental bureaucracy system. 

This is characteristic of Japanese society.  

In this group, ‘a’ and ‘e’ or ‘f’ connect through ‘b’, with no direct 

connections. Likewise ‘b’ and ‘c’ or ‘c’ and ‘d’ connect through ‘a’, with no 

direct connections.  Also, in such a group, leadership is hardly changeable, and 

there is always only one leader. The relations between the leader ‘a’ and other 

members are not even. As the group is united around ‘a’, once ‘a’ has 

disappeared or died, or either the a-b, a-c, or a-d relationships break up, this 

group will collapse or split into several small groups.  This type of group is 

very unstable.  
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However, this type of structure also has many strong points: first, rapid 

transmission or communication from top to bottom; second, powerful 

mobilization; third, it is easy to reach an agreement; and fourth, agreement can 

be reached quickly.  

Another typical characteristic of Japanese society is that the group consists 

of frame or locality, not the individual’s qualification. For example, a section in 

a company may consist of variously qualified people or various carrier 

members. This means many groups are heteronomous groups, and different 

from Western society where many groups are homogeneous groups.    

Nakane (1967) concludes that in order to maintain such unstable group 

structures, the strategy is to enhance emotional interpersonal relationships 

between upper and lower position people, by enhancing uchi no kaisha (うちの

会社   in-group company; our company) consciousness.  

In the “Tate-shakai no Rikigaku (The Dynamics of Vertical Society) Nakane  

further explained that the cause of uniqueness of the Japanese society was that 

the foundations of the society were small ba (field based) -groups. She 

explained: 

The comparison between Western and American people and Japanese 

people as individualism versus collectivism (or groupism) is often made, 

however, the configuration of individualism versus collectivism is only 
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used as the explanation for a different modality from the former concept, 

and the content analysis and its concepts are not yet clear. (p 14) 

 

Nakane (2007) further explains that the greatest difference between Japanese 

culture and other cultures, especially Western cultures, is that the foundation of 

individualism is more than anything about indivisibility and is not replaceable. 

In other words, In the individualist society, the individual is an indivisible unit 

and functions as the foundation of the society. It is a unique and non-

comparative unit as the origin of the structure of society. This idea is acceptable 

to individualism, however, this is not necessarily accepted in every culture. The 

represents a typical thinking style of Western people reflecting their philosophy 

and psychology (Nakane 2007, p 15). 

According to Nakane (2009), Japanese sociological concepts emphasise that 

individuals can merge and integrate. For example, husband and wife unite 

together as one body to emphasise an “ie (a house, family) system, or a 

company or an organization unites to as “one bullet” to defeat enemies. 

Japanese people believe that gathering more than two people can configure an 

indivisible unit like one body. In contrast to this, when the group has too many 

leaders and the balance collapses, Japanese groups use automatic elimination 

systems such as retirement or setting up in the same business (noren-wake, 

establishing branches but using different brand name), thus keeping the main 

concept of the group. For example, the royal family consists of only a direct 
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line. Other members have to establish their own houses of Imperial princes 

(miya-ke    宮家). For example, the current emperor’s younger brother 

established Hitachi no miya-ke   常陸宮家; the House of royal Hitachi) and the 

crown prince’s younger brother established one miya-ke (宮家; the House of 

royal miyake), they never become one family.    

In the feudal era, each person belonged to several groups, for example, an 

extended family, a village, and a cooperative, where each group had a 

responsibility to each member. If a member of this group committed a crime, all 

group members had to have responsibility for the person. And they would share 

in the punishment, such as expulsion from the village. If one member did not 

agree with the group intention and tried to act unilaterally, the group would 

forcibly eliminate such people. This has been called mura-hachibu (ostracism) 

and today a modification of this punishment is still seen in classrooms (Nakane, 

2007). 

As Japanese society is based on group-membership or a field which has 

continued over a long period, existing in the same field or having the same 

frame is an important element to becoming a group member. Joining the group 

is comparatively easy, but withdrawing from that group to move to another 

group is very difficult because these small groups are closed communities. As a 

result, withdrawers have to get a strict punishment from group members, such 

as “nakama-hazure (being shunned from the group). (Nakane, 2007)   
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Thus in Japanese society, an individual’s group affiliation consciousness is 

high and as a result gives rise to a competitive consciousness between groups.  

Nakane (2007) concluded that the most important concept to maintain 

qualification-based groups is that each member has a faithfulness to the group 

rule. From here, Japanese group members begin to have amae feeling for 

others. Nakane   insists that amae is a behavioural pattern in interpersonal 

relationships based on a small group atmosphere. It is a self-centered behavioral 

pattern rather than between individual respondents, and it is different from the 

trust relationship between friends.  For example, Nakane explained, Chinese 

people do not have an amae feeling in their interpersonal relationships. Instead 

of this, they have a tight friendship based on independence of each person. No 

matter what group the other one belongs to, the individual trust relationship is 

given more importance than any other matter. Nakane stated that for Japanese 

people, “friends” means a mutual relationship where people allow amae to each 

other.   

 

3.10   The Linguistic Analysis of the Japanese Culture  

According to Morimoto (1986), a Japanese philologist, there are more than 

twenty terms for the expression “I” in the Japanese language. These include 

watakushi, watashi, atashi, atai, uchi, boku, washi, ore, wagahai, temae, 

soregashi, oira, toho, and others.    
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Japanese people have used different types of expressions for “myself” 

depending on their hierarchical status, occupation, gender, age, and with whom 

they are communicating. Although some of these terms have disappeared, 

Japanese people still refer to the same language system. This means that 

Japanese people have deep concerns about expressing themselves, not because 

they are deeply self-consciousness, but because they are deeply concerned 

about their hierarchical social status.      

Morimoto (1986) explains that the Japanese self-consciousness is different 

from Western self-consciousness. Westerners see themselves subjectively. They 

believe that the self is irreplaceable and independent. In contrast, Japanese 

people think of people as a function, not an entity. In the Japanese point of 

view, a “human” does not exist independently, but in relation to many other 

people in seken (intimate society).   

Other distinguishing characteristics are the position of verbs in a sentence. In 

English sentences, verbs come just after subjects, the relation between the 

subject and the verb is very clear. In contrast, in Japanese sentences, verbs 

come at the end of the sentence. The relation between the subject and the verb 

is not clear, because between the subject and the verb, there are some other 

nouns, and the verb form is only one, singular, and no other kind of person such 

as “I go” but “he goes”. Even when the sentence is positive or negative, people 

do not realise until the end of the sentence. Only when the verb form has 
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appeared, listeners or readers can understand who is the subject, or who took 

what action.   

Morimoto (1986) concludes that an analysis of the Japanese language shows  

that the self in Japanese culture does not have a substantiality. Compared with 

the Western self, the Japanese self is not independent nor assertive but just 

changes its form depending on the situation. He calls Japanese language as a 

situational language. Morimoto explains that the cause of such situational 

language has been produced from the strictly hierarchical Japanese society.  

 

These theories are all well-known widespread theories in Japan, however, 

they have not been empirically explored. Researchers have not tried to 

operationalise these theories scientifically, they still use Western made theories 

and measures when necessary.  However, all these theories indicate the same 

direction of the Japanese culture: the unsubstantial self; the reality of existence 

of the concept of uchi (in-group) and soto (out-group); and relational or 

situational subjectivity and language. Examining theses theories scientifically 

could lead to the essential structure of the Japanese concept of self.    

Araki (1994) has studied the relationship between culture and language, and 

concludes that the Japanese language is a unique “monologue” language which 

does not suppose an interlocutor nor the others. Japanese language does not 

realise the others, even nor environment within a dialogue. Araki (1994) 

explains that the English language always identifies and confirms “oneself” and 
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the “interlocutors”, or I and you, while communicating. In English 

communication, when speakers say “I”, it is undoubtedly “myself”, not others 

nor the third person. When the speakers say “you”, it is obvious that the speaker 

is assuming an interlocutor who is affirming his/her existence in front of 

him/herself.   

In contrast, in Japanese language, there is a great diversity of self-styled 

expressions such as watashi, boku, watakushi, washi, atashi, ore, temae, jibun, 

kocchi, kochitora, and soregashi. They all mean “I” in different social 

positions, situations, genders or eras. For example, watashi is a semi-formal 

expression for I (the formal language is “watakushi”), mainly used by women 

in normal situations. In contrast, boku is normally used by men in a formal 

situation; washi is used mainly by aged men and ore is used by young men. 

Both washi and ore are casual expressions and are not appropriate in a formal 

situation. Temae is used by merchants, both men and women. Jibun is used 

mainly by military people. Kocchi or kochira is originally a direction indicator 

but sometimes used as “I”, in very casual situations. The same things happen 

for interlocutors such as anata, kimi, omae, socchi, kisama, or kikou depending 

on the social positions, situations, genders, or eras. Such things do not happen 

in the English language. More surprisingly, in the Japanese language, the word 

functions such as the meaning of “oneself” and “others” frequently change. For 

example, occasionally the direction word (e.g., temae) may refer to the first 

person, and at other times the people you are addressing in Japanese sentences 
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may have no first nor second person. For example, suki desu (this means “I like 

you” but there is no “I” and no “you”).  

Araki (1994) explains that such alternation of the first person or second 

person occurs from the weak sense of Japanese self. Because the Japanese self 

is insignificant, it can be elusive in its expression. Unlike the hard, exclusive, 

and intransigent Western self, the Japanese self is faint and exists only in an 

“inner-world”, in which the distinction between oneself and others is very 

ambiguous. On the other hand, Indo-European languages such as English were  

established on a base of strict distinction between oneself and others. In other 

words, Indo-European language was established in order to express the Indo-

European mind, which made a firm distinction between “oneself” and “others”. 

Japanese language also reflects Japanese culture, in which “oneself” is stifled in 

“group-logic” and never insists on “oneself” or “others”. Araki (1994) claimed  

that the Japanese language reflects the Japanese mind which speaks to one’s 

inner mind. For such a reason Araki called Japanese language a “monologue” 

language, rather than a “dialogue” language.  So Japanese language is a 

manifestation of the ‘selflessness’ inherent in Japanese culture. 

 

3.11   Tasaki’s New Approaches to Studying an Old Theme  

Tasaki (1979)  approached the old theme of self with new approaches. And 

he concluded that the old themes have not yet been solved. He tried to sum up 

the basic characteristics of the Japanese concept of self from the books which 
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described the specificity of the Japanese interpersonal relationships from his 

own data collection.   

Tasaki (1979) referred to three references ─ Benedict (1965), Nakane 

(1967), and Doi (1971) - very famous authors who described the Japanese 

concept of self. He first sorted out the basic characteristics of the Japanese 

interpersonal relationships introduced by those authors, and then discussed the 

characteristics of these relationships. At the same time, he conducted a survey 

asking how and what modern Japanese young people feel about these issues.   

First, Tasaki (1979) collected each author’s point of view regarding Japanese 

interpersonal relationships and then he classified them and examined theme with 

the Awareness Survey. Table 7 shows the comparison of three authors’ points  

of view.  
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Table 7 

Perspectives of Japanese Interpersonal Relationships from Three Authors: 
Numbers of Mentions 

 

                                                                                   (Quoted from Tasaki, 1979) 

 

Benedict (1965) mostly mentioned family relationships; Nakane (1967) 

interpersonal relationships in the workplace, and Doi (1971) described family 

and strangers’ relationships. 

Benedict (1965) viewed the basic characteristics of Japanese interpersonal 

relationships as a “hierarchical social structure”, placing the emperor at the top 

and every layer of society connected by the upper-lower relationships. Each 

individual exhibits suitable manners and behavours depending on his/her social 

Mentioned contents  Benedict 
(1965) 

Nakane 
(1967) 

 Doi 
(1971) 

I  Interpersonal relationships in family 
   1. General family relationships 
   2. parent-child relationships 
   3. Marital relationships 
   4. brother/sister relationships 
   5.daughter-in-law and other-in-law     
      relationships 
   6. Others   

66 
        7                             
       43                  
        5 
        2 
        4 
         
        5 

 13 
         8 
        ─ 
         2 
         1      
         2           
         
        ─ 

   14 
    ─  
     9 
     3 
     1 
    ─ 
      
     1 

II  Friends, Acquaintance relationships   9  10      5 

III  Neighborhood relationships         1    3      1 

IV  Workplace relationships     2  27      1 

 V  Relationships with Emperor        7  ─      1 

VI  Another concrete relationships                                                                  

1. Male-female relationships 

2. Generation relationships 

3. Leader-follower relationships 

4. Relationships with strangers 

5. Relationships with foreigners 

10 
 

9 

─ 

   ─ 

 1 

   ─ 

 35              
 
 ─            

  1 

       10         

        2          

       17 

     8 
     
    ─ 

     2 

    ─ 

     5 

     1 

Total  95 88    29 
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position. Benedict concluded that the most noticeable characteristic of Japanese 

interpersonal relationships was a consciousness of social hierarchy.  

Nakane (1967) also viewed the structured consciousness as the most 

important element for the Japanese concept of self, however, in her case, she 

put more weight on the ba (field) rather than shikaku (qualification).  Nakane 

concluded that in Japanese culture, being situated in the same space was the 

most important element in building up close relationships. She emphasized that 

this point was very different from Western cultures, because in the Western 

cultures people attach most importance to individual characteristics. Nakane 

believed that those groups based on the commonality of the field were easy to 

break if position in the hierarchy changed. In order to protect groups from 

breaking down, people used the principles of the “inner and outer group” or 

vertical order system which seems to work quite well.     

Doi (1971) considered that the most typical Japanese characteristic was the 

concept of amae. According to Doi, amae desire generally exists in all humans.  

However, Japanese people especially express these desires directly and those 

behaviours make for unique Japanese characteristics. In Western society, the 

ideological background to inhibit such amae desire dominated after the 

Renaissance, but in Japan the Western value system of individualism had not 

developed, so amae consciousness strongly regulated Japanese interpersonal 

relationships.  Doi concluded that such amae consciousness worked strongly for 

the people in inner groups and was inhibiting for the people of the outer groups. 
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And so the hierarchical consciousness in which the lower person depends on 

the upper person arises.  

Following this comparison of the three authors’ ideas, Tasaki (1979) used a 

questionnaire asking if those differences were the determinants of today’s 

family relationships. Tasaki constructed 13 statements which described 

examples of hierarchical family relationships; “ie (family tree) consciousness”, 

and “family relationships between amae”.  For example:  

1  Father or grand-father has (had) strong influences on the family       
   members thinking style or behaviours.     
 

     5  Girls are (were) taught to pay tribute to men every time.  
    

 
This research was carried out by the Leisure Development Centre. The 

research was divided into two studies: A and B.  Study A was aimed at 

examining Benedict’s points (outsiders’ points of view), and study B was 

conducted to examine Nakane’s and Doi’s (insiders’) points of view. The 

respondents were both men and women who had Japanese nationality, with an  

age range from 20 to 69 years old. The original targeted number of perticipants 

was 3500, however, of 3500 questionnaire distributed, the collected sample 

number was 2808 and the recovery rate was 80.2%.  The sampling method was 

a three layered random sampling method, the number of sources was 175 in all 

over Japan, including 136 cities and 39 country towns.    

Benedict (1965) imagined a typical Japanese family as involving a hierarchy 

regulated by gender, age, and/or the relationship with family leader. All were  
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connected to each other by the hierarchical relationships, and the groups which 

formed the ordered system of authority and obedience. She understood the 

traditional Japanese family to have the family leader with the authority, and the 

first son was expected to be the successor. There was gender discrimination 

such that the lowest status of a family was a daughter-in-law (because they 

came from out of the group: yoso-mono).  

The result of this research showed that such discriminatory family situations 

were decreasing but still existed. The answer “like me” was relatively small but 

the answer “not like me” was also relatively small. This means that in Japanese 

families, hierarchical and gender-discriminatory relationships still exist. Even 

today’s younger generation families still answered that fathers or grandfathers 

had authority.   

In order to examine Doi’s (1971) amae-relationships, the respondents were 

asked to describe “to whom you can amaeru (depend on)”.  The results showed 

that only close friends and family members could become the person to be able 

to amaeru.  The younger generations (age 20) chose mother as amaeru target 

more than other generations.  From these research results, it was clear that amae 

relationships still exist strongly, especially in family members or inner group 

members. So amae relationships establish unique Japanese relationships.  

It has been pointed out from Benedict (1965), Nakane (1967), and Doi 

(1971) that there should be common principal factors in Japanese interpersonal 

relationships. In order to identify them, the questions regarding haji (shame), 
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giri (obligation) and on (favor) concepts were factor analysed with varimax 

rotation method. The result was that only one factor was identified. The large 

amount of factor loading items were on the questions of hierarchical 

interpersonal relationships or on the “ie (family) system” relationships. The 

large factor loading items of factors one or two were all related to the “haji 

(shame)” and giri (obligation)”. It was supported that the common 

consciousness of “haji” and “giri” could found as the consciousness of “seken-

tei (society)”, and they never disappear. Tasaki (1979) concluded that 

traditional Japanese factors suggested by Benedict, Nakane, and Doi were still 

forming basic main factors of the Japanese characteristics.  

 

3.12   Conclusion - The Self in Japanese Culture  

Takata et al. (1995) investigated the characteristics of the Japanese concept 

of self using three Japanese theories of the concept of self (Doi, 1971; 

Hamaguchi, 1982; Minami, 1983). Also to understand the development-process 

of the Japanese concept of self, they examined differences between 141 young 

adults (average age was 20.3 years old) and 174 adults (age range over 30 years 

old). They drew statements of the questionnaire from the Japanese self-concept 

theories. The structure of the total 54 statements were: 15 items from Amae 

concept (Doi, 1971), 15 items from Jiko-fukakujitsusei (Minami, 1983), 12 

items from Kanjin-shugi. They found seven factors which consist of Japanese 

concept of self: they were first, Mutual help or Interpersonal support, second, 
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consideration to the close people, third Individual autonomy,  fourth Anxiety 

toward evaluation from others, fifth Reliance to others, sixth exclusively 

selfishness, seventh Defensive attitude toward others evaluation. They 

concluded that the Japanese people were anxious about others evaluation and 

affinity toward closed people. They also concluded that such tendencies were 

more to see young adults than elder people, men than women.  

Based on Takata et al. (1995)’s study, three typical Japanese self-concept 

theories were examined. They were amae theory (Doi, 1971), self-uncertainty 

theory (Minami, 1985) and Contextual model of interpersonal relationships 

(Hamaguchi, 1987).  Also traditionally well-known arguments of Japanese self 

theories such as Benedict (1995) and Nakane (1972) were discussed. And the 

analyses of Japanese language structure were conducted. From the results of 

these analyses, it was found that the Japanese self-concept theories seems 

ununiformed. It seemed had not been examined empirically yet. Many 

researchers examined their own way, using their home made measurement, the 

Japanese self-concept seems chaos. It has not been understood it’s substantial. 

Japanese self-concept urgently needs the appropriate theory and established 

suitable original measurement to examine its structure.   
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      Chapter 4 

 

                   Study One: 

                      Exploratory Study of the Japanese Concept of Self  

                                       Developing a New Measurement 

 

 

4.1 The Purpose of Study One  

The purpose of Study One was to examine the structure and the factors of the 

Japanese concept of self in order to design and develop a new measure from the 

Japanese view point.  

In order to develop a new Japanese culture based measure, statements were 

extracted from the traditional Japanese self-concept theories and administered to a 

sample of Japanese people. The data were analysed with exploratory factor analysis 

and factors were identified specific to Japanese culture.   

This chapter describes the methodology and item development for a new 

measure of the Japanese concept of self, and the characteristics of the sample used  

followed by the results of an exploratory factor analysis on the data collected.  

 

4.2   Designing a new Measurement 

4.2.1   Study of Previous Self-concept Measurements 

Previous self-concept measurements were designed only in accordance with a 

Western cultural background.  Bagley et al. (1983) found that when the Eastern and 

Western self-concept were measured and compared, the Eastern self-concept was 

less clearly defined than the Western self-concept and Eastern self-esteem was  
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lower than Western self-esteem. Bagley et al. assumed that this was because 

Easterners’ background was different from Western society and participants from 

an Eastern background did not comprehend some of the cultural implications in the 

questionnaires. Bagley and Mallick (1996) were critical of the fact that even 

researchers in Eastern cultures used Western made self-concept measures with no 

further attention, when they investigated the Eastern self-concept.  

 

In Western culture, researchers in personality, social, or cultural psychology 

have expressed concerns about the concept of self. They have established a number 

of measures to identify the factors and structures of the self from various 

perspectives. In these studies, these measures were classified into two types: first, 

rating adjectives or statements with Likert-type scales; and second, scenario type 

questionnaires. Researchers in personality psychology have frequently used rating 

adjectives or statement-type measures (e.g., Eysenck, 1967, 1975, 1985; McCrae & 

Costa, 1997); and researchers in cultural psychology have used scenario type 

measures (e.g., Hofstede, 1980; Triandis et al., 1986).   

From the study of previous self-concept measures, it was clear that the measures 

used were designed on the basis of the Western individualist cultural background. 

Bagley et al. (1983) argued that the Eastern self-concept and the Western self-

concept have different backgrounds. If Western background measures only were 

used, Eastern people may not understand the contents or questions and their results 

should be different from Westerners’ result.   

 

4.2.2   Scale Characteristics 
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In order to achieve the aim of this study, the new self-concept measure needed to 

be (a) designed according to Japanese culture; and (b) in order to avoid 

misunderstanding of the contents, the respondents should be from a wide range of 

the population and the statements of the questionnaire should be written in simple 

and plain language. This differs from the scenario type questionnaire, because 

scenario-type questions need a lengthy time to understand and answer, and have a 

greater risk of misunderstanding. Also (c) in order to define accurate and inclusive 

data, the measure should be quantitative, and (d) inclusive of various types of sub-

cultures such as age, gender, living area, academic background, occupation, 

overseas experiences, family, marriage status, number of children, and ethnic 

background. It was therefore decided that the new measurement would be a 

statement-type questionnaire using only statements and a judgment scale. 

  

In order to develop items for the current questionnaire, the methodology of 

Takata et al. (1985) was adopted. Takata et al. investigated dimensions of the 

Japanese concept of self using Japanese self-concept theories (e.g., Doi, 1971; 

Hamaguchi, 1988; Minami, 1992). Based on their items and those of a previous 

pilot study (Mizuno, 2005), 77 Japanese self-concept statements were created. They 

comprised 26 statements from the concept of amae (dependency; Doi, 1971); 13 

statements from the concept of kanjin-shugi (contextual model of interpersonal 

relationships; Hamaguchi, 1988); 23 statements from the concept of jiko-

fukakujitsusei (self-uncertainty; Minami, 1992), and 15 statements from the concept 

of kojin-shugi (Japanese individualism; Tanaka, 1987). Of these four self-concept 

theories, kojin-shugi is not traditional in Japanese culture, but was introduced in 

order to study modern Japanese society. In contemporary Japanese society, 
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especially in education field, there is a movement to introduce kosei-ka kyoiku 

(individualised education). For better understand the traditional Japanese concept of 

self, and in order to establish a Japanese original measurement of the self, kojin-

shugi (Japanese individualism) was introduced as a referring concept.  

According to Sugiman (2010), the Kojin-shugi concept is originally a Western 

made concept. In Japanese society, the kojin-shugi concept had not existed before 

the Meiji Restoration (1867). After the Meiji Restoration, Japanese society needed 

to become Westernised society to catch up to the Western level of society, and 

industrial collectivism was introduced to the Japanese industry. Lifetime 

employment, seniority wages, and company union all reflect collectivism in 

Japanese industry.  These systems were believed to encourage a strong Japanese 

economy. Western individualism was thought of as a disadvantage. Therefore in 

Japanese society, the concept of individualism was understood differently: it is 

called a “mild individualism” (Sugiman, 2010 p 25), unlike Western individualism, 

but similar to exclusivism or self-centeredness.   

Today, such Japanese individualism is adopted in the higher education system 

resulting in educational goals, called “individualised education” (Culture, Sports, 

Science and Technology White Paper, 2005, Chapter 2, Section 5 ) aiming to 

develop personality and extend ability.  

 

4.2.3   Scale Statements  

The new Japanese culture based self-concept scale comprised 77 original 

statements from the traditional Japanese self-concept theories, plus 16 statements 

from Singelis et al. (1994)’s Horizontal-Vertical Individualism-collectivism scale, 

and nine statements from Yamaguchi (1994)’s Collectivism Scales. These 
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statements from the Horizontal-Vertical Individualism-Collectivism scale and from 

Yamaguchi’s Collectivism scale were included for the purpose of examining 

whether the Japanese culture is individualist or collectivist. These items were 

analysed in Study three.  

The 77 statements were created by developing single “ I “ statements derived 

from Doi (1971), Hamaguchi (1985), Minami (1992) and Tanaka (1987), and are 

shown below and in Appendix A. The respondents were required to respond on an 

eight-point scale 1 (Definitely False) to 8 (Definitely true).  

The statements of the Horizontal-Vertical Individualism-Collectivism scale and 

the Collectivism scale are shown in Appendix C.   

1. From amae (dependence) theory:     (26 statements) 

 I treat strangers with little respect.  
 Whenever I meet someone for the first time, I feel uncomfortable and want    
        to get away as soon as possible. 
 While I am at home, I behave dominantly; on the contrary, I become  
        hesitant outside the home. 
 Whenever I do something, I excuse my luck of ability before I start.  
 I am confident and feel that I can do anything when I am with my friends.  
 I feel indebted to those from whom I receive favours, but I readily accept   
       favours from my family members. 
 I behave selfishly toward my family, however, I am known as a good  
       person outside the home. 
 I do not express my gratitude clearly to people I am close to. 
 When I make a decision, I want everyone to agree with me. 
 I behave freely when I am in a place where I am not known. 
 I do not regard dishonesty seriously if it is displayed by my family. 
 I believe that if I apologise from the heart, it will be accepted.  
 Sometimes I tell a lie in order to be the centre of attention. 
 As I am afraid of losing a good relationship with others, I always agree   
       with their opinion. 
 I am anxious about acting by myself.  
 I believe that my family has a responsibility to help me when necessary. 
 In my close relationship, I believe that people will forgive me for any kind  

            of my behaviour. 
 In the work place, people should get along with others as they would in a      
       family situation. 
 I become very nervous when I meet strangers.  
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 I behave selfishly when I am with my family.  
 I want to keep a close relationship with my parent(s) for as long as     
       possible. 
 If my compatriots suffer from trouble, I should help them even if they are      

not my friends.  
 Those with whom I do not have a blood relationship are cold and indifferent  
        to me. 
 I cannot behave freely outside my extended family. 
 I am anxious about how my neighbours see me. 
 Even if I do not express my love to my parents (children, husband or wife),  

I believe that they should understand my feeling.  
 

2. From kanjin-shugi (contextual model of interpersonal relationships) theory:     
 (13 statements) 
 
 In social life it is necessary to understand the other person’s situation. 
 It is important to sympathise with others. 
 I value interpersonal relationships regardless of the benefits they will bring. 
 If we do not help each other affectionately, social life suffers.  
 If we do not have friends, life becomes meaningless. 
 When I make decisions, I should consider the opinions of others.  
 It is good to have relationships for their own sake. 
 It is best to be honest in relationships. 
 I expect others to respond appropriately to non-verbal behaviours. 
 I work hard to keep long lasting interpersonal relationships. 
 I believe that when I have a problem, someone should help me. 
 When I have a relationship with someone, I never break it readily. 
 People should not rely too much on others. 

 
 
3.   From jiko-fukakujitsusei (self-uncertainty) theory:       (23 statements) 

 I regard a problem for one family member as a problem for all the family. 
 I cannot criticise others directly, only anonymously. 
 I am strongly conscious of the opinion of others. 
 I am anxious about how others evaluate me. 
 Sometimes I avoid being direct by using ambiguous expressions.  
 Whenever I fail, I laugh at myself before anybody laughs at me. 
 I want to be loved by everybody.  
 I want to be well regarded by others. 
 I feel inferior to other people. 
 I feel inferior in appearance. 
 I feel secure as long as I stick to customs and traditions. 
 In order to keep good relationships, principles are more important than  

practice. 
 I do not have confidence in my ability at all. 
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 I am afraid of meeting strangers. 
 I cannot make friends easily. 
 I feel secure when I am in a group. 
 I am an indecisive person. 
 When I have to make a decision, I always rely on the opinion of  
      others. 
 I am conscious of the relationship between my social status and that  

of others. 
 I am afraid of being ridiculed by others. 
 I am too shy to express my opinion in public. 
 If everybody else is doing something, I feel I should do it, too. 
 In order to avoid failing, I work diligently. 
 

4.    From kojin-shugi (Japanese individualism) theory:     (15 statements) 

 People have to hold their own opinion in order to live independently. 
 Everyone has the right to privacy. 
 Human rights must be defended. 
 People should consider themselves before considering others. 
 I try to keep good relationships with others for my own benefit. 
 I only socialise when there is a benefit for me. 
 In social life, it is necessary to express one’s opinion clearly. 
 I think that my opinions are most important. 
 I always see things from my point of view. 
 When I make a decision, I use my own judgements. 
 People should make up their mind about how to act. 
 Other people should not be trusted. 
 It is important to have my presence acknowledged.  
 I do not worry about contradicting another person’s opinion. 
 I can express my own opinion in any situation. 

 
 

 

In addition to these statements, 13 statements from the Social Desirability scale 

(Crowne & Marlowe, 1960; Reynolds, 1982) were included to check the response 

tendencies of participants. Participants respond to this scale on a four-point Likert-

type scale from 1 (not true of me) to 4 (Very true of me).  

The Social Desirability Scale was originally developed by Edwards (1957) in 

order to measure whether the participants were responding truthfully or 
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misrepresenting themselves to manage their self-presentation. The original scale 

has 79 (long version) items or 39 (short version) items, using a yes/no response 

format. Later Crowne and Marlowe (1960) reduced the number of items to 33. Of 

the 33 items, 18 were keyed true and 15 false, making a response set interpretation 

of scores highly improbable.  On the basis of responses from 608 undergraduate 

students to the 33-item Marlow-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (Crowne & 

Marlowe, 1960), Reynolds (1982) developed three short forms of 11, 12, and 13 

items Social Desirability Scale. In this Japanese culture based self-concept scale, 

the 13 statement Social Desirability scale was used. The statements are shown in 

Appendix B. 

 

 

4.3   Procedure 

Two Japanese translators, who were fluent in both Japanese and English, 

independently translated the English sentences into Japanese or Japanese sentences 

into English. Then different translators, who were also fluent in both English and 

Japanese, back translated all 115 sentences into English to confirm that the meaning 

had been maintained. The Japanese participants Responded to the Japanese version 

of the questionnaire. The questionnaire was administered to the respondents in a 

group situation: for example, in the psychology classes for the university students, 

and in the seminars for the adults. Those participants were not given any rewards 

nor obligation.   

 

4.4  Sample Characteristics 

4.4.1   Participants’ background 
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Of the 501 Japanese participants, 161 were men (32.10%), 339 were women 

(67.70%), and one did not state their sex. Their age range was from 18 to 69. Table  

8 shows age and gender cross tabulation. 

 

4.4.2     Place of Residence   

Nine (1.8%) of the 501 participants were metropolitan (Tokyo) residents, 64 

(12.8%) were living in medium sized cities, 51 (10.2%) were living in small cities, 

and 377 (75.2%) were living in country Areas. 

 

4.4.3     Educational Background    

Ten of the 501 participants (2.0%) had postgraduate qualifications, 18 (3.6%) 

were currently doing postgraduate studies, 38 (7.6%) had graduated university, 372 

(74.3%) were currently studying at university, 29 (5.8%) had graduated from short-

term (mostly two years) universities, three (0.6%) were currently studying at short-

term universities, 30 (6.0%) had graduated from high school, and one (0,2%) did 

not state his/her educational background. 

 

Table 8  

Age×Sex Cross-Tabulation  

 

Age range Male Female Unknown Total 

18-29 138 272 1 411 

30-39 6 23 0 29 

40-49 7 25 0 32 

50-59 3 13 0 16 

60-69 7 6 0 13 

Total 161 339 1 501 
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4.4.4     Occupation 

Of the 501 participants, two (0.4%) were company executives, 23 (4.6%) were 

company workers, 10 (2.0%) were professionals, 14 (2.8%) were public officers, 20 

(4.0%) were teachers, 396 (79.0%) were university students, four (0.8%) were 

farmers, six (1.2%) were unemployed (including retirees and people engaged 

household matters), and 26 (5.2%) were in other categories.        

 

 

4.4.5     Length of Time in Work 

Of the 501 participants, 433 (86.43%) (including students) had between one and 

five years (including students’ academic years), 12 (2.4%) had between six and ten 

years, 11 (2.2%) had between 11 and 15 years, 13 (2.59%) had between 16 and 20 

years, and 32 (6.9%) had more than 20 years. 

 

 

4.4.6    Overseas Experience 

Only 13 of the 501 participants had more than one year living in an overseas 

country. The countries they stayed were: China (5), India (1), Australia (1), New 

Zealand (1), Thailand (1), South Korea (1), Finland (1), Hong Kong (1), and 

Canada (1).  The length of stay was between 1 and 3 years.  

 

 

4.4.7     Family Members (currently living with) 

Of the 501 participants, 229 (45.7%) were living alone and 145 (28.9%) were 

living with their own parent (s). 38 (7.6%) were with friends, 28 (5.6 %) were with 

partner and children. 15 were living with partners and 11 (2.2 %) were living with 

partner, children own parents or 11 (2.2 %) partner, children, partner’s parents.  
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4.4.8     Marital Status 

Seventy seven (15.4%) of the 501 participants were married, and 419 (83.6%) 

were unmarried. In the Japanese society, de facto marriages (relationships) are not 

formally accepted. There were no reports regarding de facto marriages. (Note: In 

2013, the de facto marriage was finally accepted, however, the law still does not 

recognise the children born from a de facto marriage (relationships) as formal 

heirs.) 

 

4.4.9     Children 

Of the 501 participants, 75 (15.0%) had children and 425 (84.4%) did not have 

children (one was unknown).   Of the 75 (15.0%) participants who reported they 

had children, 11 (14.7%) had one child, 39 (52.0%) had two children, and 23 

(30.7%) had three children.  

 

4.4.10     Nationality (Ethnic Background) 

Of the 501 participants, 25 (5.0%) were non-Japanese. The number of non-

Japanese population depends on the area: for example, most non-Japanese people 

are living in big cities, e.g., Tokyo, Osaka and Kyoto; or in industrial areas such as 

Hamamatsu, Niigata, and Nagoya.  

Compared with Australia, Japan is called a “mono-cultural society”, the number 

of non-Japanese people is extremely small, usually only visitors or from 

neighbouring countries. 

 

The sample’s characteristics are also shown in tables in Appendix D.  
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4.5   The Results of Exploratory Factor Analysis 

After the questionnaire was approved by the Ethics Committee, in October 2009, 

it was administered to a sample of Japanese people.  The eligible respondents were 

over 18 years-old, living in Japan, and of both genders. They were a sample of 

convenience from a variety of areas selected from all over Japan.  

The Study One data collection period was January to June, 2010. The data were 

analysed with exploratory factor analysis. 

Given that there are existing philosophical constructs of the Japanese concept of 

self, it was considered important to see whether these could be empirically 

supported. So initially these constructs were factor analysed separately: first, each 

traditional Japanese self-concept group was factor analysed independently. 

However, factor analysis did not neatly support these constructs. Subsequently, it 

was decided to examine the total number of items from the traditional Japanese 

self-concepts and all these were factor analysed to determine whether a different set 

of factors would emerge.  

The number of factors of each self-concept had not previously been tested, and 

the number of factors to be expected was decided by referring to the scree plot and 

from the initial Eigenvalues. 

As stated in 4.4.10, among 501 participants (for Study One), 25 people were 

non-Japanese people, having different nationalities than Japanese. Therefore the 

data from these 25 participants were excluded from the exploratory factor analyses, 

confirmatory factor analyses, and the examination of individualism-collectivism. 

Consequently the number of participants analysed in exploratory factor analyses  

was 476 Japanese people including 315 (66.2%) women and 161 (33.6%) men. 

Maximum Likelihood analysis with orthogonal rotation was used, since it gave a 



117 
 

measure of goodness of fit, and any sub-factors were expected to be correlated 

(Tabachnik & Fidell, 1996).  

 

4.5.1   Exploratory Factor Analyses of the Separated Traditional Self-Concept  
           Groups 

4.5.1.1   Factor Structure of the Amae (dependence) Concept 

The extraction method was the Maximum Likelihood method with Varimax 

rotation, and the Kaiser-Meyer- Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy was .79. 

This number indicates that the strength of the relationship among the variables was 

high. Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity, which tests overall significance of the 

correlations within the correlation matrix, was significant (Approx. Chi-Square was 

2558.45, Degree of Freedom was 325, p<.001).  Thus it was considered acceptable 

to proceed with the analysis.  

 From the scree plot and the initial solution of the Eigenvalues, it was presumed 

that the amae concept included four lower-ranking factors. Figure 7 shows the scree 

plot of the amae concept. 

 
 

Figure 7.   The scree plot of the amae concept  
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When exploratory factor analysis was conducted, it was found that in a four 

factor solution, factor four included only two items. Because of this a four factor 

solution was unacceptable and was not taken to further analysis. Adding to this 

reason, when reliabilities were examined, factor two and factor three of a three 

factor solution had reliabilities of .69 and .61. These reliability scores were lower 

than the desirable value of .70. Similarly, factor two of a two factor solution had a 

reliability of .63, and they were far below the desirable reliability value of .70 and 

they should be eliminated from further analyses. Because of these eliminations, the 

lower-factor structure of amae was assumed to be either two factors, or a single 

factor. Factor two of a three factor solution had an alpha of .68. Although this score 

was under the desirable score of .70, it was very close to a .70, and was decided to 

accept it. Table 9 shows the results of all solutions of exploratory factor analyses of 

the amae concept. 

 

Table 9   
 
The Lower-Order Factor Structures of the Amae Concept  
 

Solution Factor 
Item 
number Reliability Question number 

4 Factor Factor 1 8 .79  Q6, Q11, Q16, Q66, Q71, Q86, Q100, Q101 

  Factor 2 5 .57  Q26, Q41, Q46, Q61, Q80   

  Factor 3 5 .55  Q56, Q76, Q83, Q92, Q95.  

  Factor 4 2   Q31, Q69 

          

3 Factor Factor 1 8 .79 Q6, Q11, Q16, Q66, Q71, Q86, Q100, Q101 

  Factor 2 9 .69 Q26, Q31, Q36, Q46, Q61, Q80, Q89, Q98, Q102 

  Factor 3 6 .61 Q21, Q56, Q83, Q92, Q95 
 
2 Factor 

 
Factor 1 

 
   14 

 
       .81 

 
Q6, Q11, Q16, Q26, Q31, Q36, Q41, Q66, Q71,  
Q86, Q89, Q98, Q100, Q101 

  Factor 2 7 .63 Q21, Q56, Q76, Q83, Q92, Q95, Q102 

 



119 
 

Previously it was assumed that the concept of amae consisted of a single factor 

or two factors.  From the list of the lower-factor structures of the amae concept, 

there were two possibilities to take into consideration: first, that it was a two factor 

solution considering two of the three reliable factors from the three factor solution 

or, second, it was a single factor solution being the reliable factor from the two 

factor solution. When examining factors 1 and 2 of a three factor solution and 

factor 1 of a two factor solution, factor 1 of a two factor solution had a higher 

Cronbach’s alpha reliability and more item numbers and looked stable. Although 

the scree plot showed that there were several numbers of factors in amae factor, 

amae was considered to consist of two lower order factors.  

 

Reliability of Factors of the Amae Concept 

In order to confirm the reliability of factor 1 from the amae concept, Cronbach’s 

Alpha reliability test was performed. Factor 1 from the amae concept was 

interpreted as “Interpersonal anxiety”, and had a Cronbach’s Alpha reliability 

of .79.  Table 10 shows the means and standard deviations of the items in 

Interpersonal Anxiety.  

Table 10 

Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Interpersonal Anxiety 

Item  
 No. 

 
                                      Statement 

 
Mean 

Standard 
Deviation  

     6 Whenever I meet someone for the first time, I feel 
uncomfortable and want to get away soon as possible.   

    
    4.72 

    
      1.72 

   11 While I am at home, I behave dominantly; on the contrary, I become hesitant 
outside the home.  

 
    4.63 

 
      1.82 

   16 Whenever I do something, I excuse my lack of ability before I start.     4.14       1.74 
   66 As I am afraid of losing a good relationship with others, I always agree with 

their opinion  
    
    4.11 

 
1.57 

   71 I am anxious about acting by myself.     4.50        1.85 
   86 I become very nervous when I meet strangers.     5.67 1.85 
  100   I cannot behave freely outside my extended family. 3.82 1.74 
  101 I am anxious about ow my neighbours see me.     4.97        1.87 

 Note: Range = 1 to 8 
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This factor describes anxiety, tension, or nervousness when people establish 

interpersonal relationships and a strong desire to rely on someone else. The higher 

score of this factor shows stronger tension or anxiety toward relationships 

especially the relationships with unknown or unfamiliar people.  

The second factor was interpreted as “Selfishness”, and had a Cronbach’s Alpha 

reliability of .69.  Although the reliability of .69 was under the desirable value 

of .70, it was very close to that value. Hence this factor was considered acceptable. 

Table 11 shows the means and standard deviations of the items for Selfishness. 

 

Table 11 

Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Selfishness 

Item 
No. 

Statement      Mean 
   Standard 
   Deviation 

26 I feel indebted to those from whom I receive favours, but I readily  
accept favours from my family members. 
 

4.21 1.72 

31 I behave selfishly toward my family; however, I am known as a 
good person outside the home.  
                                                                     

                                                                                                                                   
4.40 

 
1.78 

36 I do not express my gratitude clearly to people I am close to. 3.94 1.95 
 

      46 
I behave freely when I am in a place where I am not known. 3.29 

 
1.70 
 

61 Sometimes I tell a lie in order to be the centre of attention. 3.22 1.81 
 

 
80 

 

In a close relationship, I believe that people will forgive me for  
any kind of my behaviour. 

      2.80       1.53 
 

   89 I behave selfishly when I am with my family.      4.61 
 
1.92 
 

98 Others I do not have blood relationships with are cold and 
indifferent to me. 
 

3.17 1.65 

    102 Even if I do not express my love to my parents (children, husband, 
or wife), I believe that they should understand my feelings.                     

 
4.59 

 
1.75 

           Note: The range = 1 to 8. 

  This factor shows selfishness in close relationships. The higher score shows 

higher selfishness in close relationships, for example, with family members, 

intimate friends, or familiar people. Those people who score high on this factor 
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believe that even when they behave badly, they will be accepted and forgiven by 

others.    

The third factor had a Cronbach’s Alpha reliability of .61. This value was too far 

below the desirable value of .70, and was not accepted.   

     From the results of this analysis, it can be concluded that the factor structure of 

the amae concept consists of two factors: Interpersonal Anxiety and Selfishness.  

 

4.5.1.2   Factor Structure of the Jiko-fukakujitsusei (Self-Uncertainty) Concept  

The extraction method was Maximum Likelihood, and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 

Measure of Sampling Adequacy was .86. Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was 

significant (the Approx. Chi-Square was 3336.96, the Degrees of Freedom were 

253, p<.001).The value of the Goodness-of-fit Test was Chi-Square 436.53, 

Degrees of Freedom 167, Significance p<.001.  It was considered acceptable to 

proceed with the analysis. The variance explained by the four factors was 47.56%. 

Figure 8 shows the scree plot of jiko-fukakujitsusei factors. Table 12 shows the list 

of factor-loadings of the jiko-fukakujitsusei concept.  

 

          Figure 8   The scree plot of the jiko-fukakujitsusei concept  
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From the scree plot and the initial Eigenvalue solutions, it was predicted that the 

jiko-fukakujitsusei concept would include four factors. Table 10 shows the lower-

factor structures of jiko-fukakujitsusei concept.  

 

Table 12 

The List of the Lower-Order Factor Structures of the Jiko-Fukakujitsusei Concept 

 Solution Factor Items Reliability  Question number 

4 Factor Factor 1 3 .76 Q42, Q47, Q62 

  Factor 2 5 .79 Q12, Q17, Q32, Q37, Q22 

  Factor 3 4 .68 Q67, Q72, Q87, Q90 

  Factor 4 5(6) .70 Q81, Q84, Q52, Q96, Q77,  (Q93) 

          
3 Factor Factor 1 12 .85 Q7, Q12, Q22, Q42, Q47, Q62, Q67, 

Q72, Q81, Q87, Q90, Q93 

  Factor 2 3 .76   Q32, Q37, Q17 

  Factor 3 3 .69 Q77, Q84, Q96 

          

2 Factor Factor 1 13 .84 
Q7, Q12, Q17, Q22, Q42, Q47, Q62, Q67,  
Q72, Q81, Q84, Q87, Q90, Q93 

  Factor 2 4 .75 Q32, Q37, Q77, Q96 

 

Table 13 shows factor-loadings of the jiko-fukakujitsusei concept. In this list, 

item 93 in the four factor solution had very close cross-loadings. This item was 

removed from further analysis.    

Table 13  
   
The List of Factor-Loadings of the Jiko-Fukakujitsusei Concept  

                            Factor   

No.           1 2 3 4 

47 I feel inferior in appearance. 
 

 .75    
42 I feel inferior to other people. 

 

 .65    
62 I do not have confidence in my ability at all. .59    
17 I am anxious about how other evaluate me. .33 .75   
37 I want to be well regarded by others. 

  .63   
12 I am strongly conscious of the opinion of others. 

 .59   
32 I want to be loved by everybody. 

  .47   
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        Note: Item 93 in the factor four was removed because of very close cross-loadings.  

   

 

Reliability Test of the Factors of the Jiko-Fukakujitsusei Concept 

In order to confirm that the jiko-fukakujitsusei concept has four lower-order 

structures, Reliability Tests were performed.  Factor One was interpreted as 

“Inferiority”, and had a Cronbach’s Alpha reliability of .76. Table 14 shows the 

means and standard deviations of the items in the factor Inferiority. 

 

Table 14 

Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Inferiority 

No.           Mean SD 

47 I feel inferior in appearance.   4.92 1.86 

42 I feel inferior to other people.   4.70 1.92 

62 I do not have confidence in my ability at all.  4.71 1.92 

                          Note: The range = 1 to 8. 

 

This factor describes inferiority consciousness toward others both physically and 

in academic ability.  Persons with a high score for this factor are considered to feel 

a high inferiority toward others.  

22 Sometimes I avoid being direct by using ambiguous 
expressions  .36   

72 I cannot make friends easily. 
 

   .72  
67 I am afraid of meeting strangers. 

   .64  
90 I am afraid of being ridiculed by others. 

   .44  
87 I am conscious of the relationship between my social 

status and that of others.   .32  
84 When I have to make a decision, I always rely on the 

opinions of others.      .75 
96 If everybody else is doing something, I feel I should do it, 

too.    

 
  .65 

52 I feel secure as long as I stick to customs and traditions. 
   .38 

77 I feel secure when I am in a group. 
    .37 

81 I am an indecisive person. 
 

     .35 
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The second factor was interpreted as “Evaluation Anxiety”, and had a 

Cronbach’s Alpha reliability of .79.  Table 15 shows the means and standard 

deviations of the items in Evaluation Anxiety. 

 

Table 15 

Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Evaluation Anxiety 

          Note: The range = 1 to 8. 

 

This factor explains a strong need for personal attention by others. People high 

in this score have a strong need or desire to get a good evaluation from others.       

Factor three was interpreted as “Timidity”, and had a Cronbach’s Alpha 

Reliability of .68.  Although the number of items was enough to form a factor, the 

reliability of .68 was considered too low compared with a desirable value of .70. 

Factor three was considered unacceptable and was not taken to further analyses.  

 

The fourth factor was interpreted as “Indecisiveness”, and had a Cronbach’s 

Alpha reliability of .70. Table 16 shows the means and standard deviations of the 

items in Indecisiveness. 

 

 

 

 

 

Item 
No. 

Statement      Mean 
   
Standard 
   Deviation 

12 I am strongly conscious of the opinion of others. 5.87 1.59 
17 I am anxious about how others evaluate me. 5.96 1.75 
22 Sometimes I avoid being direct by using ambiguous expression  5.34 1.54 
32 I want to be loved by everybody. 5.95       1.72 
37     I want to be well regarded by others. 6.07 1.57 
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Table 16 

Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Indecisiveness 

No. 
                               
Statement             Mean SD 

77 I feel secure when I am in a group.     5.10 1.56 

81 I am an indecisive person.       5.80 1.90 

84 When I have to make a decision, I always rely on the opinions of others.    4.24 1.55 

96 If everybody else is doing something, I feel I should do it too. 4.56 1.76 

    Note: Range = 1 to 8 

 

This factor describes dependence toward others. A higher score means lower 

confidence and more sensitive to the people around. People who have high scores 

in this factor are unconfident and are not autonomous. They cannot decide by 

themselves and rely on others’ opinion all the time and want to follow others’ 

decisions.   

From the result of these analysis, the factor structure of the jiko-fukakujitsusei 

concept was decided to consist of three factors: Inferiority, Evaluation Anxiety, and 

Indecisiveness. 

 

4.5.1.3   Factor Structure of the Kanjin-Shugi (Contextual Model of 
Interpersonal Relationships) Concept  
 

The extraction method was the Maximum Likelihood, and the Kaiser-Meyer-

Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy was .80. Bartlett’s Tests of Sphericity was  

significant (Approx. Chi-Square was 1066.132, Degree of Freedom was 78, 

p<.001). The rotation method was Varimax with the Kaiser Normalization method.  
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It was considered acceptable to proceed with the analysis.  Figure 9 shows the 

scree plot of the Kanjin-shugi concept. 

 Figure 9 The scree plot of the kanjin-shugi concept 

 

From the scree plot and the initial solution of Eigenvalues, the lower-order factor 

structure of the kanjin-shugi concept was predicted as two. The results of 

exploratory factor analyses of the kanjin-shugi concept are shown in Table 17 and 

Table 18 shows the list of the items in a two factor solution of the kanjin-shugi 

concept.   

  

Table 17 

List of the Lower-Order Factor Structures of the Kanjin-Shugi Concept 

 Solution Factor Items Reliability  Question number 

2 Factor Factor 1 6 .73 Q3, Q8, Q13, Q18, Q33, (Q28) 

  
 

Factor 2  4 .60 Q23, Q48, Q53, Q58 
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Table 18 

  List of the Factor-Loadings of the Kanjin-Shugi Concept  

                     Factor 

No.               1 2 

18 If we do not help each other affectionately, social life suffers. .71  

8 It is important to sympathise with others.   .65  

13 I value interpersonal relationships regardless of the benefits they will bring. .63  

3 In social life, it is necessary to understand the other person's situation. .54  

33 It is good to have relationships for their own sake.   .43  

28 When I make decisions, I should consider the opinions of others. .33  

58 When I have a relationship with someone, I never break it readily.  .58 

48 I work hard to keep long lasting interpersonal relationships.    .62 

23 If I do not have friends, life becomes meaningless.   .45 

53 I believe that when I have a problem, someone should help me.     .38 

   Note: Rage = 1 to 8 
 
 
Reliability of he Factors of the Kanjin-shugi  

 
The first factor of the kanjin-shugi concept was interpreted as “Harmony”, and 

had a Cronbach’s Alpha reliability of .76. Table 19 shows the means and standard 

deviations of the items in Harmony.    

 

Table 19   

Means and Standard Deviation of the Items in Harmony 

 

 

 

 

  

 

      Note: Range = 1 to 8 

This factor describes empathy or compassion for the others. People who have 

higher scores show a strong desire to cooperate with others and they are respectful 

No   .       Mean SD 
18 If we do not help each other affectionately, social life suffers. 6.89 1.17 
8 It is important to sympathise with others. 7.37 .94 
13 I value interpersonal relationships regardless of the benefits 

  
they will bring. 

   
6.61 1.33 

3 In social life, it is necessary to understand the other person's  
  

situation. 
    

6.80 1.15 
33 It is good to have relationships for their own sake. 6.81 1.18 
28 When I make decisions, I should consider the opinions of 

others. 5.71 1.44 
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of others’ privacy. They like to maintain good relationships with others just for the 

joy of these relationships.   

The Second factor of Kanjin-shugi had a Cronbach’s Alpha reliability of .60 and 

this value was far lower than a desired value of .70.  The factor of the kanjin-shugi 

two was considered unacceptable. As a result, the kanjin-shugi concept was 

assumed to consist of a single factor: Harmony.  

 

4.5.1.4. Factor Structure of the Kojin-Shugi (Individualism) Concept  

The extraction method was the Maximum Likelihood method. The Kaiser-

Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy was .71. The Bartlett’s Test of 

Sphericity was significant (the Approx. Chi-Square was 1048.04, the Degrees of 

Freedom was 105, p<.001), and the rotation method was varimax with the Kaiser 

Normalization method. It was considered acceptable to proceed with the analysis.  

Figure 10 shows the scree plot of the kojin-shugi concept. From the scree plot of 

the kojin-shugi concept and the initial solution of Eigenvalues, the kojin-shugi 

concept was presumed to be comprised five or fewer factors. 

 

Figure 10   The scree plot of the kojin-shugi concept.  
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When a five, four or three factor analyses were performed, only one item 

remained in factor 4 of a five factor solution and only two items were remained in 

factor 4 in a four factor solution, and factor 4 in a four factor solution. Therefore, a 

five and a four factor solutions were eliminated from further analyses. When 

reliability tests were performed, none of the factors showed a desirable value of .70 

or above, except for factor 1 of a two factor solution, which showed .69. As this 

value is very close to a .70, it was considered acceptable. As a result, the kojin-

shugi concept was presumed to consist of two lower-factors or a single factor. They 

were included in further analyses.  

 

Table 20 

The List of the Lower-Order Factor Structures of the Kojin-Shugi Concept 

 Solution Factor Items Reliability  Question number 

3 Factor Factor 1 5 .64 Q4, Q9, Q14, Q34, Q64 

 Factor 2 7 .63 Q19, Q24, Q29, Q39, Q44, Q59, Q69R 

  Factor 3 3 -.15 Q49R, Q54, Q74R 

2 Factor Factor 1 6 .67 Q4, Q9, Q14, Q34, Q54, Q64 

  Factor 2 7 .60 Q19, Q24, Q29, Q39, Q44, Q59, Q69 

Q49R, Q69R Q74R are revers-scored items. 

Table 20 shows the list of the lower order factors of the kojin-shugi concept. 

From this list, it is clear that none of the factors in three and two factor solution 

were reliable. Only the factor one in a two factor solution had a Cronbach’s Alpha 

was .67,  and this value was very close to the desirable value of .70.  So the factor 

one in a two factor solution was taken as the kojin-shugi concept. Table 21 shows 

the factor-loadings of the kojin-shugi concept. The amount of variances explained 

was 32.81%, the results of the Goodness–of fit Test was 341.34. Chi-square, 76 of 

Degrees of Freedom, and significance was p < 001.  
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Table 21 

The List of the Factor-Loadings of the Items in the Kojin-Shugi Concept  

                Factor 

 No. Statement       1 2 

4 People have to hold their own opinion in order to live independently. .59  

14 Human rights must be defended.     .53  

34 In social life, it is necessary to express one's opinion clearly.   .55  

9 Everyone has a right to privacy.    .45  

54 People should make up their mind about how to act.  .49  

64 It is important to have my presence acknowledged.   .43  

29 I only socialise when there is a benefit for me.     .57 

24 I try to keep good relationships with others for my own benefit.  .49 

39 I think that my opinions are most important.    .47 

44 I always see things from my point of view.  .40 
19 People should consider themselves before considering others.  .38 

69 I do not worry about confronting another person's opinion.   .38 

59 Other people should not be trusted.          .37 

            Note: Range = 1 to 8 

 
 
Reliability of the Kojin-Shugi Concept 

 Kojin-shugi 1 was interpreted as “Independence”, and had a Cronbach’s Alpha 

reliability of .67. Although the value is lower than .70, the value of .67 was 

considered close to a .70. So the kojin-shugi factor 1 was acceptable.  Table 21 

shows the means and standard deviations of the items in Independence.   

  

Table 22 

Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Independence 

No.               Mean SD 

4 People have to hold their own opinion in order to live independently 6.73 1.24 

14 Human rights must be defended.    7.07 1.14 

34 In social life, it is necessary to express one's opinion clearly.  6.37 1.22 

9 Everyone has the right to privacy.    7.30 1.05 

54 People should make up their mind about how to act.  6.15 1.28 

64 It is important to have my presence acknowledged.     5.68 1.39 

       Note: The range = 1 to 8 
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This factor describes individuality or independence. The higher score explains a 

strong desire for independence or individuality. People who have a high score for this 

factor have a clear definite attitude toward their objectives. They respect human rights 

and privacy and the differences from other people.  

Kojin-shugi 2 was interpreted as “Self-Centeredness”, and had a Cronbach’s 

Alpha Reliability of .60.  As this score was far low than the desired value of .70, 

this factor was considered unacceptable and was not taken to further analyses.   

From the result of exploratory factor analyses and reliability tests, the kojin-

shugi concept was identified to consist of a single lower order factor: 

Independence. 

 

4.5.1.5   Summary of the Separate Factors of the Traditional Japanese Self-
Concept Constructs 
 

Considering the results of all four constructs analysed with exploratory factor 

analysis and reliability tests, it was identified that the Japanese concept of self 

consists of seven lower-order factors:  two amae lower-order factors: Interpersonal 

Anxiety and Selfishness; three jiko-fukakujitsusei lower-order factors: Inferiority, 

Evaluation Anxiety, and Indecisiveness; one kanjin-shugi lower-order factor: 

Harmony; and one kojin-shugi lower-order factor: Independence.  Table 23 shows 

the lower-factor structure of the traditional Japanese concept of self and their items.   
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Table 23 

The Lower-Order Factor Structures of the Traditional Japanese Concept of Self 
and Items  
 

Original Factor New Label Reliability Items   

Amae  Interpersonal 
Anxiety 

.81 Q6, Q11, Q16, Q26, Q31, Q36, 
Q41, Q46, Q61, Q66, Q71, Q86, 
Q89, Q98, Q100, Q101 
 

 
 

Selfishness  .68 Q31, Q36, Q41, Q46, Q61, Q76, 
Q80, Q89, Q98, Q102 

  
Jiko-fukakujitsusei Inferiority .76 Q42, Q47,Q62  

 

 
Evaluation Anxiety .80 Q12, Q17, Q22,  Q32, Q37  

 

 
Indecisiveness .73 Q77, Q81, Q84,  Q96  

     
Kanjin-shugi Harmony .76 Q3, Q8, Q13, Q18, Q28, Q33  

     
Kojin-shugi Independence .69 Q4, Q9, Q14, Q34, Q54, Q64 

 
 

4.5.2   Exploratory Factor Analyses of the Total Number of Items  

Since the analysis of the separate self-concept scale did not result in a clear 

definition as the Japanese philosophical literature implied, the second analysis 

method, the total number of items from the traditional Japanese self-concept 

theories was analysed. Twenty-six items from the concept of amae, 23 items from 

the concept of jiko-fukakujitsusei, 13 items from the concept of kanjin-shugi, and 

15 items from the concept of kojin-shugi were combined to make one large group, 

and were analysed with exploratory factor analysis.  

The extraction method was the Maximum Likelihood, and the rotation method 

was Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. The Kaiser-Meer- Olkin Measure of 

Sampling Adequacy was .85, and for Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity: the Approx. Chi-

mailto:Inter@ersonal%20Anxiety
mailto:Inter@ersonal%20Anxiety


133 
 

Square was 15350.92, the Degrees of Freedom was 3081, p<.001.  It was 

considered acceptable to proceed with the analysis.  

Figure 11 shows the Scree Plot of the factors of the total items.  

 

 Figure 11  The scree plot of the factors of the total number of items of the 
Japanese self-concept structures  
 
     

From the scree plot and initial solution of the Eigenvalues, the number of lower-

order factors from the total number of items of the Japanese self was assumed to 

comprise between four and six.  

When a six factor solution was performed, factor six in a six factor solution had 

three items, but item 64 had cross-loadings and this was removed from further 

analyses. Consequently factor six in a six factor solution had only two items. 

Consequently a six factor solution was considered not appropriate and it was 

eliminated. Table 24 shows the list of lower-factor structures of the total number of 

items of the Japanese self.  
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Table 24 

The List of the Lower-Order Factor Structures of Total Number of Items of the 
Japanese Concept of Self 

 
 Solution Factor  items Reliability  Question number         

6 Factor Factor 1 18 .90  Q12, Q16, Q17, Q22, Q28, Q37, Q42, Q47, Q49, Q62, Q66,   

    Q71, Q74, Q81, Q84, Q90, Q93, Q101 

 

 
Factor 2 

    
   14  

       
      .77 

 

Q2 Q3, Q4, Q8, Q9, Q13, Q14, Q18, Q33, Q34, Q38, Q64, Q92, 
Q95  
 

 Factor 3 16                       .77 Q19, Q24, Q26, Q29, Q36, Q39, Q41, Q43, Q44, Q46, Q57,  

    Q59, Q61, Q69R, Q80, Q89  

 Factor 4  8 .64 Q48, Q52, Q56, Q58, Q77, Q83, Q96, Q99   

 

 

Factor 5  3  .78  Q6, Q67, Q72    

 

Factor 6      2 

 

 

Q54, Q63 
 
    

 
5 Factor 

 
Factor 1 

 
   24 

 
       .91 

 
Q7, Q11, Q12, Q16, Q17, Q22, Q28, Q42, Q47, Q49, Q62,      
Q66, Q68, Q71, Q74, Q81, Q84, Q86, Q87, Q90, Q93, Q96, 
Q100, Q101 

 

Factor 2 
 

   15        .81 Q2, Q3, Q4, Q8, Q9, Q13, Q14, Q18,  Q33, Q34, Q38, Q54,   
Q92, Q95, Q99 
 

 

Factor 3 
 

15 .72 Q19, Q24, Q26, Q29, Q36, Q39, Q41, Q43, Q44, Q46,  
Q57, Q59, Q61, Q69R, Q98 

 

Factor 4 
 

9 .72 Q52, Q53, Q56, Q73, Q76, Q77, Q80, Q89, Q102 

 

 

Factor 5 
 

8 .71 Q32, Q37, Q48, Q58, Q1R, Q6R, Q67R, Q72R 

   
4 Factor 
 
 

Factor 1 22 .91 Q6, Q11, Q12, Q16, Q17, Q22, Q42, Q47, Q49, Q62, Q66,  
Q67, Q68, Q71, Q74, Q81, Q84, Q86, Q90, Q93, Q100,  
Q101 

 

Factor 2 
 

16 .81 Q2, Q3, Q4, Q8, Q9, Q13, Q14, Q18, Q33, Q34, Q38, Q54,  
Q64, Q92, Q95, Q99 

 

 
Factor 3 15 .78 Q24, Q26, Q29, Q31, Q36, Q39, Q41, Q43, Q44, Q46, Q52,  

    Q57, Q61, Q80, Q89  

  
 
Factor 4 9 .73 Q23, Q48, Q53, Q56, Q58, Q59R,  Q72R, Q77, Q83 

 

4.5.2.1   The Five Factor Solution 

Both five-factor and four-factor solution were examined in detail, and will both 

be described.  Table 25 shows the list of the factor-loadings of a five factor 

solution. In this list, items 23 in factor two and 58 in factor five had very close 

cross-loadings. These two items were removed and were not further analysed.  
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Table 25 

The List of Factor-Loadings of a Five Factor Solution 

                                     Factor    

No.               1 2 3 4 5 

12 I am strongly conscious of the opinion of others. (J)   .66     
17 I am anxious about how others evaluate me. (J)   .64     

101 I am anxious about how my neighbours see me. (A)     .63     
71 I am anxious about acting by myself. (A)   .63     

90 I am afraid of being ridiculed by others. (J)   .63     

93 I am too shy to express my opinion in public. (J) 
  

.60     

84 When I have to make a decision, I always rely on the opinions of others. (J)    .60   .41  

66 As I am afraid of losing a good relationship with others, I always agree with their 
Opinion.  (A)                                                                                                                                                                

  
.61     .41  

81 I am an indecisive person. (J) 
  

.57     

74 I can express my own opinions in any situation. (Ko) .57     

86 I become very nervous when I meet strangers. (A)   
  

.57     

62 I do not have confidence in my ability at all. (J)   .56     

47 I feel inferior in appearance. (J)   .55     
42 I feel inferior to other people. (J)   .54     
11 While I am at home, I behave dominantly; on the contrary, I become hesitant  

outside home. (A) 
  

.53     

16 Whenever I do something, I excuse my lack of ability before I start. (A)   .52     
49 When I make a decision, I use my own judgements. (Ko)   .52     
22 Sometime I avoid being direct by using ambiguous expressions. (J)   .50     
96 If everybody else is doing something, I feel I should do it too. (J)   .46    .36  

100 I cannot behave freely outside my extended family. (A) 
   

.40     

87 I am conscious of the relationship between my social status and that of 
others. (J) 

   
.39     

28 When I make decisions, I should consider the opinions of others. (Ka) .39     

7 I cannot criticise others directly, only anonymously. (J) .35     

         
18 If we do not help each other affectionately, social life suffers. (Ka)  .65    

8 It is important to sympathise with others. (Ka)  .64    

14 Human rights must be defended. (Ko) 
 

 .63    

13 I value interpersonal relationships regardless of the benefits they   will bring.   .57    

9 Everyone has the right to privacy. (Ko) 
  

 .60    

3 In social life, it is necessary to understand the other person's situation. (Ka) 
   

 .54    

4 People have to hold their own opinion in order to live independently. (Ko)  
  

 .53    

33 It is good to have relationships for their own sake. (Ka)  .49    

95 If my compatriots suffer from trouble, I should help them even if they are not 
 my friend. (A) 

 .41    

34 In social life, t is necessary to express one's opinion clearly.  (Ko) 
 

 .39    

38 It is best to be honest in relationships. (Ka) 
  

 .36    

54 People should make up their mind about how to act. (Ko) 
  

 .35    

2 I regard a problem for one member of the family as a problem for all the family. 
(J) 

  
 .37    
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92 I want to keep a close relationship with my parent(s) for as long as possible. (A) .34    

99 In order to avoid failing, I work diligently. (J)  .31    

    
     

29 I only socialise when there is a benefit for me. (Ko) 
   

 .53   

24 I try to keep good relationships with others for my own benefit. (Ko) 
  

 .50   
43 I expect others to respond appropriately to non-verbal behaviours. (Ka) 

 
 .52   

39 I think my opinions are most important. (Ko) 
    

 .47   

44 I always see things from my point of view. (Ko) 
   

 .45   

41 When I make a decision, I want everyone to agree with me. (A) 
 

  .45   

26 I feel indebted to those whom I receive favours, but I readily accept favours from  
my family members. (A) 

 
 .40   

46 I behave freely when I am in a place where I am not known. (A) 
  

 
 

  .37   

69 I do not worry about confronting another person's opinion. (Ko)   -.38   

59 Other people should not be trusted. (Ko)   .36 
  

19 People should consider themselves before considering others. (Ko)     .34   

61 Sometimes I tell a lie in order to be the centre of attention. (A)   .39   

57 In order to keep good relationships, principles are more important than practice.   .34   

36 
98 

I do not express my gratitude clearly to people I am close to. (A) 
Others with whom I do not have blood relationships are cold and indifferent to me. 

 
.33 
 .31 

  

       

53 I believe that when I have a problem, someone should help me. (Ka) 
    .54  

76 I believe that my family has a responsibility to help me when necessary. (A)    .51  

56 I believe that if I apologise from the heart, it will be accepted. (A)  .33  .51  

52 I feel secure as long as I stick to customs and traditions. (J) 
    .44  

80 In my close relationship, I believe that people will forgive me for any kind of  
my behaviour. (A) 

   .43  

77 I feel secure when I am in a group. (J) 
 

     .36  

102 Even if I do not express my love to my parents (children, husband or wife), I  
believe that they should understand my feelings. (A) 

   .35  

89   
73      

I behave selfishly when I am with my family. (A) 
I stick with my group even though difficulties. 

  
   

  .35 
  
  

 

67 I am afraid of meeting strangers. (J) 
   .47    -.52 

32 I want to be loved by everybody. (J) 
    .34    .55 

6 Whenever I meet someone for the first time, I feel uncomfortable and want to  
get away as soon as possible. (A) 

.42    -.49 

72 I cannot make friends easily. (J) 
   .44    -.53 

37 I want to be well regard by others. (J) 
   .43 .32    .50 

58 When I have a relationship with someone, I never break it readily. (Ka)  .35    .41 

48 I work hard to keep long lasting interpersonal relationships. (Ka)      .39 

1 I treat strangers with little respect. (A) 
          -.32 

Note:  The letter in brackets shows the original theories: (A) = amae, (J) = jiko-fukakujitsusei,  
           (Ka) = kanjin-shugi, (Ko) = kojin-shugi.   
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The Reliability Test  
 

Factor one of a five factor solution was interpreted as “Interpersonal Anxiety”, 

and had a Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability of .91.  Table 26 shows the means and 

standard deviations of the items of Interpersonal Anxiety.  

 

 

Table 26 

Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Interpersonal Anxiety 

Item 
No.                                     Statement      Mean SD 

12 I am strongly conscious of the opinion of others.  5.87 1.60 
17 I am anxious about how others evaluate me.  5.96 1.75 
101 I am anxious about how my neighbours see me.  4.97 1.87 
71 I am anxious about acting by myself.  4.50 1.85 
90 I am afraid of being ridiculed by others.  4.93 1.99 
93 I am too shy to express my opinion in public.  4.64 1.82 
84 When I have to make a decision, I always rely on the opinions of 

others.  4.22 1.56 
66 As I am afraid of losing a good relationship with others, I always 

agree with their Opinion.                                                                                                                                                                 4.11 1.57 
81 I am an indecisive person.  5.77 1.93 
86 I become very nervous when I meet strangers.  5.67 1.85 
62 I do not have confidence in my ability at all.  4.71 1.91 
47 I feel inferior in appearance.  4.92 1.86 
42 I feel inferior to other people.  4.70 1.92 
11 While I am at home, I behave dominantly; on the contrary, I 

become hesitant outside home.  4.63 1.82 
16 Whenever I do something, I excuse my lack of ability before I 

start.  4.14 1.74 
22 Sometime I avoid being direct by using ambiguous expressions.  5.34 1.54 

96 If everybody else is doing something, I feel I should do it too.  4.56 1.76 
100 I cannot behave freely outside my extended family.  3.82 1.74 
87 I am conscious of the relationship between my social status and 

that of others.  
4.56 1.77 

28 When I make decisions, I should consider the opinions of 
others.  5.71 1.44 

7 
68 
49 
74 

I cannot criticise others directly, only anonymously.                                     
I act as fellow group members would prefer. 
When I make a decision, I use my own judgement.     
I can express my own opinions in any situation.   

   4.09 
   4.42 
   3.73  
   4.96  

  1.72 
1.48 
1.45 
1.54 

                     Note: Range = 1 to 8 
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This factor describes anxiety, nervousness, or tension in interpersonal 

relationships. People who score highly on this factor are concerned about others’ 

evaluation toward themselves, they easily go along with others opinion, and they 

have little confidence in themselves; and they tend to obey or rely on others.   

Factor two of a five factor solution was interpreted as “Harmony”, and had a 

Cronbach’s Alpha reliability of .81. Table 27 shows the means and standard 

deviations of the items in Harmony.  

 

Table 27 

Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Harmony 

Item 
No.                                     Statement      Mean SD 

18 If we do not help each other affectionately, social life 
suffers. 6.89 1.17 

8 It is important to sympathise with others. 7.37 .94 
14 Human rights must be defended. 7.07 1.14 
13 I value interpersonal relationships regardless of the 

benefits they will bring. 6.61 1.33 
9 Everyone has the right to privacy. 7.30 1.05 
3 In social life, it is necessary to understand the other 

person’s situation.  6.80 1.15 
4 People have to hold their own opinion in order to live 

independently. 6.73 1.24 
33 It is good to have relationships for their own sake. 6.81 1.18 
95 If my compatriots suffer from trouble, I should help them 

even if they are not my friend. 5.55 1.47 
34 In social life, it is necessary to express one’s opinion 

clearly. 6.37 1.22 
38 It is best to be honest in relationships. 5.72 1.50 
54 People should make up their mind about how to act. 6.15 1.28 
2 I regard a problem for one member of the family as a 

problem for all the family. 5.91 1.75 
92 I want to keep a close relationship with my parent(s) for 

as long as possible. 6.60 1.51 
99 In order to avoid failing, I work diligently. 5.37 1.49 

                         Note: Range = 1 to 8 
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This factor describes empathy, compassion, and affection and helpfulness 

towards others, but also a degree of independence. People who scored highly on 

this factor behave affectionately to others, but they are independent.  

 

Factor three was interpreted as “Self-Centredness”, and had a Cronbach’s Alpha 

reliability of .72.  Table 28 shows the means and standard deviations of the items of  

Self-Centredness.   

 

Table 28 

Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Self-Centredness 

        Note: Range = 1 to 8 

 

This factor describes selfishness. Persons who scored highly always believe that 

they are the centre of the world and do not care about others’ situations or status. 

Item 
No.                                     Statement      Mean SD 

29 I only socialise when there is a benefit for me. 3.64 1.65 

24 
I try to keep good relationships with others for my own 
benefit. 4.97 1.70 

  43 I expect others to respond appropriately to no-verbal  
behaviours.  

     4.97         1.64 

39 I think my opinions are most important.  4.24 1.57 
44 I always see things from my point of view. 4.67 1.51 

41 When I make a decision, I want everyone to agree with me.  
           

     4.14 1.90 
  26 I feel indebted to those whom I receive favours, but I readily 

accept favours from my family members. 
              
     4.21 

 
        1.74 

46 I behave freely when I am in a place where I am not known. 
       

    3.33 1.72 

69 I do not worry about confronting another person. 
       

    4.31 1.62 

59 Other people should not be trusted. 
       

    3.59 1.82 

19 People should consider themselves before considering others.  
     

    5.32 1.51 

61 Sometimes I tell a lie in order to be the centre of attention.  
       

    3.25 1.82 
57 

 
36 

   98 

In order to keep good relationships, principles are more 
important than practice. 
I do not express my gratitude clearly to people I am close to. 
Others with whom I do not have blood relationships are cold 
and indifferent to me. 

 
4.39 
3.94 
 

   3.17 

 
        1.56           
        1.95  
 
        1.62  
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They tend to behave in their own way, and do not care about confronting others in 

public, but they believe that when they apologise, other people always accept them.  

Factor four of a five factor solution was interpreted as “Connectedness”, and had 

a Cronbach’s Alpha reliability of .72.  Table 29 shows the means and standard 

deviations of the items in Connectedness.   

 

Table 29 

Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Connectedness 

No.                                         Statement      Mean SD 
52 I feel secure as long as I stick to custom and traditions. 3.46 1.54 
53 I believe that when I have a problem, someone should help me. 4.40 1.72 
76 I believe that my family has a responsibility to help me  

when necessary. 4.71 1.67 
56 I believe that if I apologise from the heart, it will be accepted. 4.91 1.78 
80 In my close relationship, I believe that people will forgive  

me for any kind of my behaviour. 

 

 2.79 1.53 
77 I feel secure when I am in a group. 

 5.11 1.60 
102 Even if I do not express my love to my parents (children, husband  

or wife), I believe that they should understand my feelings. 4.59 1.76 
89  
73 

I behave selfishly when I am with my family. 
I stick with my group even through difficulties.                                         

  

4.60 
   3.83 
 

1.92 
1.56 

 

             Note: Range = 1 to 8 

 

This factor describes group-orientedness or gregariousness and self-

centeredness. People who score highly on this factor have a strong tendency to 

depend on their own group members and people with whom they have intimate 

relations. They tend to behave selfishly but they are optimistic that other people 

will forgive them whatever they do.   

Factor 5 of a five factor solution was interpreted as “Respect”, and had a 

Cronbach’s Alpha reliability of .71. Table 30 shows the means and standard 

deviations of the items of Respect.   
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Table 30 

Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Respect 

 

             Note: Range = 1 to 8 

 

This factor describes a desire to be the centre of the groups, or a desire to be 

accepted by others. Also the person shows anxiety toward unknown or unfamiliar 

person. Such behaviour happen only when the person is with in-group people not 

with unknown people. People who has such tendency behave selfish or self-centred.  

 

4.5.2.2   The Four Factor Solution 

Table 31 shows the list of the factor-loadings of a four factor solution. In this 

list, items 28 in factor one, 32 in factor two, 59 in factor three, and 96 in factor four 

had very close cross-loadings. These three items were removed and were not 

analysed further.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Item  
No. 

 
                      Statement 

 
Mean 

Standard  
Deviation 

32 I want to be loved by everybody.  5.95 1.72 
37 I want to be well regarded by others.        6.08 1.57 
48 I work hard to keep long lasting interpersonal relationships.  4.87 1.54 
58 When I have a relationship with someone, I never break it 

readily. 
 
5.50 

 
1.65 

1* I treat strangers with little respect. 4.15 1.74 
6* Whenever I meet someone for the first time, I feel 

uncomfortable and want to get away as soon as possible.  
 
4.28 

 
1.72 

67* I am afraid of meeting strangers.  4.62 1.88 
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Table    31 

The List of Factor-Loadings of a Four Factor Solution 

              

                     Factor  
 
    1           2         3         4         

 I am strongly conscious of the opinion of others. (J)   .67     

71 I am anxious about acting by myself. (A)   .64     

17 I am anxious about how others evaluate me. (J)   .62 .39    

90 I am afraid of being ridiculed by others. (J)   .62     

101 I am anxious about how my neighbours see me. (A)   .61     

93 I am too shy to express my opinion in public. (J)   .61     

84 When I have to make a decision, I always rely on the opinions of others. (J)   .59   .46  

74 I can express my own opinions in any situation. (Ko)    .58     

86 I become very nervous when I meet strangers. (A)   .57     
   66 As I am afraid of losing a good relationship with others, I always agree with their 

Opinion.  (A)                                                                                                                                                                  .60   .39  

81 I am an indecisive person. (J)   .56     

62 I do not have confidence in my ability at all. (J)   .56     

47 I feel inferior in appearance. (J) .55     

   11 While I am at home, I behave dominantly; on the contrary, I become 
hesitant  outside home. (A)     

.54     

42 I feel inferior to other people. (J)   .54     

16 Whenever I do something, I excuse my lack of ability before I start. (A)   .52     

49 When I make a decision, I use my own judgements. (Ko)   .50     

67 I am afraid of meeting strangers. (J)   .49     

22 Sometime I avoid being direct by using ambiguous expressions. (J)   .49     
     6 Whenever I meet someone for the first time, I feel uncomfortable and want to  

get away as soon as possible. (A) 
  .43   -.36  

100 I cannot behave freely outside my extended family. (A)   .42     

7 I cannot criticise others directly, only anonymously. (J)   .36     

   68 
 

I act as fellow group members would prefer. (Ka) 
   

    .46 
 

    

18 If we do not help each other affectionately, social life suffers. (Ka)  .63    

8 It is important to sympathise with others. (Ka)  .59    

13 I value interpersonal relationships regardless of the benefits they   will bring.     .58    

14 Human rights must be defended. (Ko)  .55    

3 In social life, it is necessary to understand the other person's situation. (Ka)  .55    

33 It is good to have relationships for their own sake. (Ka)  
 .54    

4 People have to hold their own opinion in order to live independently. (Ko)  .53    

9 Everyone has the right to privacy. (Ko)    .47    

64 It is important to have my presence acknowledged. (Ko)     .44    

54 People should make up their mind about how to act. (Ko)  .40    

34 In social life, t is necessary to express one's opinion clearly.  (Ko)   .40    

   95 If my compatriots suffer from trouble, I should help them even if they are not 
 my friend. (A) 

  
.39 

   

38 It is best to be honest in relationships. (Ka)    .35    

99 In order to avoid failing, I work diligently. (J)    .31    
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92 I want to keep a close relationship with my parent(s) for as long as possible. (A)    .33    

2 I regard a problem for one member of the family as a problem for all the family. (J)    .31    

 
  29 

 
I only socialise when there is a benefit for me. (Ko) 

  
 
.58 

  

24 I try to keep good relationships with others for my own benefit. (Ko)   
  .49   

39 I think my opinions are most important. (Ko)     .47   

43 I expect others to respond appropriately to non-verbal behaviours. (Ka)    .50   

44 I always see things from my point of view. (Ko)   .47   

46 I behave freely when I am in a place where I am not known. (A)      .45   

26 
I feel indebted to those whom I receive favours, but I readily accept favours 
from my family members. (A)   

  .42   

41 When I make a decision, I want everyone to agree with me. (A)    .47   

   80 In my close relationship, I believe that people will forgive me for any kind of  
my behaviour. (A) 

  
 

.44 
  

89 I behave selfishly when I am with my family. (A)       .39   

61 Sometimes I tell a lie in order to be the centre of attention. (A)   .40   

36 I do not express my gratitude clearly to people I am close to. (A)   .33   

57 In order to keep good relationships, principles are more important than practice.     .32   

  31 
 
  52          

I behave selfishly toward my family; however, I am known as a good person 
outside the home.     (A)                                                                                                                                      
I feel secure as long as I stick to customs and tradition.  
 

   
.30 
.34 

 

 

53 I believe that when I have a problem, someone should help me. (Ka)    .49  

56 I believe that if I apologise from the heart, it will be accepted. (A)   .41  

77 I feel secure when I am in a group. (J)    .39  

58 When I have a relationship with someone, I never break it readily. (Ka)  .36  .50  

23 If I do not have friends, life becomes meaningless. (Ka)  
 .34  .41 

48 I work hard to keep long lasting interpersonal relationships. (Ka)    .38  
   83 
 
   72           
   59 
   69 
 

In the work place, people should get along with others as they would in a  
family situation.  
I cannot make friends easily. 
Other people should not be trusted.  
I do not worry about confronting another person’s opinion. 

    
.35 

 -.48 
 -.34 
  .36 

 

Note:  The letters in brackets shows the original theories: (A) = amae, (J) = jiko-fukakujitsusei,  
           (Ka) = kanjin-shugi, (Ko) = kojin-shugi.   

            
 

The Reliability Tests   
 

Factor one of a four factor solution was interpreted as “Interpersonal Anxiety”, 

and had a Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability of .91.  Table 32 shows the means and 

standard deviations of the items in Interpersonal Anxiety.  
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Table 32 

Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Interpersonal Anxiety  

Item 
No.                                     Statement      Mean SD 

12 I am strongly conscious of the opinion of others. (J) 5.87 1.60 

71 I am anxious about acting by myself. (A) 4.50 1.85 

17 I am anxious about how others evaluate me. (J) 5.96 1.75 

90 I am afraid of being ridiculed by others. (J) 4.93 1.99 

101 I am anxious about how my neighbours see me. (A) 4.95 1.88 

93 I am too shy to express my opinion in public. (J) 4.64 1.82 
  84 When I have to make a decision, I always rely on the opinions of 

others. (J) 4.24 1.55 

86 I become very nervous when I meet strangers. (A) 5.67 1.85 

66 
As I am afraid of losing a good relationship with others, I always 
agree with their Opinion.  (A)                                                                                                                                                                4.11 1.57 

81 I am an indecisive person. (J) 5.80 1.91 

62 I do not have confidence in my ability at all. (J) 4.71 1.91 

47 I feel inferior in appearance. (J) 4.92 1.86 
  11 While I am at home, I behave dominantly; on the contrary, I 

become hesitant  outside home. (A) 4.61 1.82 

42 I feel inferior to other people. (J) 4.70 1.92 
  16 Whenever I do something, I excuse my lack of ability before I 

start. (A) 4.14 1.74 

67 I am afraid of meeting strangers. (J) 4.38 1.88 

22 Sometime I avoid being direct by using ambiguous expressions. (J) 5.34 1.55 
    6 Whenever I meet someone for the first time, I feel uncomfortable 

and want to get away as soon as possible. (A) 4.72 1.72 

100 I cannot behave freely outside my extended family. (A) 3.82 1.74 

         101 101            I am anxious about how my neighbours see me. (A)                                    4.97         1.87 
             74        I can express my own opinions in any situation. (Ko)                                   4.96         1.54 
              49        When I make a decision, I use my own judgements. (Ko)                            3.73         1.45 
              68        I act as fellow group members would prefer. (Ka)                                          4.42         1.48 

         Note: Range = 1 to 8 

 

This factor describes nervousness, anxiety, or tension in interpersonal 

relationships, especially with unknown or unfamiliar people. People who have high 

scores on this factor are strongly concerned about others’ evaluations of them. They 

obey or go along with others’ opinions. They are easily influenced by others.    
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Factor two of a four factor solution was interpreted as “Harmony”, and had a 

Cronbach’s Alpha reliability of .81. Table 33 shows the means and standard 

deviations of the items in Harmony. 

 

Table 33 

Means and standard Deviations of the items in Harmony 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

          Note:  Range = 1 to 8 

 

This factor describes empathy, cooperativeness, compassion, affection toward 

others, but also some independence.  Persons who have a high score of this factor 

show more affection and compassion and value relationships, but also like to 

maintain privacy and a degree of independence.   

Item 
No.                                     Statement      Mean SD 

     18 If we do not help each other affectionately, social life 
suffers.  6.88 1.18 

8 It is important to sympathise with others.  7.36 .98 
    13 I value interpersonal relationships regardless of the benefits 

they   will bring.  6.60 1.33 

14 Human rights must be defended.  7.07 1.14 
      3 In social life, it is necessary to understand the other person's 

situation.  6.80 1.15 

33 It is good to have relationships for their own sake.  6.81 1.18 
      4 People have to hold their own opinion in order to live 

independently.  6.73 1.24 

9 Everyone has the right to privacy.  7.29 1.05 

64 It is important to have my presence acknowledged.  5.67 1.41 
54 People should make up their mind about how to act.  6.15 1.28 

37 I want to be well regard by others.  5.58 1.48 

34 In social life, it is necessary to express one's opinion clearly.   6.37 1.22 

95 
If my compatriots suffer from trouble, I should help them 
even if they are not my friend.  5.55 1.47 

38 It is best to be honest in relationships.  5.72 1.50 

99 In order to avoid failing, I work diligently.  5.37 1.50 

92 
I want to keep a close relationship with my parent(s) for as 
long as possible. (A) 6.60 1.51 

      2 I regard a problem for one member of the family as a problem for 
all the family. (J) 5.91 1.75 
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Factor three of a four factor solution was interpreted as “Self-Centredness”, and 

had a Cronbach’s Alpha reliability of .78. Table 34 shows the means and standard 

deviations of the items in Factor three. 

 

Table 34 

Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Self-Centeredness 

 

 

         

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

             Note: Range = 1 to 8 

 

This factor describes selfishness or self-centredness. People who have a high 

score on this factor want to be the centre of a group and because of this desire, they 

do not care much about others. They only socialise when the activities or the events 

have benefits for them, and tend not to trust others.  

Item 
No.                                     Statement      Mean SD 

29 I only socialise when there is a benefit for me. 3.62 1.64 

24 I try to keep good relationships with others for my own benefit. 4.98 1.68 

39 I think my opinions are most important.  4.20 1.55 
  43 I expect others to respond appropriately to no-verbal  

behaviours.  4.97 1.63 

44 I always see things from my point of view. 4.67 1.53 

46 I behave freely when I am in a place where I am not known. 3.29 1.70 
  26 I feel indebted to those whom I receive favours, but I readily 

accept favours from my family members. 4.21 1.72 

41 When I make a decision, I want everyone to agree with me.  4.17 1.89 

80 
In my close relationship, I believe that people will forgive me 
for any kind of my behaviour. 2.80 1.53 

89 I behave selfishly when I am with my family. 4.61 1.92 

61 Sometimes I tell a lie in order to be the centre of attention.  3.22 1.81 

36 I do not express my gratitude clearly to people I am close to. 3.94 1.95 

52 I feel secure as long as I stick to customs and tradition. 3.47 1.54 
57 
 
31         

In order to keep good relationships, principles are more 
important than practice. 
I behave selfishly toward my family; however, I am known as a 
good person outside the home.                                                                     

 
   4.39 
 
    3.40        

 
 1.54 
 
 1.78 



147 
 

Factor four of a four factor solution was interpreted as “Connectedness”, and had 

a Cronbach’s Alpha reliability of .73. Table 35 shows the means and standard 

deviations of the items in Connectedness. 

 

Table 35 

Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Connectedness 

 

 

 

    

 

 

 

 
         Note: Range = 1 to 8         *  is reverse-scored item.  

 

  This factor describes connectedness. Higher scores show strong dependence or 

desire to connect with others. People who score highly depend on others strongly, 

especially family members or intimate friends.   

 

4.5.2.3   Summary of the Factors of Total Number of Items of the Traditional   
              Japanese Concept of Self 
 

From the analysis of the total number of items of the traditional self theories, it 

was considered that the better interpretation was four strong factors of the Japanese 

concept of self. They were: Interpersonal Anxiety, Harmony, Self-Centeredness, 

and Connectedness.  This compares with the seven factors identified from the 

individual analysis of the traditional self-concept theories.  In Table 36 the four 

fundamental factors of the Japanese concept of self are listed.  

Item 
No.                                     Statement      Mean SD 

53 I believe that when I have a problem, someone should help me.  4.39 1.71 

56 I believe that if I apologise from the heart, it will be accepted. 4.90 1.78 

77 I feel secure when I am in a group. 5.10 1.59 
  58 When I have a relationship with someone, I never break it 

readily. 5.49 1.65 

23 If I do not have friends, life becomes meaningless. 5.75 1.87 

48 I work hard to keep long lasting interpersonal relationships. 4.87 1.54 
   83 
 
  72*      
  59*             

In the work place, people should get along with others as they 
would in a family situation.  
I cannot make friends easily.                                                                                     
Other people should not be trusted.           

    
   5.28 
   4.65  
   5.41                

   
1.63 
1.91 
1.78 
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Table 36 

The Lower-Order Structure of the Total Number of Items of the Japanese Concept of Self  

          Note: * indicates reverse score.                                                                                    

 
 
4.5.3   Correlations of Factors from the Traditional Japanese Constructs of the 
Concept of Self and Factors from Total Number of Items.    
 

Tables 37 and 38 show correlations of factors from traditional Japanese concept 

of self constructs and factors from total numbers of items respectively.  

Table 37 

Inter-Correlations of Separated Factors from the Traditional Japanese Concept of 
Self  

           **  Significance level is .01 ,  * Significance level is .05,     Mean = 6.31/21 = .30 

Factors New Label Reliability Question numbers   
Factor 1 Interpersonal 

Anxiety 

.91 Q6, Q11, Q12, Q16, Q17, Q22, 
Q42, Q47, Q62, Q66, Q67, Q71,  
Q81, Q84, Q86, Q90, Q93, Q100, 
Q101,Q74*, Q49*, Q68*   

 
 

 
Factor 2 Harmony  .81 Q2, Q3, Q4,  Q8, Q9, Q13, Q14, 

Q18, Q33, Q34, Q38, Q54,  Q64, 
Q92, Q95, Q99   

    
Factor 3 Self-Centeredness .73 Q24, Q26, Q29, Q36, Q39, Q41,  

Q43, Q44, Q46, Q57, Q61, Q80, 
Q89, Q52, Q31    

 
 

 
Factor 4 Amae/Dependence .73 Q23, Q48, Q53, Q56,Q58,  

Q77, Q83, Q72*, Q59*  

 
 

Interpersonal  
Anxiety  
 (Amae 1) 

Selfishness  
(Amae 2) 

Inferiority 
(Jikofukaku1) 

Evaluation 
Anxiety  
(Jikofukaku2) 

Indecisiveness 
(Jikofukaku4) 

Harmony 
(kanjin) 

Independence 
(kojin) 

Interpersonal  
Anxiety  
 (Amae 1) 

1       

Selfishness  
(Amae 2) 

.80** 1      

           
Inferiority 
(Jikofukaku1) 

.55** .31** 1     

Evaluation 
Anxiety  
(Jikofukaku2) 

.50** .28** .45* 1    

Indecisiveness 
(Jikofukaku4) 

.52** .36** .48** .33** 1   

Harmony 
(kanjin) 

.04 -.03** .14 .53** .22* 1  

Independence 
(kojin) 

-.02 -.01 -.01 .25** .05 .57** 1 

mailto:Inter@ersonal%20Anxiety
mailto:Inter@ersonal%20Anxiety
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Table 38 

Inter-Correlations of Factors Derived from the Four Factor solution of Total 
Number of Items of the Japanese Concept of Self  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   **  Significance level is .01 ,  * Significance level is .05        Mean = 1.18/6 = .20 
 
 
 

Table 37 and 38 suggests that within factors from traditional Japanese concept of 

self-theories, all factors are less independent than the factors from the total number 

of items of the traditional Japanese concept of self theories (Mean  r = .30  vs .20). 

There were moderate correlations between Interpersonal Anxiety and Selfishness, 

Inferiority, Evaluation Anxiety, and Indecisiveness; between Selfishness and 

Inferiority; between Inferiority and Evaluation Anxiety and Indecisiveness; 

between Evaluation Anxiety and Indecisiveness, and Harmony; and between 

Harmony and Independence.  

In contrast, Table 38 indicates that each factor seems more independent. There 

were only weak to moderate correlations between Interpersonal Anxiety and Self-

Centeredness and between Self-Centeredness and Connectedness.  

 

4.5.4   The Relationship between Factors from the Traditional Japanese Concept 
of Self and Factors from Total Number of Items of the Japanese Concept of Self  

 
From the two factor analyses, two types of factor-structures of the Japanese 

concept of self were identified. In order to understand the relationships between  

these two factor structures, Pearson correlations were conducted. The test of 

 
Interpersonal  
Anxiety Harmony  

Self-
centeredness 

 
Connectedness 

Interpersonal  
Anxiety 
(Factor 4-1) 

1    

Harmony 
(Factor 4-2) 

. 07 1   

Self-centeredness 
(Factor 4-3)      .39** -.05 1  

connectedness 
(Factor 4-4) 

..03        .47** .09* 1 
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significance was two-tailed.  Table 39 shows the list of correlations between 

traditional factors and factors in a four factor solution. 

 

Table 39 

Correlations between Factors from the Traditional Japanese Concept of Self  
and Four Factors from the Total number of Items of the Japanese concept of Self.  


Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed).   
    **   Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed). 

 

 

Within these two groupings, the factors which have the same name – 

Interpersonal Anxiety (amae 1 and factor 1) and Harmony (kanjin-shugi and factor 

2) – have strong correlations (r = .90 and r = .85 respenctively). Although the 

number of items belonging to each factor was different, these two factors were 

considered to measure the same constructs.   

Interpersonal Anxiety from total number of items correlated strongly with four 

of the seven factors from traditional theories and moderately with Selfishness from 

amae 2. This factor seems to address a very strong characteristic of the Japanese 

concept of self.   

Factor two, Harmony, from the analysis of the total number of items of the 

Japanese concept of self constructs correlates strongly with Harmony from 

 

Interpersonal  
Anxiety  
 (Amae 1) 

Selfishness  
(Amae 2) 

Inferiority 
(Jikofukaku1) 

Evaluation 
Anxiety  
(Jikofukaku2) 

Indecisiveness 
(Jikofukaku4) 

Harmony 
(kanjin) 

Independence 
(kojin) 

Interpersonal  
Anxiety 
(Factor 1) 

.81** .40** .73** .69** .66** .22** .00 

Harmony 
(Factor 2)      -.03   -.02       .01 .38** .15 .80** .81** 

Self-
centeredness 
(Factor 3) 

.80** .87** .34** .33** .35** -.02 .02 

Connectedness 
(Factor 4) .07** .18** -.04 .42** .44** .43* 31** 
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traditional theories and also with Independence. Independence from the traditional 

Japanese concept of self theories only correlates with Harmony but strongly. These 

two factors seem quite unique.   

Self-Centredness from the total number of items of the traditional Japanese 

concept of self theories correlates with Selfishness and Interpersonal Anxiety (both 

from amae theory) strongly and moderately respectively. It also correlates weakly 

with Inferiority and Evaluation Anxiety.  Self-Centredness also seems to be a core 

factor of the Japanese concept of self.   

Connectedness from the traditional Japanese concept of self theories correlates 

strongly with Selfishness and moderately with Indecisiveness.  

 

4.6   Conclusion 
 

Using exploratory factor analysis and reliability testing, the items from the 

Japanese concept of self constructs were examined in two ways: by the analysis of 

separate individual traditional Japanese concepts of self and by the analysis of the 

total number of items of Japanese concept of self. Seven factors were derived from 

the individual traditional Japanese concept of self and four factors from the total 

number of items of the Japanese concept of self.  

Other than Harmony, the other factors from the total items analysis correlated 

with multiple factors from the individual concepts of self. This suggests that the 

individual Japanese concepts (amae, jiko-fukakujitsusei, kanjin-shugi) are not 

independent constructs. The four factors derived from the total numbers of items of 

the Japanese self-concept theories are more independent and seem to be a better 

way of measuring the Japanese concept of self.  
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Within two measures from total number of items from the Japanese concept of 

self (four factors and five factors), five factors seem more suitable to compare with 

Western made self-concept measure such as Big Five, but four factors show the 

unique Japanese concept of self more clearly and better show the characteristics of 

the Japanese concept of self.   

In the next chapters, in Study Two, further analyses were conducted to confirm 

and validate the new scale factors to develop a new suitable measure for the 

Japanese concept of self.  
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                        CHAPTER 5 

 

  Study Two:  

Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the Japanese 

                                             Concept of Self 

 

5.1   The Purpose of This Chapter 

In this chapter, the measures of the concept of self developed through  

exploratory factor analysis in Chapter 4 were confirmed with confirmatory factor 

analysis on a second Japanese sample, and validated against three already 

established Western background measures. An Australian sample was also tested 

on the confirmed factors to examine whether the measure developed was unique 

to Japanese people, or was just a different way of examining the self which might 

also be applicable to a Western sample.  

 

5.2   Designing of a New Measure 

In Study One (Chapter 4), in order to develop a new Japanese culture based 

measure, the structure of the Japanese concept of self was examined. Statements 

from traditional Japanese self-concept theories were examined with exploratory 

factor analysis in two ways: for each traditional Japanese self-concept 

independently, and then for the total number of items of the Japanese self-concept. 

From these analyses, three possible types of the structure of the Japanese concept 
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of self were identified: a seven-factor structure from the analyses of individual 

traditional Japanese concept of self theories; and four-factor and five-factor 

structures from the analyses of the total number of items from the traditional 

Japanese concept of self theories. These were labelled: Interpersonal Anxiety 

(amae 1), Selfishness (amae 2), Inferiority (jiko-fukakujitsusei 1), Evaluation 

Anxiety (jiko-fukakujitsusei 2), Indecisiveness (jiko-fukakujitsusei 4), Harmony 

(kanjin-shugi), and Independence (kojin-shugi) from individual analysis of the 

traditional Japanese self-concept  theories; and Interpersonal Anxiety (Factor 4-1), 

Harmony (Factor 4-2), Self-Centeredness (Factor 4-3), and Connectedness (Factor 

4-4); and Interpersonal anxiety (Factor 5-1), Harmony (Factor 5-2), Self-

Centeredness (Factor 5-3), Connectedness (Factor 5-4), and Respect (Factor 5-5) 

from the analyses of total number of items of the Japanese self-concept theories.  

This study also examined the wide spread Western hypothesis that Western 

self-concept was individualism, whereas Japanese self-concept was collectivism. 

The analysis of that data will be reported in Chapter 6.  

 

  Method 

5.3   Participants 

Original data comprised 261 Japanese participants and 362 Australian 

participants. After analysing the details of the demographics, it was found that 

among 261 Japanese participants, five participants had non-Japanese back-ground. 

Consequently, these five non-Japanese participants were excluded from further 
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analyses. As a result the number of the Japanese participants are 255 with 190 

women (74.51 %) and 65 men (25.49 %). Among the 362 Australian participants, 

250 (69.1%) were women and 110 (30.4 %) were men. Two Australian 

participants were of unknown gender.  

 

5.3.1   Age Range 

The age range of Japanese participants was between 18 and 83 years old and 

that of Australian participants between 18 and 89 years old.   

  

Table 40 

Age range 

 

 

5.3.2  Location of Residence 

Most Japanese participants were living in a medium sized city 

(Approximately1.000.000 inhabitants) or a country town (approximately 100.000 
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inhabitants), while most Australian participants were living in major cities 

(>2,000,000 inhabitants).  

Thirteen (5.00 %) of the Japanese participants lived in major city, 49 (18.77 %) 

lived in a medium city, 19 (7.28 %) lived in a small city, and 180 (68.97 %) lived 

 in a country town.       

   Two hundred and fifty five (70.44 %) of the Australian participants lived in a 

major city, 56 (15.47%) lived in a medium city, 30 (8.2%) lived in a small city, 20 

(5.52 %) lived in a country town, and 1 (.28%) was unknown.   

 

5.3.3  Education  

Most Japanese participants were in the group that had “graduated university” 

(41.4%), while the largest Australian group was currently studying at a university 

(40.6%). There was a big difference between Australian students and Japanese 

students. In Japan almost all students were in the age range of 18 to 22, while in 

Australia, students’ ages varied widely. In Japan once people graduate from 

university, they are unlikely to come back.  

There are differences in the educational systems of the two countries. For 

example, “distance education”, “part time study” and “home-learning” are not 

common in Japan. Japanese schools have “6-3-3 school system”, which means six 

years primary school, three years junior high school, and three years high school 

system (Currently some private schools have a 6-6 education system and some 

public schools have also experimented with this system). On the other hand, the 
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Australian school system is a 6-6 system, with six years primary school and six 

years secondary school.  Most Japanese universities have a four year university 

and a two year junior college systems, while Australian universities have a three 

year system and a two year technical college system. In Japanese universities 

there is a year-long study unit system while Australian universities use the 

semester system. Generally in the Australian university system, it is relatively 

easy for people to return to further study after graduating.     

The Australian education system starts at age five whereas the Japanese 

education system starts at the age of six or seven  

Table 41 shows the differences in the education history reported by Australian 

and Japanese participants.  

 

Table 41  

Education Background 
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5.3.4  Occupation   

     The big difference between Australian and Japanese occupational life is that 

many Australian people have two or more life styles at the same time: they work 

while they study. In contrast, none of the Japanese participants had two life styles 

at the same time. The possible reasons for this include that in most cases, 

Australian students pay the university fees by themselves and therefore often have 

a part-time job, whereas most Japanese students’ university fees are paid by their 

parents.  Also in the Australian society, people once graduated from university 

can return to universities easily. Many graduates return to school to obtain a new 

or further knowledge or qualification to improve their working conditions, 

increase their likelihood of promotion and/or salary increase.  In Japanese society, 

life time employment is the usual employment pattern. Necessary knowledge and 

techniques for work will be given by the company and depending on length of 

employment, their position improves automatically, so once people are adopted in 

one company, they do not need to return to the university to improve their 

working status. Another difference is that most Japanese people have only one job 

at one time, or life long, whereas many Australian participants have dual jobs 

while working or studying. In Japanese society, it is believed that once employed 

in one company, people must show loyalty to that company until retirement. 

Japanese society does not welcome those people who have changed job several 

times or people who work in different places at the same time.     

Table 42 shows the range of occupations both Japanese and Australian.                           



159 
 

 

Table 42  

Occupation 

 

 

5.3.5   Length of Employment 

One of the big differences between the Japanese and Australian samples was 

the length of work experience. Many Japanese people work in one company for a 

long period, sometimes life long, whereas many Australian people change jobs 

frequently in a short period. Table 43 shows the length of time in participants’ 

present occupations.             
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Table 43 

Length of Employment  

       
 

5.3.6  Overseas Experiences (Japanese participants only) 

This question was asked to know how much the participants have been 

Westernised. Therefore this question was not relevant for the Australian sample.  

The result was only 18 people (6.9%) had overseas experiences (staying in 

overseas countries for more than six months), and most Japanese participants had 

no overseas experiences (did not have more than six months’ experiences). They 

seem to have had only overseas short term experiences. The countries where they 

have stayed were: the United States of America (4), China (2), South Korea (2), 
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Australia (2), Brazil (1), Canada (1), Hong Kong (1), India (1), Indonesia (1), 

Kenya (1), Malta (1), and Switzerland  (1).    

 

5.3.7  Living Arrangement 

There were many differences in living arrangements between Japanese and 

Australian samples. For the Japanese sample, as most of the participants were 

adults as well as workers, they were living with their husband or wife, parent(s), 

children or all. In contrast, most of the Australian participants were students, they   

were living with their parents, friends, or alone.  Also in the Japanese family 

system, the old family law of “the first son inherits the family property and looks 

after his parents” is still functioning. It is typical in Japanese culture that in many 

cases not only the first son but also other children live with their parent(s) or 

partner’s parent(s). Table 44 shows the living arrangements for both samples.  
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Table 44 

Living Arrangement 

 
 

5.3.8   Marital status 

The most popular response of Australian participants was “never married.” 

This may be because most of the Australian participants were students. In contrast 

in the Japanese cases, because half of the participants were married, popular 

answers were either “married” or “never married”. A big difference between 

Australian and Japanese samples was the response to the “de facto marriage.”  

 In Japanese culture, people do not indicate that their marriage is de facto because 

it has not been legally recognised as a formal marriage style. Their children are 
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viewed as illegitimate children, and their rights have not been recognised as 

lawful.  Table 45 shows the list of marital status in both Australia and Japan. 

 

Table 45 

Marital Status 

 

5.3.9   Children 

     Of the total number of 362 Australian participants, 37 (10.2%) answered “Yes, 

I have children”, and 323 (89.2%) answered “No, I do not have children”, and two 

(.6%) did not answer the question.  

     Of the total number of 261 Japanese participants, 131 (50.2%) answered “Yes, 

I have children” and 130 (49.8%) answered “No, I do not have children”.  

 

5.3.10   Number of Children 

     Of 37 Australian participants who answered “Yes, I have children”, 15 

(40.54 %) answered that they have “one child”, 15 (40.54 %) answered “two 

children”, eight (21.62 %) answered “three children”.  
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     Of 131 Japanese participants who answered “Yes, I have children”, 24 

(18.32 %) have “One child”, 71 (54.2 %) answered “two children”, 31 (23.66 %) 

answered “three children”, and six (4.58 %) answered “more than three children.”  

 

5.3.11   Nationality 

     Among the 362 Australian participants, 312 (86.2%) answered “Australian” 

and 37 (10.2%) answered “other”.  

     Among the 261 Japanese participants, 255 (97.7%) answered “Japanese”, 3 

(1.1%) “Chinese”, 1 (.4%) South Korean, and 2 (.8%) other.  (As the condition of 

developing a new Japanese culture based self-concept measure was Japanese 

people, these six non-Japanese people’s data were withdrew from further 

confirmative factor analysis, correlation analyses and individualism-collectivism 

analysis.) 

    “Nationality” and “Ethnic Background” show the most cultural differences 

between Japan and Australia. For a long time, Japan has been called a “uni-

cultural” country, while Australia has been recognized as a “multi-cultural” 

country. The current data supported these assertions.  

 

5.3.12   Ethnic Background (Australian participants only) 

     One hundred and thirty Australian participants answered “Yes, I have ethnic 

background” and 227 (62.7%) answered “No, I do not have ethnic background”. 

The countries of background were manifold: about 83 ethnic backgrounds. 
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Compared with Japanese culture, which has only a few people of non–Japanese 

background, Australian culture seems very complicated as there is a wide variety 

of world visions, thinking styles, and value judgements. There seems a large 

cultural gap between Japanese and Australians, and this cultural gap has 

influenced self-concept significantly and it seems difficult to show the differences 

by a single measurement.  

 

5.4   Measures  

5.4.1   Validation Measures 

In Study Two, in order to confirm and validate these factors, the Relational 

Interdependent Self-Construal Scale (RISC; Cross, Bacon, & Morris, 2000), the 

Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1965), and the Big Five Personality 

Inventory (International Personality Inventory Pool; Goldberg, 1992) were added. 

 

5.4.1.1   The Relational Interdependent Self-Construal Scale (RISCS; Cross, 
Bacon, & Morris, 2000)  
 

The RISC scale consists of 11 items to measure the degree of interdependent 

self-construal. Higher scores describe more desire to have intimate relationships 

with close others. Participants indicate their feelings on 7 point scales from 1 

(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The authors report good reliability and 

validity. 

 

5.4.1.2   The Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1965) 
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The Self-Esteem Scale examines self-image and confidence with 10 

statements. Participants indicate their feelings on 4 point scale from 1 (strongly 

agree) to 4 (strongly disagree). Originally the higher score indicates lower self-

esteem, so in this study the scores were reversed so that higher scores indicate 

higher self-esteem. 

 

5.4.1.3   The Big Five Personality Inventory (International Personality 
Inventory Pool; Goldberg, 1992) 
 

The Big Five Inventory (International Personality Item Pool; Goldberg, 1992) 

examines personality traits. The scale consists of 50 items describing five 

dimensions: Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness, Agreeableness, and 

Consciousness. Participants indicate their feelings on a 5 point scale from 1 (very 

inaccurate) to 5 (very accurate).   

The list of the statements of these three measures are shown in Appendix 6.  

 

5.4.2   Individualism-collectivism Measures 

In order to examine individualism and collectivism, 16 items from the 

Horizontal-Vertical Individualism- Collectivism scale (Singelis, et al., 1995) and 

nine items from the Collectivism scale (Yamaguchi, 1994) were used. The items 

are shown in Appendix 3. These two scales were included in the questionnaires of 

both Study One and Study Two. In Study Three, the results of analyses of these 

data were reported. 
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5.5   Procedure  

5.5.1   Translation 

     Two people, who are fluent in both English and Japanese languages, translated 

the newly made inventories and already established self-concept measurements 

from Japanese to English independently. Then another two people, who were also 

fluent in both English and Japanese, back translated them. After this process, all 

translators and the researcher discussed any variations. The final Japanese (or 

English) statements did not have significant differences from the original 

statements.  

 

5.5.2   Collecting data     

     Australian data were collected in two major ways: one was using the 

Swinburne University of Technology’s Online Data Collection System, ‘Opinio’. 

In this system, students were invited to respond to an electronic questionnaire on-

line. When they completed and submitted it, they were automatically given credit 

towards the requirements for completing first year studies in psychology.    

     The other was a “pen and paper” type: completing the questionnaire directly, 

then returning it to the researcher by a return postage paid envelope. There was no 

reward, and the participants were told that this was a good opportunity for them to 

reflect about their personality. The participants were told to complete the survey 

anonymously.  
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     Data collection in Japan was organised by the researcher’s colleagues, who are 

currently university lecturers, instructors, and seminar organisers. In the Japanese 

cases, participation was totally voluntary with no reward or credit, and was by pen 

and paper questionnaires.   

 

5.5.3   Period of data Collection  

     Japanese data were collected between December, 2011 and July, 2012 while 

Australian data were collected between October, 2011 and July, 2012.  

 

Results 

5.6    Results 

New measures for the Japanese concept of self, derived from the exploratory 

factor analysis, were administered to both Japanese and Australian participants. 

This new Japanese culture based questionnaire included demographics, statements 

from the Japanese self-concept theories, two measures for the examination of 

individualism and collectivism, three already established self-concept measures 

for validation, and a Social Desirability Scale.   

The analysis of the demographic data found significant differences between 

Australian and Japanese cultures. Only the Japanese data (omitting those five 

participants who identified as non-Japanese) were analysed with confirmatory 

factor analyses to confirm the appropriate constructs to measure the Japanese 

concept of self then validated with three Western culture based and frequently 
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used self-concept measures. Lastly using these newly developed Japanese culture 

based measures, comparison was made between the Japanese concept of self and 

the Western (Australian) concept of self to illustrate the differences and 

similarities.              

From the results of Study One, seven factors from the individual traditional 

Japanese concept of self constructs, four factors and five factors from the total 

number of items of the Japanese concept of self structures were identified. They 

were: Interpersonal Anxiety (Amae 1), selfishness (Amae 2), Inferiority (Jiko-

fukakujitsusei 1), Evaluation Anxiety (Jiko-fukakujitsusei 2), Indecisiveness (Jiko-

fukakujitsusei 3), Harmony (Kanjin-shugi), and Independence (Kojin-shugi) from 

the individual traditional Japanese self-concept theories; and Interpersonal 

Anxiety (Factor 1 of a 4 factor solution: Factor 4-1), Harmony (Factor 4-2), Self-

Centeredness (Factor 4-3) and Connectedness (Factor 4-4); and Interpersonal 

Anxiety (Factor 1 of a 5 factor solution: Factor 5-1), Harmony (Factor 5-2), Self-

Centeredness (Factor 5-3), Connectedness (Factor 5-4) and Amae (Factor 5-5) 

from the total number of items of the Japanese concept of self constructs. The data 

were then analysed with confirmatory factor analysis and the appropriate items for 

the measures of the Japanese self-concept were confirmed. The examination 

method was Analysis of Moment Structures (AMOS) Graphics Version 23. 

AMOS is used when the variables which were identified by exploratory factor 

analysis, they are still theoretical and hypothetical existence. Then measuring the 
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strength of relation between a factor and variances with correlation or covariance, 

AMOS confirms a group of variables graphically.  

In Figure 10, some variables (scale items) construct one factor which is called a 

latent variable, then this latent variable is interpreted on the basis of its content. In 

Figure 10 this content was interpreted as interpersonal anxiety so the factor was 

named Interpersonal Anxiety.  

 

5.6.1   Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) of the Factors from the Separate 
Traditional Japanese Concept of Self Constructs 
 
5.6.1.1   CFA of Interpersonal Anxiety 
  

Based on the eight items of Interpersonal Anxiety (amae 1), confirmatory 

factor analyses were conducted and identified that it included seven items. These 

seven items strongly correlated with the factor Interpersonal Anxiety. Figure 12 

shows the items of Interpersonal Anxiety and the Indices of fit. The model 

revealed: Chi-square = 23.45, Degrees of Freedom = 14, Probability level = .05, 

CMIN/DF = 1.68. Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) = .97, Adjusted Goodness of Fit 

Index (AGFI) = .95, Tucker Lewis Index (TLI) = .97, Comparative Fit Index 

(CFI) .98, Root Mean Square of Approximation (RMSEA) = .05, Standardized 

Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) = .09, indicating a good fit to the data. From 

these results, it was clear that items 6, 11, 16, 66, 71, 100, and 101 correlated 

strongly to construct a factor - Interpersonal Anxiety. Table 46 shows the means 

and standard deviations of the items in Interpersonal Anxiety.  Interpersonal 

Anxiety had the Cronbach’s Alpha reliability of .81. 
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      Figure 12    Items and model fit indices in Interpersonal Anxiety 

 

Table 46 

Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Interpersonal Anxiety  
(Amae 1) 
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5.6.1.2   CFA of Selfishness  

Exploratory factor analyses in Study One found eight items for the factor 

Selfishness. A confirmatory factor analyses confirmed seven items and they were 

strongly or moderately correlated with Selfishness.  It had a Cronbach’s Alpha 

reliability of .69.  This value was slightly below the desirable value of .70, 

however, it was very close to it. Therefore this value was considered to be 

acceptable. Figure 13 shows the correlations between Selfishness and its Model 

Fit Indices.  

 

 

CMIN 
25.25 

DF 
14 

P 
.03 

CMIN/DF 
1.80 

GFI 
.97 

AGFI 
.95 

TLI 
.92 

CFI 
.95 

RMSEA 
.06 

SRMR 
.12 

Note:   GFI Goodness of Fit Indices; AGFI Adjusted Goodness of Fit Indices; TLI Tucker Lewis Index; 
              CFI Comparative Fit Indices; RMSEA Root Mean Square Error of Approximation;  
              SRMR Standardized Root Mean Square Residual   

 

Figure 13   Items and model fit indices in Selfishness  

 

These fit indices indicate good fit for the data. From these results, items 26, 31, 

36, 46, and 61 correlated strongly and items 80and 98 correlated moderately to 
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comprise the factor selfishness. Table 47 shows the means and standard deviations 

of the items in Selfishness.  

 

Table 47 

Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Selfishness (Amae 2)  

 

5.6.1.3   CFA of Inferiority 

Exploratory factor analysis in Study One identified three items for Inferiority 

(Jiko-fukakujitsusei 1) and confirmatory factor analysis also identified that it 

contained three items, and had a Cronbach’s Alpha reliability of .71. Figure 14 

shows the items of Inferiority and its Model Fit Indices. When confirmatory actor 

analysis was conducted, the AMOS result did not show Chi-square/Degree of 

Freedom, Adjusted Goodness of Fit Indices (AGFI), and Tucker Lewis Indices 

(TLI).It also indicated that Goodness. It also indicated that Goodness of Fit 
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Indices (GFI) and Comparative Fit Indices (CFI) were 100 and Root Mean Square 

of Error of Approximation (RMSEA) was .43. These results indicated that three 

items were not consistent enough to comprise a reliable solid factor. Although 

Cronbach’s reliability was satisfactory (α = .71), this factor was not acceptable in 

its present state. It was decided that this factor was not taken to further analysis.  

 

 
    Figure 14  Items and model fit indices in Inferiority  
 

Table 48 shows the means and standard deviations of the items in Inferiority.  

 

Table 48 

Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Inferiority  
(Jiko-fukakujitsusei 1) 
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5.6.1.4   CFA of Evaluation Anxiety 

Based on the four items from the exploratory factor analysis in Study One, 

confirmatory factor analysis of Evaluation Anxiety (Jiko-fukakujitsusei 2) 

identified four items which had a Cronbach’s Alpha reliability of 82. Figure 14 

shows the items of Evaluation Anxiety and its Model Fit Indices. Although the 

reliability value was satisfactory at .82, the Model Fit Indices show a poor fit to 

the data (GFI and CFI were below the desirable value of .90; AGFI and TLI were 

far below the desirable value of over .90, RMSEA was a desirable value of .05). 

From these results, the factor Evaluation Anxiety was considered to be 

unacceptable. Table 48 shows the means and standard deviations of the items of 

Evaluation Anxiety.  

 

CMIN 
80.16 

DF 
2 

P 
.00 

CMIN/DF 
40.08 

GFI 
.87 

AGFI 
.37 

TLI 
.49 

CFI 
.83 

RMSEA 
.39 

SRMR 
.25 

Note:   GFI Goodness of Fit Indices; AGFI Adjusted Goodness of Fit Indices; TLI Tucker Lewis Index; 
              CFI Comparative Fit Indices; RMSEA Root Mean Square Error of Approximation;  
              SRMR Standardized Root Mean Square Residual.  
 

Figure 15   Items and model fit indices in Evaluation Anxiety 
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Table 49 
 
Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Evaluation Anxiety (Jiko-
fukakujitsusei 2) 
 

   
 

   

5.6.1.5  CFA of Indecisiveness  

Exploratory factor analysis in Study One identified four items for the factor 

Indecisiveness (Jiko-fukakujitsusei 3), and confirmatory factor analysis of 

Indecisiveness confirmed four items. The model fit indices of the factor 

Indecisiveness show very good fit and from these results, items 81, 84, 93, and 

96comprise an acceptable factor of Indecisiveness having a Cronbach’s Alpha 

reliability of .68. Although the reliability value was below the desirable value 

of .70, .68 is very close to it. So the factor Indecisiveness was considered 

acceptable. Figure 16 shows items which comprise Indecisiveness and the model 

fit indices.  
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Figure 16    Items and model fit indices in Indecisiveness  
 
 
 

Table 50 shows the means and standard deviations of the items in 

Indecisiveness.  

 

Table 50 

Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Indecisiveness  
(Jiko-fukakujitsusei 3) 
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5.6.1.6   CFA of Harmony 

Figure 17 shows items and model fit indices in Harmony (Kanjin-shugi), which 

has excellent goodness of fit values. The GFI, AGFI, TLI, and CFI are all over the 

desirable value of .90 and RMSEA was under the desirable value of .05. It had a 

Cronbach’s Alpha reliability of .74. These results show that the factor Harmony 

was very stable suitable factor.  

       

 

                      
                    

Figure 17 Items and model fit indices in Harmony 
 
 
Table 51 shows he means and standard deviations of the items in Harmony. 
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Table 51 
 
Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Harmony (Kanjin-shugi) 

 
 

 

5.6.1.7    CFA of Independence 

The exploratory factor analysis in Study One identified six items for the factor 

Independence (Kojin-shugi), but the confirmatory factor analysis identified four 

items. The Goodness of Fit in the confirmatory factor analysis indicated a very 

good fit to the model. However, the Cronbach’s Alpha reliability was only .61, 

and this value was far below the desirable value of .70. This factor needs to be 

reconsidered in its present form. In this analysis, although the Alpha reliability 

was low, the Model Fit Indices were good, so this factor was decided to be 

included for further analysis with great care. Figure 18 shows the items and Model 

Fit Indices of the factor Independence. 
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Figure 18  Items and model fit indices in Independence 
 
 

Table 52 shows the means and standard deviations of the items in 

Independence. 

 

Table 52 

Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Independence (Kojin-shugi) 
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5.6.1.8   A Brief Summary of Confirmatory actor Analysis of the Factors from 
the Individual Traditional Japanese Concept of Self Constructs 
 

From the results of exploratory factor analyses, seven factors were identified. 

However, from the results of confirmatory factor analyses, only four factors were 

identified as reliable factors of the Japanese concept of self. They are: 

Interpersonal Anxiety (derived from amae), Selfishness (derived from amae), 

Indecisiveness (derived from jiko-fukakujitsusei), and Harmony (derived from 

kanjin-shugi).  

Inferiority (derived from jiko-fukakujitsusei), Evaluation Anxiety (derived from 

jiko-fukakujisusei), and Independence (derived from kojin-shugi) were considered 

unsatisfactory factors in their present forms. A possible reason for this may be that 

the Japanese self-concept theories are largely philosophical concepts not yet 

empirically developed.   

 

From these results, it can be concluded that each traditional Japanese concept 

of self consists of mixed factors, except the concepts of kanjin-shugi and kojin-

shugi. These Japanese concepts are not sufficiently reliable to establish a measure 

for the Japanese concept of self.    

 

 

5.6.2   Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the Four Factors Derived from the 
Total Number of Items of the Japanese Concept of Self Constructs   
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Using confirmatory factor analysis, four factors and items from the total 

number of items of the Japanese concept of self were examined. The extraction 

method was Analysis of Moment Structures (AMOS) Graphics version 23.  

 

5.6.2.1   CFA of Interpersonal Anxiety (F4-1) 

Exploratory factor analyses identified that Factor 1 consisted of 22 items, and 

confirmatory factor analysis identified that seven of these items effectively 

constitute the factor Interpersonal Anxiety (Factor 1). Figure 19 shows items and 

model fit indices in Interpersonal Anxiety from Factor 1. The Goodness of Fit 

indicates Adjusted Goodness of Fit (AGFL), Tucker Lewis Index C (TLI), 

Comparative of Fitness of indices (CFI), and Root Mean Square Error of 

Approximation (RMSEA) indicate more than the desirable value of over .90 and 

very close to .05. This scale fits the data extremely well. All items correlate 

moderately and strongly to consist of a stable factor. Also this factor had a 

Cronbach’s Alpha reliability of .76. Table 53 shows the means and standard 

deviations of the items in Interpersonal Anxiety (Factor 1) from the four factor 

solution of the total number of items of the traditional Japanese concept of self.  
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Figure 19   Items and model fit indices in Interpersonal Anxiety 
 
 
Table 53 
 
Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Interpersonal Anxiety (Factor 4-1) 
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5.6.2.2   CFA of Harmony (F4-2) 

Based on the 17 items from exploratory factor analysis in Study One, 

confirmatory factor analysis of Harmony (Factor 2) identified nine items and had 

a Cronbach’s Alpha reliability of .72. Figure 20 shows the items and Model Fit 

Indices in Harmony. All the values of model fit indices indicate the desirable 

value of over .90 and very close to .05, that the factor Harmony fits the data fairly 

well. Items included correlate strongly and moderately to comprise a stable factor 

of Harmony. 

 

 

                     
 

                 Figure 20  Items and model fit indices in Harmony 
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Table 54 shows the means and standard deviations of the items in Harmony. 

 

Table 54 

Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Harmony (Factor 4-2) 

    

 

5.6.2.3   CFA of Self-Centeredness (F4-3) 

Based on the 16 items from exploratory factor analysis in Study One, 

confirmatory factor analysis of Self-Centeredness (Factor 3) identified eight items 

and had a Cronbach’s Alpha reliability of .73. Items correlate strongly (questions 

24, 29) and moderately (questions 41, 7, 59, and 61), but one (question 69) did so 

only weakly. However, the results of the model fit indices and Alpha reliability, 

the factor Self-Centeredness can be said to be a very well fitting factor. Figure 21 

shows the items and model fit indices in Self-Centeredness are excellent.  
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Figure 21   Items and model fit indices in Self-Centeredness 
 
 

Table 55 shows the means and standard deviations of the items in Self-

Centeredness. 
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Table 55 

Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Self-Centeredness (Factor 4-3) 

 

 

5.6.2.4   CFA of Connectedness (F4-4) 

Figure 22 shows items and Model Fit Indices in Connectedness. Exploratory 

factor analysis identified eight items and confirmatory factor analyses confirmed 

five items. These five items correlate strongly (question 72R) and moderately 

(questions 53, 56, 23, and 48). Although the Model Fit indices were very good, 

the Cronbach’s Alpha reliability of .56 was much lower than the desirable value 

of .70, and this factor needs some consideration in its present form.   
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   Figure 22   Items and model fit indices in Connectedness 

 

Table 56 shows the means and standard deviations of the items in Connectedness. 

 

Table 56 

Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Connectedness (Factor 4-4) 

  

 Note: Range is 1 to 8.      Q * indicates revers-score. 
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5.6.2.5   A Brief Summary of Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the Four Factors 
From the Total Number of Items of the Traditional Japanese Concept of Self 
 

Based on the exploratory factor analyses results, confirmatory factor analyses 

were performed for the factors from the total number of items of the Japanese 

self-concepts and confirmed that the following factors comprise the Japanese 

concept of self: Interpersonal Anxiety (Factor one), Harmony (Factor two), Self-

centeredness (Factor three), and Connectedness (factor four). However, the factor 

Connectedness was not reliable in its present form.  

 

 

5.6.3   Confirmatory Factor analyses of the Five Factors Derived from the Total 
Number of Items of the Japanese concept of Self Constructs 
 

Since the fourth factor above was somewhat problematic, the five factor 

version derived from exploratory factor analysis was also exposed to CFA. Using 

confirmatory factor analysis, five factors and items from the total number of items 

of the Japanese concept of self were examined. The extraction method was 

Analysis of Moment Structures (AMOS) Graphics Version 23.  

 

5.6.3.1   CFA of Interpersonal Anxiety (F5-1)  

Exploratory factor analysis identified that Factor 1 of 5 factor solution 

consisted of 24 items, and confirmatory factor analysis identified that eight items 

effectively constitute the factor Interpersonal Anxiety (Factor 5-1). Figure 23 

shows items and model fit indices in Interpersonal Anxiety from five factor 5-1. 
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The Goodness of Fit Indicates Adjust Goodness of Fit (AGFL), Tucker Lewis 

Index (TLI), Comparative Fitness of Indices (CFI), and Root Mean Square Error 

of Approximation (RMSEA) indicate more that the desirable value of over .90 and 

below .05. This scale fits the data extremely well. All items correlate moderately 

and strongly to comprise a stable factor. This factor had a Cronbach’s Alpha 

reliability of .76. Table 57 shows the means and standard deviations of the items 

in Interpersonal Anxiety (Factor 5-1) from the five factor solution of the total 

number of items of the traditional Japanese concept of self.  

 

 
 

   

Figure 23   Items and model fit indices in Interpersonal Anxiety  
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Table 57 

Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Interpersonal Anxiety (Factor 5-1) 
 

   

 

5.6.3.2   CFA of Harmony (F5-2)  

Based on the 16 items exploratory factor analysis in Study One, confirmatory 

factor analysis of Harmony (Factor 2) identified six items and had a Cronbach’s 

Alpha reliability of .68. This value is below the desirable value of .70 but very 

close and acceptable. Figure 24 shows the items and model fit indices in 

Harmony. Although the Cronbach’s Alpha reliability was below desirable value, 

all the values of model fit indices indicate the desirable value of over .90 and 

below .05. This factor Harmony fits the data fairly well. Items included correlate 

strongly and moderately to constitute a stable factor of Harmony.  Table 58 shows 

the means and standard deviations of the items in Harmony.  
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 Figure 24   Items and model fit indices in Harmony 
 

 
Table 58 
 
Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Harmony (Factor 5-2) 
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5.6.3.3   CFA of Self-Centeredness (F5-3)  

Based on the 15 items from exploratory factor analysis in Study One, 

confirmatory factor analysis of Self-Centeredness (Factor 5-3) identified seven 

items and had a Cronbach’s Alpha reliability of .67. This value is below but close 

to the desirable value of .70. Figure 25 shows the items and model fit indices in 

Self-Centeredness. All the model fit indices show desirable values over.90 and 

below .05. The items correlate moderately but only item 69 correlate weakly. 

Although the reliability is less than desirable, this scale fits the data well. Table 59 

shows the means and standard deviations of the factor Self-Centeredness.  

 

   
Figure 25   Items and model fit indices in Self-Centeredness 
 
 
 
 



194 
 

 

Table 59 

Means and Standard Deviations of the items in Self-Centeredness (Factor 5-3) 

        

 

 

5.6.3.4   CFA of Connectedness (F5-4)  

Figure 26 shows items and model fit indices in Connectedness. Exploratory 

factor analysis identified nine items and confirmatory factor analysis confirmed 

five items. Although the model fit indices were reasonable, the Cronbach’s Alpha 

reliability of .53 was much lower than the desirable value of .70, and this factor 

cannot be accepted as a reliable factor.  
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        Figure 26   Items and model fit indices in Connectedness 
 

 

Table 60 shows the means and standard deviations of the items in 

Connectedness.  

 

Table 60 

Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in the Items in Connectedness 
(Factor 5-4) 
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5.6.3.5   CFA of Respect (F5-5) 

Figure 27 shows items and model fit indices in Respect (Factor 5-5). 

Exploratory factor analysis identified seven items and confirmatory factor 

analyses confirmed four items. The Cronbach’s Alpha reliability of .69 was below 

the desirable value of .70, but very close and acceptable, however, the model fit 

indices were far below the desirable value of .90 and over .05, and these values 

were unstable and unacceptable. This factor needs some consideration as a 

reliable factor.   

 

           

 

 

Figure 27   Items and model fit indices in Respect  
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Table 61 shows the means and standard deviations of the items in Respect 

(Factor 5-5).  

 
Table 61 
 
Means and Standard Deviations of the Items in Respect (Factor 5-5) 

       

 

5.6.3.6   A Brief Summary of Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the Five Factors 
derived from the Total Number of Items of the Traditional Japanese Concept of 
self 

 
Based on the exploratory factor analyses results, confirmatory factor analyses 

were performed for the five factors from the total number of items of the Japanese 

concept of self. Although exploratory factor analyses confirmed five factors: 

Interpersonal Anxiety, Harmony, Self-Centeredness, Connectedness, and Respect, 

the confirmatory factor analyses confirmed only three factors (Interpersonal 

Anxiety, Harmony, and Self-Centeredness). The other two factors (Connectedness 

and Respect) had unacceptable reliability and model fit indices. From these 

results, it was therefore concluded that the best form of the Japanese concept of 

self can be described using four factors: Interpersonal Anxiety, Harmony, Self-
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Centeredness and Connectedness, with concerns about the reliability of 

Connectedness.  

 

 

5.7   Inter-correlations 

The inter-correlations of the four factors were examined. The Pearson method 

was used. The significance level was p < .05 two tailed. 

 

Table 62 

Inter-correlations within Four Factors from Total number of Items of the 
Traditional Japanese concept of Self Constructs 
 

      

 
Each factor in the four factor self-concept scale seems largely independent and 

does not have strong or moderate correlations in each other, except Interpersonal 

Anxiety and Self-Centeredness, and Harmony and Connectedness. Within the four 

factor scale derived from the total number of items of the Japanese self-concept 

theories, Interpersonal Anxiety and Self-centeredness, Harmony and 
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Connectedness correlate moderately and positively but others correlate with each 

other negatively and very weakly or no relationships, except Harmony and Self-

centeredness. They correlate moderately but negatively.  

Interpersonal Anxiety and Social Desirability and Self-Centeredness and Social 

Desirability correlate negatively moderately. The participants seem to recognise 

these factors are not socially desirable. 

 

From these points, four factor scale derived from total number of items of the 

Japanese self-concept theories seems most suitable for the measure of the 

Japanese self-concept.  

 

5.8   Correlations between Factors and Age and Gender 

5.8.1  Correlation between Factors and Age  

Takata et al. (1995) used the traditional Japanese concept of self constructs and 

found that the Japanese concept of self consisted of seven factors and these factors 

were classified into two aspects: social and individualistic. They also identified 

age and gender effects. They argued that all factors had a main effect of age and 

gender, especially that adult people show more of an age effect than the younger 

generation. In order to examine the age and gender effects, in this study 

correlation tests were conducted. Table 63 shows the correlation between factors 

and age.  
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Table 63 

Correlation between the Four Factors from the Total number of Items of the 
Japanese Self-concept and Age  
 

        
 

 
From the results of the correlations, it was appeared that there were negative 

weak correlation or no-relationships. They suggests that with increasing age, 

scores of Harmony and Connectedness weaken. 

 
 
 
5.8.2   Relationship between Factors and Gender 

Using independent means t-tests to compare scores between the genders, 

within the factors of total number of items of the traditional Japanese concept of 

self theories, the factors Harmony and Connectedness female scores were 

significantly higher than male scores. Table 64 shows the means and standard 

deviations and the results of t-tests for males and females of the factors from the 

total number of items of the traditional Japanese concept of self constructs.  
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Table 64 

Means and standard Deviations and t-tests between male and Females of the 
Factors derived from the Total number of Items of the Japanese concept of self 
constructs 
 

 
 
 
5.9   Validation 

In order to further validate the factors for a new measure, the factors derived 

from the total number of items of the Japanese concept of self constructs were 

correlated with Western made measures.  

Table 65 shows the correlations between the total number of items of the 

Japanese concept of self constructs and Western measures. For the correlation 

examination, the Pearson Correlation method was used. The significance level 

was p < .05, two-tailed.  
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 Table 65 

Correlations between Four Factors derived from the Total number of Items of the 
Japanese Concept of Self Constructs and Western Measures  
 

  
 

Interpersonal Anxiety correlated significantly with all Western measures, 

especially it correlates with Self-esteem Inventory moderately and negatively, 

with Neuroticism in the Big Five moderately and positively, with Extraversion, 

Openness, and Conscientiousness moderately and negatively. Interpersonal 

Anxiety covers all aspects of the Western measures.  But Harmony did not 

correlate remarkably with the Western measures, only weakly and positively with 

Neuroticism and moderately and negatively with Agreeableness and 

Conscientiousness from the Big Five, and also weakly and positively with RISCS, 

weakly and negatively with Self-esteem. Connectedness correlated moderately 

and positively with RISCS, Extraversion, and Agreeableness. It can be said that 
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Interpersonal Anxiety covers all personality aspects, Harmony does not correlate 

any Western self-concept aspects remarkably, because Harmony is a unique 

Japanese self-concept factor. Self-centeredness covers negative aspects of 

Western self-concept, and the factor Connectedness covers relationships’ aspects.    

 

5.10   Comparisons between Westerners (Australian) and Asians (Japanese) 

Using the confirmed and validated new Japanese culture based self-concept 

measures, the self-concept of Japanese samples and of Australian samples were 

compared in order to check if the newly developed Japanese culture based self-

concept measure was adoptable for the Western self-concept or it only available 

for the Japanese concept of self. 

 

 

 

5.11   Cross-Cultural Comparison  

Tables 66 and 67 show the means and standard deviations, and results of t-tests 

comparing the newly found factors in the Japanese sample and the Australian 

sample. 
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Table 66 

 

Comparisons of the Means and Standard Deviations of the Factors derived from 
the Total Number of Items of the Traditional Japanese Concept of Self Constructs 
and t-Tests results between Japanese and Australian Samples  

 
 
Table 67 

The Comparisons between Japanese and Australian Samples Means and Standard 
Deviations of the Scores of the Western Measures 
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From the results of four factors, Japanese score was higher than Australians on 

the factor of Interpersonal Anxiety and Harmony, but Australians scores were 

higher on Self-Centeredness and Connectedness. Table 67 shows the comparisons 

of the means and standard deviations of the scores of the RISCS, the Self-esteem 

inventory, and the Big Five scale.  In Table 67, the Australian sample show higher 

scores than Japanese sample on almost all Western made scales and factors except 

Neuroticism. Also the Japanese reliability scores of the RISCS and Agreeableness 

were under .70 and so they are unreliable. Perhaps the Japanese sample was not 

familiar with the scale contents, so they responded the scales doubtfully.  On the 

other hand Australian reliability scores were all good and very reliable. This 

seems because Australian sample is familiar with the Western culture which was 

the foundation of Western measures.  Japanese sample had only higher score than 

Australian people on Neuroticism. Japanese sample might be familiar with the 

contents of neuroticism because Neuroticism highly related with Interpersonal 

Anxiety.  This tendency was very similar in Table 66. Japanese sample’s score 

was higher than Australian sample’s score on the Interpersonal Anxiety and 

Harmony but lower than Australian sample’s score on Self-Centeredness and 

Connectedness.   Self-Centeredness moderately and negatively correlated with 

Agreeableness and Conscientiousness. Also Connectedness moderately correlated 

with RISCS. On the other hand Harmony is considered as a new factor of 

Japanese concept of self. Australian sample has not been familiar of this factor.  
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From these results, it can be said that newly found Japanese self-concept 

factors relate to the Western measures in comprehensive and logical ways. It 

seems to measure Western (Australian) samples unbiased.  

These four factors and their items are shown in Appendix G, and the 

questionnaires used for Study One and Study Two are shown in Appendix H. 

 

5.12   Conclusion  

From the results of the exploratory factor analyses three types of self-concept 

scales were identified. Then from confirmatory factor analyses, reliability tests, 

correlation tests, and t-tests, the four factors scale derived from the total number 

of items of the Japanese concept of self constructs was considered to be a suitable 

Japanese self-concept scale. These four factors are Interpersonal Anxiety, 

Harmony, Self-Centeredness, and connectedness.  Although one factor – 

Connectedness – is still of low reliability, these four factors derived from the total 

number of items were considered sufficiently robust.  This new measure was 

named the Japanese Concept of Self Scale for descriptive purposes. The scale was 

attached on Table 68.  
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Table 68 

Japanese Concept of Self Scale  
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Chapter 6 

Study Three 

Examination of the Hypothesis 

 of   

Western Individualism and Eastern Collectivism 

 

 

6.1   Purpose of This Chapter 

The purpose of this chapter, using two already established Western culture 

based individualism-collectivist scale, was to examine the wide spread hypothesis 

that the Western concept of self is individualist and the Eastern concept of self is 

collectivist. Then using the newly developed Japanese self-concept scale, the 

relationship between Japanese self-concept and individualism-collectivism was 

also examined. The individualism-collectivism hypothesis was established by 

Hofstede (1985), introducing the Individualism Index and the Masculinity Index, 

Hofstede (1985) argued that Western and North American cultures were 

individualist whereas Asian, African and South American cultures were 

collectivist. Later Triandis (1988)  (added that Western developed countries were 

individualists and Eastern developing countries were collectivists. Many 

researchers have had interest in this theory and tried to prove it. Markus & 

Kitayama (1991) advocated a new theory that the Western countries were 

structured with independent construal and Eastern countries were structured with 

interdependent construal. However, only that Western countries were 
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individualists was confirmed but that Eastern countries were collectivists has not 

been confirmed. In the current study, using two Likert type individualist-

collectivist measures and a larger number of participants, and newly developed 

Japanese culture based self-concept measure, the hypothesis was examined.    

 

6.2    Individualism and Collectivism     

For researchers of cultural psychology, “culture” has been considered to be an 

important element. It has been assumed that people living in different cultures 

have different concepts of self. For example, Westerners have assumed that 

people living in Eastern cultures have a different structure of the concept of self.  

Hofstede (1980) is the first scholar who contrasted the terms Individualism and 

Collectivism. When he first identified Individualism, he only identified two 

indices ─ the Individualism Index and the Masculinity Index; he did not confirm 

the reality of collectivism. However, as a counterpart of the individualism for 

Western culture, he assumed the existence of collectivism in Eastern culture to 

explain the assumed differences in the concept of self.  

Hofstede (1980) identified the Individualism Index and the Masculinity Index 

from his work place investigation regarding “work goals”.  He explained that 

human beings were originally gregarious (collectivists), however, there were 

different types of interpersonal relationships. In some cultures people have close 

ties with other individuals and live in close relationships with them, while in other 

cultures people prefer to live more as individuals, with fewer connections. 



210 
 

Hofstede labelled the former type of culture collectivist and the latter types 

individualist.  

Hofstede used the Individualism index, which was calculated from the mean 

scores on 14 “work goals” questions administered to the participants from various 

countries.  These questions were in the form of “How important is it for you to:”  

The followings were some examples: 

How important is it for you to: 

A5.    have challenging work to do  ̶  work from which you can get a     

         personal sense of accomplishment?  

A8.    Work with people who cooperate well with one another? 

            A17.  Fully use your skills and abilities on the job? 

The respondents were worldwide IBM company workers. They were required 

to answer each question using a five-point scale from 1 (of utmost importance for 

me) to 5 (of very little or no importance to me).  After responses were 

standardised around the raw mean scores for each country, they were factor 

analysed to explore the differences. An Individual Index was calculated with a 

range between 0 and 100. The highest Individual Index values from 50 countries 

and three regions were found for the United States (91), Australia (90), and Great 

Britain (89); the lowest were Guatemala (6), followed by Ecuador (8), and 

Panama (11), and Japan was 22 with Argentina. Hofstede also found that the 

countries with high values were the European and North American countries 

whereas the countries with the lowest values were mainly in Asia, Africa, and 
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South America. Hofstede concluded that Westerners are individualist while East 

Asians and South Americans are collectivist.   

Hofstede’s (1980) contribution to cultural studies is enormous. However, his 

methodology is considered to have two major problems. First, he only used the 

Individualism Index and drew conclusions regarding collectivism.  Hofstede’s 

Individualism Index was derived from IBM databases, which have a Western 

background. The cultures which show different tendencies were considered as the 

counterpart of individualism, which was collectivism. Second, the original 

purpose of this research was to measure the motivation of IBM workers to work 

goals, and not to measure personality or cultural differences. These findings of 

individualism and collectivism should be related to the working attitude of the 

IBM Company only and should not be used for the classification of personality  

 

Following Hofstede (1980), Triandis et al. (1986) attempted to confirm 

idiocentrism (individualism) and allocentrism (collectivism) in various cultures 

and to construct an effective scale to measure these. In their earlier study (Triandis 

et al., 1985), they adopted the terms of “allocentrism” and “idiocentrism”. They 

explained that allocentrism correlated with perceived social support and 

idiocentrism correlated with an emphasis on achievement and perceived 

loneliness. They concluded that idiocentrism related to individualism and 

allocentrism to collectivism; ideocentrism and allocentrism were psychological 

terms, whereas individualism and collectivism were cultural level terminology 

(Triandis, 1988; p. 323).  
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In their cross-cultural study, Triandis et al. (1986) used a large set of items. 

They used 21 items that were answered by a 6-point scale 6 (extremely agree) to 1 

(extremely disagree) and 16 items to measure the extent to which the views of 

various in-groups (relatives, close friends, co-workers, etc.) were taken into 

account by the subject when voting, when choosing an intimate friend, or when 

deciding what work to do. They also used two scenarios: “taking a trip that would 

inconvenience various in-groups,” and asked for a judgement of the extent the 

subject would subordinate personal desires to those of in-groups (e.g., relatives); 

and “how much money the subject would distribute if a lottery had been won 

(from nothing to all) among various in-groups (e.g., children). They used a 27-

item scale, consisting of adaptations of scenarios from the Kluckhohn-Strodtbeck 

(1961) instrument, which measures collaterality, and some items that might be 

appropriate for each researcher’s own culture.  These items were used only in the 

researcher’s cultures to tap the local (specific area)  meaning of the individualism-

collectivism construct. 

Among such a large set of items, Triandis et al. (1986) used the first 21 item set 

for analyses of individualism-collectivism. They conducted factor analysis and 

extracted four factors: Self-Reliance with Hedonism; Separation from Ingroups; 

Family integrity; and Interdependence and Sociability. They computed the 

country’s individualism scores, standardized them, and compared them with 

Hofstede’s (1980) findings, and found a different ranking (though the correlation 

with Hofstede’s Individualism score was r = .67, p< .05). 

From the result of factor analysis and discriminant function analysis, Triandis 

et al. (1986) concluded that the key discriminating factors of collectivism were 
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“Family Integrity” and “Interdependence with Sociability”, and for individualism, 

“Self-Reliance” and “Hedonism”.  From the comparison with Hofstede’s result, 

Triandis et al. (1986) concluded that the factor analysis for the factors in specific 

area did not necessarily provide identical factors to the analysis for the different 

cultures or intercultural analysis (Triandis et al., 1986, p. 266).  

Triandis, Bontempo, Villareal, Asai, and Lucca (1988) provided a theoretical 

analysis of “idiocentrism-allocentrism”, “individualism-collectivism” and 

concluded that allocentrism was positively correlated with social support and with 

low levels of alienation and anomie. Idiocentrism was positively correlated with 

(a) emphasis on achievement and (b) perceived loneliness (Triandis et al.).  They 

again emphasized the distinction between the cultural (individualism vs. 

collectivism) and psychological (allocentric vs. idiocentric) levels and that their 

terminology needs to be clear. Triandis et al. conducted three empirical studies to 

probe the individualism construct more deeply and appropriately.  

In their Study One, Triandis et al. used a questionnaire consisting of 158 items 

which included 63 items from the INDCOL (Individualism-Collectivism Scale: 

Hui, 1984) and 95 theoretically constructed items (only for U.S.) and 145 items to 

measure the tendency toward allocentrism and idiocentrism (Triandis et al., 1985) 

including 13 new items and five scenarios in particular social situations, in which 

individuals must decide what to do.  Also adaptation of the instrument from 

Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck (1961), consisting of nine situations which could be 

responded to by consulting (a) an authority, (b) peers, or (c) using the best 

information.  
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From Study One, Triandis et al. (1988) concluded that people in collectivist 

societies such as Japan and Puerto Rico related to groups differently than people 

in individualist societies such as the U. S. (particularly Illinois). In Study Two, 

they compared these three cultures in more detail. They used a questionnaire that 

measured allocentric tendencies in Illinois (Triandis et al., 1985) and 144 

Japanese items including 48 items rating similarities of various in-group persons 

such as parents, relatives, close friends, coworkers, persons of the same 

nationality with respect to several topics (religion, music, political views) on 5-

point scales; 42 items to rate the amount of attention the participant pays to the 

views of the in-group person; 47 items to indicate how they behave in particular 

situations; and 7 items to judge concerning how the participant would deal with 

conflicts with various in-groups. The results showed no difference between the 

Japanese and the Illinois samples for reactions to parents. Most of the cultural 

differences occurred for acquaintances, coworkers, and friends. Especially the 

Japanese sample indicated that participants pay more attention to the views of 

coworkers than did the Illinois sample.  

From these results, the hypothesis that collectivists always see themselves as 

more under the influence of in-groups was rejected. Triandis et al. (1986) only 

found that for the Japanese people the coworkers were the most important.  They 

concluded that in collectivist cultures the difference of the behaviour toward in-

group and out-group members was very large, whereas in individualist cultures it 

was greatly attenuated. Also they found that in Japanese culture, participants have 

an “inner ingroup” (parent, close friend), an “outer ingroup” (close relatives, 
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coworkers, neighbours), and an “outer group” (person hardly known, person from 

another country).   

The result of comparison with Puerto Rico did not find such differences. Their 

general conclusion was that the Japanese students were sufficiently individualistic 

to provide a factor that looks much like a US individualistic factor; and that some 

of the simple definitions about collectivism must be discarded. Rather, a more 

complex understanding of the construct is necessary (Triandis et al, 1988; p336).  

Triandis, Chan, Bhawuk, Iwao, and Sinha (1995) examined the previous 

research to establish an appropriate measurement to study the constructs of 

allocentrism and idiocentrism. They compared seven methods to attempt to 

examine the various cultural samples. The methods were:  

Method 1: Social Content of Self  

Kuhn and McPartland’s (1954) method. Requiring 20 sentence completions, 
begin with “I am…”   Scored according to whether the response has social 
content.  

 

Method 2: Thurstone’s Scaling of Family Integrity Items  

11-point scale of agree and disagree. A total of 150 items relevant to family 

integrity.  

 

Method 3: Perception of Own Culture (Collectivism and Individualism as 
Observed   

     by Subjects: Collectivism Observers & Individualism Observers) 

Sinha and Verma’s (1987) method.  Subjects were asked to indicate if the 
action is typical for collectivists on a 9-point true-false scale (e.g., Old people 
usually live in old people’s town or house).  

 

Method 4: Behavioural Content of the Self (Collectivism kind and Individualism      

    kind)  Subjects were asked to indicate if they were “the kind of person who    
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    behaves in certain ways”, on 9-point scales. Half of the 22 behaviours were 
most       

 

     typical in individualistic cultures (e.g., call the person every time before you  

     visit.) and half are most typical in collectivist cultures.  

 

Method 5: Own Goal vs. Friends’ Goals  

Constructed by Yamaguchi (1994). When personal and group goals are in 
conflict, people in collectivist culture give priority to the group goals, whereas 
people in individualist culture give priority to personal goals. Five of the items 
were individualistic descriptions and the other five items were collectivistic 
descriptions.  

 

Method 6: Own Goals vs. Parents’ Goals  

     Same as Method 5, but changed the part “Friends” to “Parents”. 

 

Method 7: Own vs. Others’ Desires, Opinions, and Interests  

By Sinha and Verma (1987). Consists of 12 scales, asking own desire, opinion, 
and interests, or the desire, opinion, or interests of friends, family, relatives or 
remote acquaintance are most important to correlation with the Subject.  

 

Triandis et al. (1995) found that the “Behavioural Content of the Self Method 

(Method 4)” had the highest correlation with the collectivist total. Method 6 and 

Method 7 were very close to this. They concluded that any one of these seven 

methods would be a good measure of the collectivist or the individualist construct. 

They suggested the most recommended methods were “Method 1: Social Content 

of Self” and Method 4: Behavioural Content of the Self”. 

From his enormous study of the self, Triandis (1989) defined the self as “an 

active agent that promotes differential sampling, processing, and evaluation of 

information from the environment, and thus leads to differences in social 

behaviour”.  (p 506) 
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He claimed that the self consisted of many elements, but that these elements 

were not universal in every culture. Originally he hypothesized that there were 

three types of the self: first, the private self which relates to traits or behaviours 

(e.g., “I am honest”, “I will buy X”); second, the public self which relates to the  

generalised other’s view of the self (e.g., “people think I am introverted,” “People 

think that I will buy X.”), and third, the collective self which relates to the 

collective’s (e.g., family, co-workers, tribe, scientific society) view of the self 

(e.g., “my family thinks I am introverted”, “my coworkers believe I travel too 

much”).  He explained that the private self was an assessment of the self by the 

self. The public self was an assessment of the self by the generalised others. The 

collective self was an assessment of the self by a specific reference group.  

However, later, he concluded that there were only two types of the self: individual 

self or individualism, and collective self or collectivism, related to cultures. 

Triandis et al. (1995) defined collectivists as closely linked individuals who see 

themselves as a part of one or more collectives (family, coworkers, tribe, nation), 

and give priority to the goals of their collectives over their personal goals. In 

contrast, individualists are defined as loosely linked individuals who view 

themselves as independent of collectives. They give priority to their personal 

goals rather than the goals of collectives. From this point of view, Triandis et al. 

(1988) argued that ideas and attributes related to the concept of self vary 

according to the situation, especially in collectivist societies.  

 

Singelis, Triandis, Bhawuk and Gelfand (1995) developed the Horizontal-

Vertical Individualism and Collectivism Scale proposed by Triandis et al. (1995). 
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They drew attention to two difficulties: first, because the concept of culture 

includes broad elements and structures, it was difficult to obtain high internal 

reliabilities (Cronbach alphas); second, when the instrument was generated in one 

culture, the factors that were extracted from a factor analysis may not emerge as 

clearly in another culture.  They tried to simplify the cultural differences in a few 

key elements. First, collectivists define themselves as parts or aspects of a group, 

whereas individualists focus on self-concepts that are autonomous from groups. 

Thus the contrast between interdependent and independent (Markus & Kitayama, 

1991) was one of the defining attributes. Second, collectivists have personal goals 

that overlap with the goals of their in-groups, and the group goals have a priority 

over their personal goals. Individualists have a set of personal goals and group 

goals. When they have a discrepancy, they put priority on personal goals.  Third, 

among collectivists, social behaviour is best predicted from norms and perceived 

duties and obligations (Bontempo & Rivero, 1992). In contrast, individualists’ 

social behaviour is best predicted from their own attitudes and other internal 

processes made by the individual.  Fourth, for collectivists, relationships are of the 

greatest importance, even if the costs of these relationships seem to exceed the 

benefits. For individualists, when the costs exceed the benefits, the relationship is 

often dropped (Kim, Triandis, Kagitcibasi, & Yoon, 1994).  

From such points of view, Singelis et al. (1995) introduced the concept of 

“group or individual” and “equal or unequal” and included a two-by-two matrix to 

identify culturally influenced self-concepts: vertical and horizontal collectivism 

and individualism. They explained that vertical collectivism includes perceiving 

the self as a part (or an aspect) of a collective and accepting inequalities within the 
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collective. Horizontal collectivism includes perceiving the self as a part of the 

collective, but seeing all members of the collective as the same; thus equality is 

stressed. Vertical individualism includes the conception of an autonomous 

individual and acceptance of inequality. Horizontal individualism includes the 

acceptance of an autonomous individual and emphasis on equality. They assumed 

that vertical individualism is seen in the U. S. and France, horizontal 

individualism in Sweden and Australia, vertical collectivism in India and 

traditional Greece, and horizontal collectivism in Israeli Kibbutz and many 

monastic orders.  

 

6.3   Methodology 

6.3.1    Participants 

The participants totalled 730 (475 Japanese people for Study One and 255 

Japanese people for Study Two; see Chapters 4 and 5) and 362 Australian people 

from various backgrounds, (in Chapter 5). Participants were required to respond 

to the items on an 8-point scale from 1 (Definitely false) to 8 (Definitely true).  

 

6.3.2   Measures 

In this study, two Likert type scales were used. One was Singelis et al.’s (1995) 

Horizontal-Vertical Individualism-Collectivism scale, and the other was 

Yamaguchi’s (1994) Collectivism for Japanese scale. The reason for using the 

Horizontal-Vertical scale was that Japanese society has been known as a typical 

hierarchy society (vertical society), whereas Australian society is a typical even 
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society (horizontal society). In order to clarify the difference of the social system, 

Horizontal-Vertical scale was chosen.  

For investigation, two versions of these scales were used: The English version 

was used for Australian participants, and a translated Japanese version 

questionnaire was used for Japanese participants,. The items are shown in 

Appendix 3. These two scales were included in the questionnaires of both Study 

One and Study Two.  

Also in the current study, the newly developed Japanese self-concept scale was 

used and the results were compared.   

The participants’ characteristics  were shown in chapters four (Study One) and 

five (Study Two). In this chapter (Study Three), the results of analyses were 

reported. 

 

6.4   Results 

6.4.1   Horizontal-Vertical Individualism-Collectivism scale  

Table 69 shows the comparison of the means and standard deviations of the 

Individualism-collectivism scale between Japanese and Australian samples. 
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Table 69 

The Comparison of the Means and Standard Deviations of the Scores of the 
Individualism-Collectivism Scales of the Japanese and Australian Samples.  

 

Surprisingly, three out of four sub-scales of the Horizontal-Vertical 

Individualism-Collectivism scale for Australian sample, and all four sub-scale for 

Japanese sample did not reach the desirable reliability value of Alpha .70.   

 

6.4.2  Yamaguchi’s Collectivism Scale   

Yamaguchi’s Collectivism scale was reliable in both samples, but the results 

did not support the hypothesis. As seen in Table 69, the Australian score of the 

Collectivism scale was significantly higher than the Japanese score. This means 

that the Australian sample was more collectivist than the Japanese sample and did 

not support the hypothesis that Westerners are more individualist that Easterners.  

Because of this unreliable results, it was decided that the Horizontal-Vertical 

Individualism Collectivism scale was unacceptable to use for further analysis, 

only the Yamaguchi’s Collectivism scale was used for analyses of individualism-

collectivism.   
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6.5  Relationships between Yamaguchi’s Collectivism scale and Japanese   
       Concept of Self Scale 
 

The correlation examination between Yamaguchi’s Collectivism scale scores 

and the Japanese self-concept scale scores was conducted. The following Table 70 

shows the relationships between Individualism-collectivism scale, Yamaguchi’s 

Collectivism scale and Japanese self-concept scale.  

 

Table 70 

The Correlations between the Collectivism scale, and the Factors of the Japanese 
Self-Concept Scale. 

 

Interestingly, there were strong correlations between Yamaguchi’s 

Collectivism scale and Interpersonal Anxiety, and Self-Centeredness scores, but 

almost no correlations between Harmony and Connectedness. Both of these 

factors were believed to indicate tight interpersonal relationships of Japanese 

society.  From these results, it may be concluded that Japanese collectivism occurs 

from anxiety of interpersonal relationships or self-centred personality, not 

ethnological tendency.  This tendency seems different from traditional group-

oriented attitude or traditional collectivism which was hypothesised by 

individualism-collectivism theory. More evidently, Harmony (which might be 

considered a uniquely Japanese characteristic) did not correlate with Yamaguchi’s 

collectivism scale. From this result, it is clear that the new Japanese Self-Concept 

Scale shows the Japanese cultural tendency.  
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6.6   Conclusion  

The wide spread hypothesis that “Western (Australian) people are individualist 

while Eastern (Japanese) people are collectivist” was not supported by our 

Australian and Japanese samples. When the scores were carefully examined, it 

was found that, to some extent, these inconsistent results were due to the very low 

reliability of scales. Despite the unreliability, the results point to Australians 

scoring higher on the horizontal scales and the Japanese on the vertical ones. Also 

Yamaguchi’s Collectivism scale significantly and clearly indicated that the 

Australian sample was more collectivist that Japanese sample. The possible 

causes to be considered are the participants, the measures, or the hypothesis itself. 

 

6.6.1   Participants 

 In order to examine possible causes, for example, the participants, an 

alternative analysis was introduced. Table 71 shows the comparisons of the means 

and standard deviations of the Collectivism scale  before and after one year 

interval only for the Japanese participants (Australians did not take a part of Study 

One). The data were collected during the data collection periods of Studies One 

and Two. There was a one year interval between Study One and Two data 

collection periods. The participants of each group were completely different 

members, and no participant of Study Two was involved in Study One. The result 

was, as indicates in Table 71, the scores in Study One and Two were no 

significant difference.  Even unreliable Horizontal-Vertical Individualism-

Collectivism Scale, there were no significant difference between Study One and 

Study Two participants for Horizontal Individualism and Collectivism. Only for 
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the Vertical-Individualism and Vertical-Collectivism subscales. There were 

significant differences on the scores between Study One and Study Two.  

 

Table 71 

 The Comparison of the Means and Standard Deviations of the Scores of the 
Collectivism Scale on before and after one year interval  

 
 
 

It must also be admitted that the Australian sample consisted of mostly 

university students. But it seems unlikely that the Australian students in the period 

of Study Two were more collectivist than other Australian people.  

 
 
6.6.2   Measures 

The measures used in this study were well-used Western scales. For example, 

Triandis and Gelfand (1998) successfully used Singelis et al.’s (1995) Horizontal-

Vertical Individualism-Collectivism scale to get a result.  

Triandis and Gelfand (1998) attempted to theoretically define and empirically 

support additional attributes of the constructs of Individualism and Collectivism. 

Using the Horizontal-Vertical Individualism-Collectivism scale, they successfully 

identified 

the structures of the Horizontal-Individualism, Horizontal-Collectivism, Vertical-

Individualism, and Vertical-collectivism.  
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6.6.3   Hypothesis  

The data of Study Three shows clearly that the original hypothesis was not 

supported. There have been several studies which also failed to find that the 

Japanese were collectivists (e.g., Leung & Iwawaki, 1988; Triandis et al, 1988; 

Yamaguchi, Kuhlman, & Sugimori, 1995).   From the results of Study Three, it is 

necessary to reconsider the hypothesis that the Western concept of self is 

individualist and Eastern concept of self is collectivist. Despite the scale 

unreliabilities, the horizontal versus vertical concepts may be a more fruitful 

avenue for further study.  

 

From the examination of confirmation of the hypothesis that the Japanese 

people are collectivists were not successfully supported by our Japanese and 

Australian participants. Our results show that the Australian score of the 

Collectivism scale was significantly higher than the Japanese score. The higher 

score of this scale means more Collectivist. As a result, the hypothesis was not 

supported by our research. The brief examinations of the causes of this 

unsupported result indicated that it may be the problem of the hypothesis itself. 

However, this need to be proved by further empirical data. this will be discussed 

in the discussion section in  Chapter 7. 
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Shown Chapter 7 

Discussion 

 

 

7.1   Summary 

In this thesis new measures of the Japanese concept of self, based on Japanese 

culture, were established. Another purpose was to examine the widely believed 

assumption that the Western concept of self is individualist, whereas the Eastern 

concept of self is collectivist. In order to complete these purposes, this project 

included two sections. In the first section where a new measure was developed, 

two studies were conducted. In the second section the widely believed Western 

assumption was empirically examined. In this chapter the new measures of the 

Japanese concept of self and the results of the individualist/collectivist assumption 

are discussed.   

 

7.2   Establishing New Japanese Concept of Self Measures 

In Study One four traditional Japanese concept of self constructs: amae, jiko-

fukakujitsusei, kanjin-shugi, and kojin-shugi were introduced. From these 

constructs statements were created to empirically explore the consistency and 

coherence of these constructs. Using exploratory factor analysis, the statements 

were analysed in two ways: (a) to find structure in each individual traditional 

Japanese concept of self, and (b) to find structure when all items of the four self-

concept constructs were combined. 
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 As the results of exploratory factor analysis, seven factors from the individual 

traditional Japanese concept of self and four factors from the total number of 

items were found. These factors were tested for Cronbach’s Alpha reliabilities and 

they were named: Interpersonal Anxiety, Selfishness, Inferiority, Evaluation 

Anxiety, Indecisiveness, Harmony, and Independence from the individual 

traditional Japanese concept of self; and Interpersonal Anxiety, Harmony, Self-

Centredness, and Connectedness from the total number of items of the Japanese 

concept of self.   

In Study Two using confirmatory factor analysis, these factors were refined 

and their reliabilities again examined.  Then those seven and four factors were 

validated against three already established and widely-used Western made self-

concept measures. Two factors of the seven factor measure from the individual 

traditional Japanese self-concept constructs had unstable Model Fit Indices in 

confirmatory factor analyses and one factor of the seven factor measure had a 

questionable reliability. It was considered that the four factors derived from the 

total number of items of the traditional Japanese concept of self was a better 

interpretation of the Japanese concept of self, and was tentatively named the 

Japanese Self-Concept scale.  

 

7.3   The Factors of the New Measures of the Japanese Concept of Self   

Four factors were identified from the total number of the items of the Japanese 

concept of self constructs.  The four factors are: Interpersonal Anxiety, Harmony, 

Self-Centeredness, and Connectedness. The structure of this new measure is 

shown below in F.igure 28 
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Figure 28 

The structure of the Japanese Self-Concept Scale 

 

Interpersonal Anxiety 

Very similar to the factor of Interpersonal Anxiety from the individual 

traditional Japanese concept of self constructs, the factor Interpersonal Anxiety 

describes anxiety, tension, and/or nervousness in interpersonal relationships 

especially when the person is in a group with unfamiliar people. They always 

worry about how other people evaluate them and are afraid of being humiliated 

and losing relationships. Those who scored highly on this factor are likely to agree 

with statements such as: “Whenever I do something, I excuse my lack of ability 

before I start.” and “I am strongly conscious of the opinion of others.” 

 
Harmony 
 

Like the Harmony factor derived from the individual traditional Japanese 

concept of self constructs, this Harmony factor describes empathy, sympathy, 

compassion, and consideration. People who score highly on this factor value the   

interpersonal factor relationship itself without concern of the benefits it brings. 

Those people understand other people’s situation without any verbal explanation 

and give them any necessary support or help. This factor is considered as a unique 

Japanese factor.  Those who scored highly on this factor tend to agree with 
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statements such as: “I value interpersonal relationships regardless of the benefits 

they will bring.” and “It is important to sympathise with others.”   

 

Self-Centredness 

Self-Centeredness describes selfishness and putting a high value on oneself. 

People who score highly on this factor tend to behave as if they are the centre of 

the world. Contrary to the Harmony factor, those who score highly on this factor 

build up interpersonal relationships purely for their own benefit. They do not care 

about others’ feelings and do not worry about confronting others in public. They 

believe that even if they behave badly, others should forgive them when they 

apologise. Those who score highly on this factor tend to agree with statements 

such as: “I try to keep good relationships with others for my own benefit.” and “In 

order to maintain good relationships, principles are more important than practice.”   

 

Connectedness 

Connectedness describes group-orientedness, gregariousness, dependence, 

and/or the feeling of being cared about. People who score highly on this factor 

behave like infants who depend on the parent watching and caring. They believe 

that if they have a problem, someone will help them. The concept of this factor is 

very similar to the amae construction. Those who score highly were likely to 

agree with statements such as: “I believe that if I apologise from the heart, it will 

be accepted.” and “I believe that my family has a responsibility to help me when 

necessary.”  



230 
 

Although the Alpha reliability of this factor was lower than desirable in its 

present form, Model Fit Indices of confirmatory factor analyses were satisfactory.  

So this factor should be treated with caution and reconsideration is needed. 

 

7.4   Relationships between the Factors of the Japanese Self-Concept Scale  
        and Western Measures 
 
Interpersonal Anxiety 
 

Interpersonal Anxiety correlated positively and strongly with Neuroticism and 

negatively and strongly with Self-Esteem. It also correlated negatively and 

moderately with Extraversion, Openness, and Conscientiousness; and negatively 

but weakly correlated with Agreeableness. It also correlated positively with RISC 

scale scores, but only very weakly. This factor indicates anxiety of interpersonal 

relationships due to low self-confidence and the anxiety of failing and losing 

respect.  

 

Self-Centredness 

Self-Centredness correlated positively and moderately with Neuroticism, 

negatively and moderately with Agreeableness and Conscientiousness, and 

negatively but weakly with Self-Esteem. It also correlated positively but weakly 

with RISC scale scores. However, this factor did not correlate with Extroversion 

nor Openness. This factor measures selfishness, shyness, and an inward-looking 

type of Japanese self-concept.    

 

Connectedness 

Connectedness correlated positively and moderately with the RISC scale scores 

and Extroversion. Curiously it also correlated negatively with Agreeableness, but 
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very weakly. This factor measures affinity and dependent aspects of Japanese self-

concept.  

 

Harmony 

Harmony correlated positively but very weakly with RISCS scores,  

Extroversion, Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness. The low correlation with the 

RISCS scores is a little surprising, given that the RISC scale is a measure of 

representing oneself in terms of close relationships. Surprisingly, this scale was 

very isolated and independent from other scales. It was concluded that Harmony 

may be a unique Japanese self-concept factor which measures conformity and  

cooperation in the Japanese concept of self. It is surprising that harmony or 

cooperativeness seem to be popular factors in every culture, but in fact these 

factors have not been found in other cultures as independent factors.  

 

All these relationships confirm that the scales are valid and effectively measure 

the concept of self from the Japanese point of view. These newly confirmed 

factors indicate that the Japanese concept of self is viewed somewhat differently 

from the Western concept of self. Rather, in contrast to the Western self-concept 

factors, the Japanese self-concept factors are more compound in form. For 

example, Interpersonal Anxiety is not neurotic fear but anxiety in interpersonal 

relationships. It is not straightforward, and in its strong form describes negative 

feelings not positive feelings. Moreover, the Japanese concept of self is more 

likely to be influenced by others’ feelings, not by one’s own feelings. It looks as if 

the Japanese concept of self was established by others' feelings. The Japanese 
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concept of self seems heteronomous, in contrast to the Western concept of self 

which seems autonomous.  

 

 
 
7.5   The Factors from the Total Number of the Items of the Japanese   
           Concept of Self Constructs  
 

All four mean scores of the factors derived from the total number of the items 

of the Japanese self-concepts were higher than the scale mid-points. The Japanese 

sample scored significantly higher than the Australian sample on Interpersonal 

Anxiety and Harmony. In contrast, the Australian mean score was higher than the 

Japanese mean score on Self-Centredness and Connectedness, and Self-

Centredness had the largest significant difference, although there were low 

reliabilities on both factors for the Australian sample and on Connectedness for 

the Japanese sample.  

The Japanese sample scored significantly higher than the Australians on 

Interpersonal Anxiety and Harmony, though the difference of Interpersonal 

Anxiety was not great. Again, it possibly reflects the generally lower age of the 

Australian sample, and the high proportion of students in that sample. The 

difference in Harmony was much greater, and although it was to be expected that 

the Japanese would score higher, the thought that Harmony might be uniquely 

Japanese is somewhat undermined by the fact that the Australian mean was above 

the mid-point of the scale, and their standard deviation was comparable to that of 

the Japanese.  

Regarding the factor Connectedness, the Australian sample scored significantly 

higher than the Japanese sample score and this might also be due to their generally 
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lower age. But on this factor both Australian and Japanese samples had low 

reliability, with the reliability of the Japanese sample even lower than that of the 

Australian sample. The reason may be that this factor is very similar to the amae 

construct, which consists of a dependent and a receiver. The majority of the 

Japanese sample were adults and had dependent offspring, unlike the Australian 

participants. The Japanese sample seem to be more interested in the receiver’s 

feeling and the Australian sample were more interested in the dependent’s feeling. 

However, this need to be examined further in future studies. As a result, these 

factors should be treated cautiously.     

 

7.6   Variation between Gender and Age   
 

Takata et al. (1995) concluded that the factors consisting of the Japanese 

concept of self have two aspects - social and individual.  They found seven factors 

and an age effect was seen in all factors, especially factors relating to the social 

aspect.  

In the present project, the purpose of examination was different, so age 

differences were not examined as a priority. However, correlation examination 

between age and factors was conducted and found that  

Other mean scores in all factors had no significant differences in gender. From 

these results, unlike Takata et al.’s (1995) results, the differences in gender seem 

to be differences of sociability and family-orientedness, which are traditionally 

seen between men and women.    
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7.7   Examination of the Individualism-Collectivism theory 

The results of the present project did not support the wide-spread 

Individualism-Collectivism assumption. Two Western designed individualism-

collectivism scales - the Horizontal-Vertical Individualism-Collectivism scale 

(Singelis et al., 1995) and the Collectivism scale (Yamaguchi, 1994), were used to 

examine the theory in the current samples. However, neither scale supported the 

theory.   

On Yamaguchi’s (1994) Collectivism scale, the Australian sample reported a 

significantly higher mean score than the Japanese sample. The mean of the 

Japanese sample was just below the midpoint of the scale while the mean of the 

Australian sample was half a standard deviation above the midpoint. It would 

seem that our Western (Australian) sample was more collectivist than the Eastern 

(Japanese) one.   

When a study obtains results in conflict with previous ones there may well be 

several possible reasons that could be considered: First, the participants might not 

have been typical. However, the two groups of Japanese participants came from a 

wide variety of backgrounds, and the data were collected at different periods, and 

yet both results were similar. On the other hand, the Australian participants were 

younger than those in the Japanese samples, and were primarily university 

students. It might well be that they are still dependent on family, and that their 

peer group at university is a salient collective for them. The same problem was 

discussed by Triandis, Leung, Villareal, & Clark (1985). They conducted a 

questionnaire regarding individualism-collectivism. Asai (1987) chose 139 

statements from Triandis et al. (1985)’s statements and conducted a questionnaire 

with 138 university students and 118 adults in Japan and then compared the 
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results with Trindis et al.’s U.S. study. Of 139 items only 48 had significant 

differences between the U.S. and the Japanese samples. Among those 48 items, 

the U.S. students showed an individualist tendency in 25 items, but for the other 

23 items the Japanese students showed a more individualist tendency. Triandis et 

al. (1988) concluded that the Japanese student sample were more collectivist than 

Japanese adults. However, Takano and Osaka (1997) argued that if Triandis et 

al.’s argument was true, and all the participants were students as in the U.S, the 

results should indicate that the Japanese people are more individualist than the 

U.S. sample.   

Second, the measures may not be appropriate. The measures used in this study 

were two different types of scales for measuring individualism and collectivism, 

developed by Western researchers, and initially, based on Western culture. 

Although they have been considered valid and desirable in previous research (e.g., 

Singelis et al., 1994) Brewer and Chen (2007) have criticised the scales as being 

dominated by interpersonal networks rather than true collectives. 

However, Triandis and Gelfand (1998) modified Singelis et al.’s (1995) scale 

and successfully found four dimensions of horizontal-vertical Individualism-

collectivism, although they did not mention the reliabilities and correlations of 

these four factors.  

Also Yamaguchi et al. (1994) conducted research using his developed 

questionnaire to compare the concept of individualism-collectivism between the 

U.S. and Japanese university students. They found no significant differences. 

Yamaguchi et al. (1994) concluded that there were no differences between the 

U.S. and the Japanese concepts of individualism-collectivism.  
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Related to the second reason, the theory may not be correct. The current thesis 

argues that the theory of Individualism-Collectivism has flaws. Originally the 

Individualism Index was identified from research into attitude to work. Hofstede 

(1971) identified two indices, the Individualism Index and the Masculinity Index, 

and he did not identify nor define collectivism. Hofstede used the Individualism 

Index to show cultural differences as an anthropological index. Subsequent 

research (e.g., Triandis et al., 1995) used collectivism as the opposed concept to 

individualism. Triandis et al. (1995) used this index with a political meaning 

claiming that developed countries are individualist while developing countries are 

collectivist. After Hofstede and Triandis, many researchers have tried to connect 

individualism to Western countries and collectivism to Eastern countries. 

However, while Western cultures have been generally agreed to be individualist, 

Eastern countries have not yet been proved to be collectivist, and there is a wide 

variation in cultures amongst countries generally labelled “Eastern.”  

Takano and Osaka (1997) examined nine empirical comparative studies of 

individualism-collectivism and concluded there were no studies which supported 

the original individualism-collectivism theory.  

The same phenomenon happens with the theory of Independent and 

interdependent construals (Markus & Kitayama, 1991) which was developed in 

response to some of these criticisms. According to Matsumoto (1999), the two 

different construals have not been clearly identified.  Matsumoto claimed that 

these theories have not been empirically well supported.   
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7.8   Limitations 

While the new Japanese concept of self scale based on Japanese culture seems 

reliable and valid, some limitations must be acknowledged. This project should be 

recognised as only the beginning and there is still more work needs to be done.  

First, in order to make the measures stable and reliable and standardised, the 

problem of respondent bias needs to be addressed. Although the Japanese samples 

had a fair variety of ages, background and areas from which the samples were 

drawn, still more could be done to ensure a more representative sample of the 

Japanese population. For example, the measure needs to be examined with 

samples in which there is more variety of age, and well-balanced gender. 

Although a sufficient number of participants was included, a large number of the 

participants were university students and women. In order to be a stable 

standardised measure, it will be important to examine a greater variety of aged, 

and gender balanced participants. Also in many cases the research area was 

concentrated to the centre of a town. It will be necessary to widen the research 

area. This study was conducted mainly in small towns in the Western part of 

Japan. So a range of participants from major cities would be desirable. Japanese 

people are generally well educated, but a wider range of education would be 

desirable. The Australian sample, likewise was well educated, comprising 

primarily university students. 

Second, there is always the problem of language. The questionnaires submitted 

to the Japanese samples were based on items designed by the researcher on the 

basis of literature on the nature of the self-concept which was largely 

philosophical in nature. These items were then translated into English, and reverse 

translated back to Japanese with sufficient iterations to ensure that the meaning in 
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each language was the same.  However, feedback during data collection suggested 

that some items were perhaps not as well understood as they might be, possibly 

explaining some of the low reliabilities. It would be desirable to build on the 

current work by expanding the number of items in each factor.  

The widely spread Individualism-Collectivism theory was found to give 

contrary results to existing literature. While it is tempting to conclude that it might 

need to be amended, it was disconcerting to find the Horizontal-Vertical 

Individualism-Collectivism scales were unreliable. This tends to give weight to 

the criticism that Western-designed scales may not be satisfactory in a non-

Western country, especially given that the current samples were generally not 

drawn from major cities, where the population might be more expected to be 

exposed by the current globalised and largely Western culture. Also, the concept 

of individualism-collectivism should be reconsidered. In literary meaning 

individualism-collectivism is a continuum, but in cultural meaning the concept 

may not be bipolar. Both individualism and collectivism exist in every culture. 

However, the relative proportions of individualism and collectivism may vary 

across cultures. This may need more consideration, for example, different 

terminology. This should be a major point for future study.  

 

7.9   Future Research 

As mentioned above, the scales should be expanded, the language should be 

further tested for comprehension, and a wider range of participants tested. Given 

the inter-correlation of the scales derived from the original four traditional self-

concepts, the later scale derived from all the items together seems the better way 
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to conceptualise the Japanese self-concept. However, four factors seem at odds 

with popular personality theories such as the Big-Five. Factor solutions with 

larger numbers of factors were tested, but were less interpretable than the four 

currently reported here. Perhaps with an expanded number of items a five or six 

factor solution may present itself, especially given the number of different, and 

contrasting, interpretations of amae that Japanese researchers have reported.  

 

 

7.10   Conclusion  

Using four traditional Japanese self-concept constructs and different types of 

exploratory factor analyses, two types of structure (seven and four) of the 

Japanese concept of self were identified. By confirmatory factor analyses the four 

factor structure was confirmed as a reliable and valid indicator of the Japanese 

concept of self.  The seven factor structure was considered unstable and decidedly 

unacceptable in its current form. However, the original constructs (amae, jiko-

fukakujitsusei, kanjin-shugi, and kojin-shugi) are widely accepted in Japan, and 

although some Japanese self-concept researchers have tried to define clear 

definitions to develop suitable measures to describe the Japanese concept of self, 

these studies have not resulted in acceptable scales and researchers studying 

Japanese self-concept still use Western made measures when necessary. 

Unfortunately, using such Western measures, they have concluded that the 

Japanese concept of self is lower in self-esteem than Westerners.   

In order to address these problems this study was conducted to establish an  

original Japanese self-concept measure to reveal previously hidden aspects of the 

Japanese concept of self. Although concerns still need to be addressed, the current 
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thesis is a first step in producing an original Japanese self-concept measure. With 

further improvement, this measure will be a considerable advance in 

understanding the Japanese concept of self, and will be a useful adjunct to further 

research in the personality and social psychology of the Japanese people.   
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Appendices 

Appendix A 

The statements from the constructs of Japanese concept of self 

A-1. From amae (dependence) construct:     (26 statements) 

 I treat strangers with little respect.  
 Whenever I meet someone for the first time, I feel uncomfortable and want    
        to get away as soon as possible. 
 While I am at home, I behave dominantly; on the contrary, I become hesitant      
        outside home. 
 Whenever I do something, I excuse my luck of ability before I start.  
 I am confident and feel that I can do anything when I am with my friends.  
 I feel indebted to those whom I receive favours, but I really accept favours   
        from my family members. 
 I behave selfishly toward my family, however, I am known as a good  
        person outside the home. 
 I do not express my gratitude clearly to people I am closed to. 
 When I make a decision, I want everyone to agree with me. 
 I behave freely when I am in a place where I am not known. 
 I do not regard dishonesty seriously if it is displayed by my family. 
 I believe that if I apologise from the hart, it will be accepted.  
 Sometimes I tell a lie in order to be the centre of attention. 
 As I am afraid of losing a good relationship with others, I always agree   
        with their opinion. 
 I am anxious about acting by myself.  
 I believe that my family has a responsibility to help me when necessary. 
 In my close relationship, I believe that people will forgive me for any kind  
        of my behaviour. 
 In the work place, people should get along with others as they would in a      
        family situation. 
 I become very nervous when I meet strangers.  
 I behave selfishly when I am with my family.  
 I want to keep a close relationship with my parent(s) for as long as possible. 
 If my compatriots suffer from trouble, I should help them even if they are not my 

friends.  
 Others I do not have blood relationships with are cold and indifferent to me. 
 I cannot behave freely outside my extended family. 
 I am anxious about how my neighbours see me. 
 Even if I do not express my love to my parents (children, husband or wife),  
 I believe that they should understand my feeling.  

 
 
A-2. From kanjin-shugi (contextual model of interpersonal relationships) construct:     
        (13 statements) 
 
 In social life it is necessary to understand the other person’s situation. 
 It is important to sympathise with others. 
 I value interpersonal relationships regardless of the benefits they will bring. 
 If we do not help each other affectionately, social life suffers.  
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 If we do not have friends, life becomes meaningless. 
 When I make decisions, I should consider the opinions of others.  
 It is good to have relationships for their own sake. 
 It is best to be honest in relationships. 
 I expect others to respond appropriately to non-verbal behaviours. 
 I work hard to keep long lasting interpersonal relationships. 
 I believe that when I have a problem, someone should help me. 
 When I have a relationship with someone, I never break it readily. 
 People should not rely too much on others. 
 

A-3.  From jiko-fukakujitsusei (self-uncertainty) construct:       (23 statements) 
 
 I regard a problem for one family as a problem for all the family. 
 I cannot criticise others directly, only anonymously. 
 I am strongly conscious of the opinion of others. 
 I am anxious about how others evaluate me. 
 Sometimes I avoid being direct by using ambiguous expressions.  
 Whenever I fail, I laugh at myself before anybody laughs at me. 
 I want to be loved by everybody.  
 I want to be well regard by others. 
 I feel inferior to other people. 
 I feel inferior in appearance. 
 I feel secure as long as I stick to customs and traditions. 
 In order to keep good relationships, principles are more important than  

practice. 
 I do not have confidence in my ability at all. 
 I am afraid of meeting strangers. 
 I cannot have friends easily. 
 I feel secure when I am in a group. 
 I am an indecisive person. 
 When I have to make a decision, I always rely on the opinion of  
      others. 
 I am conscious of the relationship between my social status and that  

of others. 
 I am afraid of being ridiculed by others. 
 I am too shy to express my opinion in public. 
 If everybody else is doing something, I feel I should do it, too. 
 In order to avoid failing, I work diligently. 

 

A-4.  From kojin-shugi (Japanese individualism) construct:     (15 statements) 

 People have to hold their own opinion in order to live independently. 
 Everyone has the right to privacy. 
 Human right must be defended. 
 People should consider themselves before considering others. 
 I try to keep good relationships with others for my own benefit. 
 I only socialise when there is a benefit for me. 
 In social life, it is necessary to express one’s opinion clearly. 
 I think that my opinions are most important. 
 I always see things from my point of view. 
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 When I make a decision, I use my own judgements. 
 People should make up their mind about how to act. 
 Other people should not trust. 
 It is important to have my presence acknowledged.  
 I do not worry about confronting another person’s opinion. 
 I can express my own opinion in any situation. 
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Appendix B 
 
The 13 items of the Social Desirability Scale.             

 It is sometimes hard for me to go on with my work if I am not encouraged. 
 I sometimes feel resentful when I do not get my way. 
 On a few occasions, I have given up doing something because I thought   
        too little to my ability. 
 There have been times when I felt like rebelling against people in authority  

even though I knew they were right.  
 No matter who I am talking to, I am always good listener. 
 There have been occasions when I advantages of someone. 
 I am always willing to admit it when I make a mistake.  
 I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget.  
 I am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable. 
 I have never been irked when people expressed ideas very different from  
        my own. 
 There have been times when I was quite jealous of the good fortune of  

others. 
 I am sometimes irritated by people who ask favour of me.  
 I have never deliberately said something that hurt someone’s feelings. 
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Appendix C 

 

Statements from the Horizontal-Vertical Individualism and Collectivism Scale  

a. Horizontal-Individualism   (four statements) 
 I often do my own things. 
 I prefer to be direct and forthright when discussing with people. 
 I am a unique individual. 
 I enjoy being unique and different from others in many ways. 
 

b. Vertical-Individualism    (four statements) 
 It annoys me when other people perform better than I do. 
 Competition is a law of nature. 
 Without competition, it is not possible to have a good society. 
 It is important that I do my job better than others. 
 

c. Horizontal-Collectivism     (four statements) 
 If a relative were in financial difficulty, I would help with my mean. 
 It is important to maintain harmony within my group. 
 I feel good when I cooperate with others. 
 My happiness depends very much in the happiness of others around me. 
 

d. Vertical-Collectivism    (four statements) 
 I would sacrifice an activity that I enjoy very much if my family did not  

approve. 
 I would do what would please my family, even if I detested that activity. 
 I usually sacrifice my self-interest for the benefit of my group. 
 Children should be taught to place duty before pleasure. 
 

 

Statements from the Collectivism Scale  

 I act as fellow group members would prefer. 
 I stick with my group even though difficulties. 
 I maintain harmony in my group. 
 I respect the majority’s wish. 
 I support my group, whether they are right or wrong. 
 I respect the decision made by my group. 
 I maintain in my group if they need me, even though dissatisfied with them. 
 I avoid arguments with my group, even when I strongly disagree with    
        other members. 
 I make an effort to avoid disagreements with my group members. 
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Appendix D 

Sample Characteristics 

The results of Study One Demographics Question 

 

D -1   Age Frequency 

Age range Number (%) 

18-29 411 (82.04) 
30-39 29   (  5.79) 
40-49 32   (  6.39) 
50-59 16   (  3.19) 
60-69 13   (  2.59) 

Total 501  (100) 

 

 

D -2   Gender Frequency 

Gender Number (%)  

Male 161  (32.1)  
Female 339  (67.7) 
unknown 1      (    .2) 

Total 501 

 

 

D -3   Age × Gender Cross-tabulation 

Age range Male Female Unknown Total 

18-29 138 (27.54%) 272 (54.29%) 1  (  .2%) 411 (82.03 %) 
30-39 6      (1.20) 23   (4.59) 0  29   ( 5.79) 
40-49 7      (1.40) 25   (4.99) 0 32   ( 6.39) 
50-59 3      (  .60) 13   (2.59)  0 16   ( 3.19) 
60-69 7      (1.40) 6     (1.20) 0 13   ( 2.59) 

Total 161 (32.14) 339 (67.66) 1 (   .2) 501 

 

 

D - 4  Places of Residence 

Living area Number (%) 

Metropolitan 9     (1.8) 
Middle sized city 64  (12.8) 
Small city 51  (10.2) 
Countryside 377 (75.2) 

Total 501 
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D -5  Educational background 

Educational background Number (%) 

Postgraduate qualification 10    (2.0) 
Currently doing postgraduate studies 18    (3.6) 
University graduate 38    (7.6) 
Currently studying at university 372  (74.3) 
Graduate from *short-term university  29    (5.8) 
Currently studying at short-term 
university 

30    (  .6) 

Unknown 1      (  .2) 

Total 501 
Note: *These universities offer general courses over a two-year period of study. 

 

 

D -6  Occupations 

Occupation Number (%) 

Company executive 2      ( .4) 
Company worker 23   (4.6) 
Professional 10   (2.0) 
Public officer 14   (2.8) 
Teacher 20   (4.0) 
Student 396 (79.0) 
Farmer 4     (  .8) 
Unemployed (inc. retired) 6     (1.2) 
Others 26   (5.2) 

Total 501 

 

 

D -7  Length of time at the current place of work 

Length Number (%)  

1-5 433  (86.43) 
6-10 12    ( 2.4) 
11-15 11    ( 2.2) 
16-20 13    ( 2.59) 
21-25 9      ( 1.8) 
26-30 9      ( 1.8) 
31-35 2      (   .4) 
36-40 5      ( 1.00) 
40- 2      (   .4) 
Unknown 5      ( 1.00) 

Total 501 
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D - 8  Overseas Experiences 

Experience Number (%) 

Yes 14     (2.8) 
No 487  (97.2) 

Total 501 

 

 

D - 9  Family member (Currently living with) 

Family member Number (%) 

Partner 15     (3.0) 
Children 5       (1.0) 
Own parent(s) 145  (28.9) 
Partner’s parent(s) 2       (  .4) 
Relatives  2       (  .4) 
Friend(s) 38     ( 7.8) 
Alone 229   (45.7) 
Partner, children 28     (5.6) 
Partner, own parent(s) 3       ( .6) 
Children, own parent(s) 1       (  .2) 
Own parent(s), relative(s) 1       (  .2) 
Own parent(s), friend(s) 1       (  .2) 
Partner, children, own parent(s) 11     (2.2) 
Partner, children, partner’s parent(s) 11     (2.2) 
Partner, own parent(s), partner’s parent(s) 1        ( .2) 
unknown 8        (1.60) 

Total 501 

 

 

D -10  Marital status 

Marital status Number (%) 

Married 77     (15.4) 
De facto 0   
Divorced 5       (1.0) 
Unmarried 419  (83.6) 

Total 501 

 

 

D -11  Having children 

Having children Number (%) 

Yes 75    (15.0) 
No 425  (84.8) 
Unknown 1      ( .2) 

Total 501 
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D -12  Number of children 

Number of children Number (%) 

1 11    (14.7) 
2 39   (52.0) 
3 23   (30.7) 
More 2     (2,7) 

Total 75 

 

 

D -13  Nationality 

Nationality Number (%) 

Japanese  476   (95.0) 
Chinese 7        (1.4) 
Other 18      (3.6) 

Total 501 
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Appendix E 
 

The List of New Statements used for Validation 

E - 1.    The Relational-Interdependent Self-Construal Scale (Cross, Bacon, and Morris, 2000) 
1. My close relationships are an important reflection of who I am. 
2. When I feel very close to someone, it often feels to me like that person is an important      
     part of who I am. 
3. I usually feel a strong sense of pride when someone close to me has an important  
    accomplishment. 
4. I think one of the most important parts of who I am can be captured by looking at my    
    close friends and understanding who they are. 
5. When I think of myself, I often think of my close friends or family also. 
6. If a person hurts someone close to me, I feel personally hurt as well. 
7. In general, my close relationships are an important part of my self-image. 
8. Overall, my close relationships have very little to do with how I feel about myself. 
9. My close relationships are unimportant to my sense of what kind of person I am. 
10. My sense of pride comes from knowing who I have as close friends. 
11. When I establish a close friendship with someone, I usually develop a strong sense of    
      identification with that person. 
 

E -2.   The  Rosenberg Self-Esteem scale  (Rosenberg, 1965) 
1. I feel that I am a person of worth, at least on an equal basis with others. 
2. I feel that I have a number of good qualities. 
3. All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure. 
4. I am able to do things as well as most other people.  
5. I feel I do not have much to be proud of. 
6. I take a positive attitude toward myself. 
7. On the whole, I am satisfied with myself. 
8. I wish I could have more respect for myself. 
9. I certainly feel useless at times. 
10. At times I think I am no good at all. 
 

 
E -3. The Big-Five Personality Inventory (Goldberg, 1999; cited from the Australian     
        Personality Inventory, Murray, 2009) 

 
Neuroticism  
1. I often feel blue. 
2. I dislike myself. 
3. I am often down in the dumps. 
4. I have frequent mood swings. 
5. I panic easily. 
6. I seldom feel blue. 
7. I feel comfortable with myself. 
8. I rarely get irritated. 
9. I am not easily bothered by things. 
10. I am very pleased with myself. 
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Extroversion  
11. I feel comfortable around people. 
12. I make friends easily. 
13. I am skilled in handling social situations. 
14. I am the life of the party. 
15. I know how to captivate people. 
16. I have little to say. 
17. I keep in the background. 
18. I would describe my experiences as somewhat dull. 
19. I don’t like to draw attention to myself. 
20. I don’t talk a lot. 

 
Openness to experience  
21. I do not like art. 
22. I have a vivid imagination. 
23. I have a rich vocabulary. 
24. I carry the conversation to a higher level. 
25. I enjoy hearing new ideas. 
26. I am not interested in abstracted ideas. 
27. I enjoy wild fights of fantasy. 
28. I avoid philosophical discussions. 
29. I do not enjoy going to art museums. 
30. I rarely look for a deeper meaning in things. 

 
Agreeableness  
31. I have a good word for everyone. 
32. I believe that others have good intentions. 
33. I respect others. 
34. I accept people as they are. 
35. I make people feel at ease. 
36. I have a sharp tongue.  
37. I cut others to pieces. 
38. I suspect hidden motives in others. 
39. I get back at others. 
40. I insult people. 

 
Conscientiousness scale 
41. I am always prepared. 
42. I pay attention to details. 
43. I get chores done right away. 
44. I carry out my plans. 
45. I make plans and stick to them. 
46. I waste my time. 
47. I find it difficult to get down to work. 
48. I do just enough work to get by. 
49. I don’t see things through. 
50. I shirk my duties. 
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Appendix F 

 

Sample Characteristics:  Japanese and Australian 

The results of Study Two Demographics Questionnaire 

 

F-1   Gender  Frequency 

   Japanese             Australian 
 Number (%) Number (%) 

Male 68   (26.1) 110 (30.4) 
Female 193 (73.9)  250 (69.1) 
Unknown 0 2     (     .6) 

Total 261 362 

 

 

F-2   Age  Frequency 

                                Japanese Australian 
 Number (%)  Number (%) 

18-22 66 (25.4) 226 (63.3) 
23-29 32 (12.3) 42   (11.6) 
30-39 47 (18.1) 45   (12.4) 
40-49 55 (21.1) 18   (  5.0) 
50-59 44 (16.9) 13   (  3.6) 
60-69 15 (  5.8) 10   (  2.7) 
70- 1   (  .4) 5     (  1.4) 
Unknown 1   (  .4)  3     (    .8) 

Total 261 362 

 

 

F-3   Living area 

 Japanese] 
Number (%) 

Australian 
Number (%) 

Major city 13   (  5.00) 255 (70.44) 
Medium city 49   (18.77) 56   (15.47) 
Small city 19   (  7.28) 30   (  8.29) 
Country town 180 (68.97) 20   (  5.52)  
Unknown    1   (    .28) 

Total 261 362 
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F-4  Education  

 
Educational background 

Japanese              
Number (%) 

Australian  
Number (%) 

Completed post graduate course of study  18    (6.9) 28  (7.7) 
Currently doing postgraduate studies 9      (3.5) 42  (11.6) 
Completed graduate/diploma/ certificate  
course of study  

108 (41.4) 47  ((13.0) 

Currently studying at university 67    (25.7) 147 (40.6) 
Completed two year university   32    (12.3) 8    (2.2) 
Currently studying at short-term university 2     (  .8) 4    (1.1) 
Completed high school  
Other  

19   ( 7.28) 
6     (2.30) 

85  (23.5) 
1    (.28) 

Total 261 362 

 

 

F-5  Occupation 

 Japanese  
Number (%) 

Australian  
Number (%) 

Company executive 2   (.8) 2   (,6) 
Company worker 23 (8.8) 29 (8.0) 
Manual worker 18 (6.1) 12 (3.3) 
Public servant 44 (16.9) 11 (3.0) 
Teacher 56 (21.5) 11 (3.0) 
Student 78 (29.9) 208 (57.5) 
Small business owner 1   (.4) 4   (1.1) 
Retired 16 (6.1) 13 (3.6) 
Other 25 (9.6)  67 (46.1) 
Office worker + Student  1   (.3) 
Teacher + Student  1   (.3) 
Teacher + Student  1   (.3) 
Teacher + Retired  1   (.3) 
Student + Other  2   (.6) 

Total 261 362 

 
 
F-6  Working period 

 Japanese 
Number (%) 

Australian 
Number (%) 

Less than one year 2 (.8) 14 (3.87) 
One –less than two years 32 (12.8)  201 (55.52) 
Two –less than three years 62 (24.8) 28 (7.73) 
Three – less than four years 12 (4.8)  19 (5.25) 
Four – less than five years 7 (2.8) 13 (3.59) 
Five – less than six years 9 (3.6)  13 (3.59) 
Six – less than seven years 27 (10.8)  26 (7.18) 
11 ~ 15 years 22 (8.8)  10 (2.76) 
16 ~ 20 years 17 (6.4) 5 (2.76) 
21 ~ 25 years 27 (8.8) 5 (1.38) 
26 ~ 30 years 17 (5.2)  0 
31 ~ 35 years 11 (2.8) 1 (.27) 
36 ~ 40 years 4 (1.6)  3 (.83) 
More than 40 years  1 (.4) 0 



274 
 

F-7  Living with 

 Japanese 
Number (%) 

Australian  
Number (%) 

Husband or wife (partner)  34 (13.0) 57 (15.7) 
Children  6 (2.3)   6 (1.7) 
Your parent(s) 57 (21.8) 171 (47.2) 
Partner’s parent(s) 1 (.3)  
Relatives  4 (1.5) 16 (4.4) 
Friends  8 (3.1) 38 (10.5) 
Alone 53 (20.3) 32 (8.9) 
Husband or wife (partner) + children 66 (25.3) 9 (2.5) 
Husband (wife) or partner + your parent(s)  4 (1.5) 7 (1.9) 
Children + your parent(s) 3 (1.1)  
Children + partner’s parent(s) 1 (.4)  
Husband (wife) + children + your parent(s)  9 (3.4)  
Husband or wife + children + Partner’s parent(s) 13 (5.0)  
Children + your parent(s) + partner’s parents 1 (.4)  
Partner + relative(s)  1 (.3) 
Partner + friend(s)  6 (1.7) 
Your parent(s) + partner’s parent(s)  1 (.3) 
Your parents + relative(s)  10 (2.8) 
Your parent(s)  + friend(s)  1 (.3( 
Relatives + friends  1 (.3) 
Relatives + friends  2 (.6) 
Unknown 1 (.4) 4 (1.1) 

Total  261 362 

 

 

F-8   Marital Status 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  Japanese Australian 

  Number (%) Number (%) 

Married 139 (53.3 %)       45 (12.4%) 

De facto  35 (9.7) 

Divorced        9 (3.4)   5 (1.4) 

Never Married 113 (43.3) 275 (76.0) 

Married + Divorced        1 (.3) 

Missing  1 (.3) 

Total 261 (100) 362 (100) 
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Appendix G 

Items of the Japanese Concept of Self scale  

Interpersonal Anxiety      Q6     Whenever I meet someone for the first time, I feel          
                                                        uncomfortable and want to get away as soon as possible.  
                                            Q12   I am strongly conscious of the opinion of others.  
 Q16   Whenever I do something, I excuse my lack of ability before                
                                                        I start.  
 Q42   I feel inferior to other people.  
 Q66   As I am afraid of losing a good relationship with others,    
                                                        I always agree with their opinion. 
 Q81   I am an indecisive person. 
 Q84   When I have to make a decision, I always rely on the  
            opinions of others.   
 
Harmony Q8     It is important to sympathise with others. 
 Q13   I value interpersonal relationships regardless of the benefits  
            they will bring.  
 Q14   Human rights must be defended.  
 Q18   If we do not help each other affectionately, social life suffer. 
 Q33   It is good to have relationships for their own sake.  
 Q34   In social life, It is important to express one’s opinion clearly. 
 Q38   It is best to be honest in relationships. 
 Q92   I want to keep a close relationship with my parent(s) for as   
           long as possible.  
 Q95   If my compatriots suffer from trouble, I should help them    
                                                        even if they are not my friends.   
  
Self-Centredness Q24   I try to keep good relationships with others for my own  
            benefit. 
 Q26   I feel indebted to those from whom I receive favours, but I  
            really accept favours from my family members. 
 Q29   I only socialise when there is a benefit for me.  
 Q41   When I make a decision, I want everyone to agree with me. 
 Q57   In order to keep good relationships, principles are more  
           important than practice. 
 Q59   Other people should not be trusted. 
 Q61   Sometimes I tell a lie in order to be the centre of attention. 
 Q69   I do not worry about confronting another person’s opinion. 
 
Connectedness Q23   If I do not have friends, life becomes meaningless.  
 Q53   I believe that when I have a problem, someone should help  
           me. 
 Q56   I believe that if I apologise from the heart, it will be  
           accepted. 
 Q76   I believe that my family has a responsibility to help me when  
           necessary. 
  Q77   I feel secure when I am in a group. 
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Appendix H 
        
 

H-1   A Questionnaire for Study One   Japanese version 
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H-2   A Questionnaire translated to the English 
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Appendix I 
 
I-1   A Questionnaire for Study Two  English version 
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I-2    A Questionnaire for Study Two      Japanese version 
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Appendix J 
 
Japanese Concept of Self Scale  
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Appendix H

H-l A Questionnaire for Study One Japanese version

「日本的 自己測定尺度」の作成に関す る研究への参加

についてのお願い

この調査の目的は、 「日本的自己測定尺度」を作成するための資料を得ることです。 自己概念測定

尺度は、西洋 と東洋の文化の違いから生 じる自己概念の違いについて知るための尺度です。

この研究を行 うために、18歳以上の方で調査に参加 してくださる方を幅広い社会的状況、例えば年

齢、性別、職業、社会的地位、居住環境 (大都会か地方かなど)、 文化的背景 (海外経験など)、 家

族構成などから求めてお ります。

参加 してくださる方にお願いすることは、質問にお答えいただくことです。それぞれの記述がどの

くらい自分に当てはまるかを 9段階 (1～8)の数字で答えてくださるだけです。必要な時間はおよそ

30分です。質問項 目は全部で 105問 (102間 +13間)ですが、一つ一つの質問にあまり時間をかけず

に、そのときに思ったままをお答えください。答えに「正 しい答え・間違った答え」はありません。

あなたが日ごろ思つているままを直感的にお答えください。

この調査はあなたの自由意志によつて参加 していただくので、匿名によつて行われます。お答えに

なった内容は一切外部に漏れることはありません し、集計・分析は全てコンピュータで行われますの

で、個人の情報が明らかになることは全くありません。途中で参加 をおやめになることも自由です。

この研究はスインバーンエ科大学の研究倫理委員会にかけられ、すでに承認 されてお ります。倫理

上の問題は全 くないと思われますが、万一問題が発生いたいま したら、大学のライフラインか下記住

所に御連絡 くだされば、十分な対応をさせていただきます。

ライ フライ ン : w聖 ユニ塾二:聖 :」重駆堅憂ユ望L⊆gh:塑笙

大学住所 :    RettК h E血∝ o籠cer,

00日 ce ofResarch ald G“通utte Students

SWinbLHl● UniV"Sity OfTeChnO10W,
PO Box 218
Hawttorn,VIC.3122

貿讐話 :       (03) 62145218
E‐maili      r螢 £血L菫@里匡塾二重L聾

この研究に興味をお持ちいただきま した ことと、あなたの貴重な

お時間を下さいま したことに、深 くお礼申 し上げます。

水野ひ とみ

スインバーンエ科大学

心理学研究科大学院

課程

Bruce Findlay, PhD
Senior Lecturer
Faculty of Life and Social Sciences

John Street Ha■4norn

Victoria 3122 Austra‖ a

P03ox 218 HaWthOrn

Vict()ria 3122 Audra“ a

Telephone■61 392148000

Facsirnile+61398195454

Mハ″、v.swlnburne edu au

A31マ 13628586699

CRICOS Provider 001 1l D

)VVHN
BUR
手NE半

SヽルINBURN[
UNI∨ [RSII Y O〔

T[〈
~HNOtOGY



Number:

日本的自己に関する質問紙

この質問紙は、人々がある特定の状況におかれたとき、どのように行動するのかにつ

いて知 ることを目的 として作成 されま した。以下述べている記述がいかにあなたに当て

はまるかを番号でお示 し下さい。

次のページから、あなたにとつて 多かれ少なかれ当てはまる (あ るいは当てはまら

ない)記述が述べ られています。以下に示 しま した 8点尺度 を用いて、それぞれの記述

があなたにとってどのくらい当てはまるか (当 てはまらないか)をお答え下さい。別

の状況では違 う考えを持つだろ うと思われ る時でも、あなたが現在お感 じになっている

通 りをお答 え下さい。 答えに 「正 しい答 え」 「間違った答え」はあ りませんので、感

じた通 りをお答え下 さい。またそれぞれの記述に対 してあま り時間をかけないで、直感

的に感 じた通 りをお答え下さい。

一連の質問にお答えいただいた後、 自分 自身の重要な側面について、肯定的に しろ否

定的に しろ、最 もあてはまる記述を選んでいただ く質問があ ります。 こちらの質問にも

お答え下 さり、質問紙を完成 してください。

以下に質問に対する答え方の例を示 しておきます。

もしあなたが 「私は正直に行動をする」 とい う記述に対 して、「だいたい当てはま

る」 とお感 じになるなら、 「6」 の番号を下線の部分に示 してください。

例

6… .私 は正直に行動す る。

1

全 く当 て

は ま らな

い

2

当てはま

らない

3

ほとんど

当てはまら

ない

4

どちらかと
いうと当て

はまらない

5
どちらかとい

うと当てはま

る

6
たいてい

当てはま

る

7
当ては

まる

8

全 く当て

はまる



第 1部   あなた御 自身についてお尋ね します。

ここでは、あなたのご回答から得られた結果をより正しく理解するために、あなたご自身のバツ

クグラウン ドについてお尋ねします。 以下の質問に、答えを直接 下線部に記入 していただくか、

あるいは適切な番号に Oをつけてお答えください。

1.年齢

2.1生男リ 1.男性 2.女性

3.住んでいる所は 1.大都市   2.中 規模の都市  3.小 都市   4.地方都市

5。 職業

1.会社役員      2.会 社員

5.教師        6.学 生

8.中 小企業 (商店を含む)主

10.その他 …………………………

4.最終学歴

1.大学院修了

5.短大卒業

13.子供の数

2.大学院在学中

6・ 短大在学中

3.大学卒業

7.高校卒業

4.大学在学中

3.専門職人    4.公 務員

7.農業 (牧場主を含む )

9.無職 (退職により)

6.どのくらいの期間その仕事に従事 していますか。 ………年 間

7.こ れまでに 6ヶ月以上海外に滞在 したことがありますか。

1.は い (質問 8に進む)       2.い いえ (質問 10に進む)

8。 滞在先

9.滞在期間 年 間

10,現在誰と一緒に住んでいますか。 当てはまるものに全て Oをお付 け くだ さい。

1.伴侶   2.子 供   3.あ なたの親 (両親)   4.あ なたの伴侶の親 (両親)

5.親戚の人 6.友人   7.自 分一人で

11.結婚していますか。 1.既婚   2.事 実婚  3.離婚   4.未 婚

12.子供がいますか。    1.は い (問 い 13に進む) 2.いいえ (問い 14に進む)

1.一人   2.二 人 4.そ れ以上 (…… 人)3.二人

1.日 本   2.中 国   3.韓 国   4.そ の他 (14,国籍

御協力有難 うございました。

......… ...I::才 '‐

…)
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2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

知らない人には無関心だ。

家族の一人に起きた問題は、家族全員の問題だと考える。

社会生活では、相手の状況を理解することは大切だ。

自立して生活するためには、自分の意見を持っていなければならない。

私はしばしば自己流のや り方で行 う。

初対面の人に会 う時にはいつも居心地の悪さを感 じて、出来るだけ早く

その場を去 りたいと思う。

とくめい

他人を直接批判できないが、匿名でなら出来る。

思いや りの心を持つことは大切だ。

だれ

誰でもプライバシーを守る権利がある。

他人と議論するときには直接話す方がいい。

家では自分の思 うままに振る舞 うが、逆に外では引っ込み思案だ。

他人の意見を非常に気にする。

自分の利益になる 。ならないに関わらず、対人関係を持つことは重要だ。

人間の権利は守られなければならない。 .

私は個性的だ。 .

い わけ

何かをするときにはいつも、始める前に能力がないことの言い訳をする。

他人がどのように私を評価するか、気になる。

お互い助け合わなければ、社会生活は成 り立たない。

他人のことを考える前にまず自分のことを考えるべきだ。

個性的で、多くの点で他人と異なるほうがいいと思 う。

友だちといると自分に自信が持て、どんなことでもできる気がする。

あいまい         そっちよく         さ

曖味な表現を使って、率直に表現することを避けることが時々ある。
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23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

友だちがいなければ、人生は無意味だ。

自分の利益のために、他人と良い関係を保 とうと思 う。

他人が私よりうまくやつているといやな気分になる。

人から好意を受けると借 りをした気分になるが、家族か ら好意を受けるのは平気だ。

失敗をするといつも、他人に笑われる前に自分で自分を笑 う。

こうりょ

何かを決定するときには、他人がどう思つているかを考慮するべきだと思 う。

自分の利益になるときだけ社交的になる。

げんり

競争があるのは自然の原理だと思 う。

家族に対 してはわがままに振る舞 うが、外では良い人だと思われている。

私は皆から愛されたい。

他人 と関係を持つことは、自分 自身のために良いことだ と思 う。

社会生活においては、自分の意見をはっきり言 うことが必要だと思 う。

競争がなければ良い社会にはならないと思 う。

身近な人には感謝の気持ちをはっきりとは表現 しない。

私は他人か ら良く思われたい。

人間関係においては正直であることが一番だと思 う。

自分の意見が一番重要だと思 う。

他人より上手にすることが大切だと思 う。

何かを決めるときには、全員に私の意見に賛成 してもらいたい。

私は他の人々に劣等感を感 じる。

_43 他の人々が態度や表情などの非言語行動に対 して、適切に反応 してくれることを期

待 している。

44 私はいつも物事を自分の立場から考える。
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しんせき

____45 親戚の者が経済的に困つていたら、どんなことをしてでも助けると思 う。

ぼうじゃくボじん

_46 自分を知つている人のいない所では、傍若無人に振舞 う。

____47 私は自分の外見に劣等感を感 じる。

_48 対人関係を長続きさせるためにとても努力する。

_49 何かを決定するときには、自分自身で判断する。

____50 グループ内の調和を保つことは大切だと思 う。

51

52

53

く∠

55

56

57

58

59

60

61

62

63

うらぎ     しんこく

自分の家族の裏切 り行為は深刻には考えない。

習慣や伝統に従って行動 している限 り間違いはないと思 う。

自分が問題を抱えているときには、きっと誰かが助けてくれると信 じている。

どのように行動するかは自分で決めるべきだと思 う。

他の人々とうまくいつているときには気分がいい。

どんなことでも心から謝れば、必ず受け入れてもらえると信 じているc

いい人間関係を保つには、本音より建て前が重要だと思 う。

誰かといったん人間関係 を持ったなら、簡単には壊さない。

他人は信 じられない。

自分の周 りの人々の幸せが私の幸せだと思 う。

うそ

私は自分が注目の的になるために、時々嘘をつく。

自分の能力に全く自信が持てない。

他人にあまり頼るべきではないと思 う。

自分の存在を示すことは大切だ。

ぎせい

64

_65 家族が許さないのであれば、自分が大変楽 しんでいる活動でも犠牲にしてもいいと思 う。

_66.他 人との良い関係を失いたくないので、いつも他人の意見に同調する。
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_67 見知 らぬ人 と会 うのは苦痛だ。

_68 グループの他のメンバーが気に入るように行動す る。

_69 他人の意見を打ち負かす ことは気にならない。

_70 例え自分はその活動が気に入 らなくても、家族が気に入るならそれをする。

_71 自分一人で行動するのは自信がない。

_72 簡単に友だちを作ることができない。

_73 例え困難が多 くても自分のグループに固執する。

_74 どんな状況にあっても自分の意見を表明することができる。

ぎせい

_75 グループの利益のために自分の興味を犠牲にすることが しばしばある。

_76 私が必要としている時には、家族は私を助ける義務があると信 じている。

_77 グループにいると安心だと思 う。

_78 グループの中では協調性を保つようにしている。

_79 子 どもたちは楽 しみよりも義務を果たすことが大切だ とい うことを教えられるべきだ。

_80 身内の人々の間では、 どんな行動でも許 してもらえると信 じている。

ゆうじゅうふだん

_81 私は優柔不断な人だ。

_82 私は大多数の人の考え方に従 う。

_83 職場では、家族同士のように皆 とうまく付き合 うべきだ。

_84 何かを決定 しなければならないときには、いつ も他者の意見に頼 る。

_85 正 しくても間違っていても、私は自分のグループを支持する。

_86 見知 らぬ人 と会 うときには、とても緊張する。

87 自分 と相手の社会的地位の関係を気にする。

88 自分のグループの決定を尊重する。

89 家族の中ではわがままに振る舞 う。
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91

92

93

94

95

96

97

98

99

100
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102

他人から笑われるのがこわい。

グループが私を必要とする限り、例えグループに満足 していなくてもグループに残る。

出来る限り長 く家族との親密な関係を続けたいと思 う。

公共の場で意見を述べるのは、恥ずかしくて出来ない。

例え自分は全く不賛成でも、グループメンバーと議論するのは避ける。

もし自分と同じ国の人が困難な目にあつていたら、例え自分の友人でなくても助けるべき

だと思 う。

みんながするなら、私もする。

自分のグループメンバーと違 う意見は持たないように努力する。

血のつなが りのない人は私に冷たくて無関心だと思 う。

失敗 しないように、なんでも一生懸命する。

自分 と血のつながりのない人の間では自由に振るまえない。

隣の人が私をどのように見ているかが気になる。

私が私の両親 (子 ども、夫、あるいは妻)への愛情を表現しなくても、彼 らは当然私の感

情を理解 しているはずだ。



ここでは、下に示 した `5点尺度 (正 しい一正 しくない)'を 使って、次に挙げる文章が どれほどあな

たに とって正 しいか、あるいは正 しくないかをお答 えくだ さい。答 えは下線部に番号で記入 して くだ さ

い 。

正しくない 正 しい

1 しろ と言われ なけれ ば、 自分のや つている事を続 けるのが難 しいことが 時々ある。

2 自分 の した くない ことを している時には腹が立つ ことが時々ある。

3 自分 の能力が少 なす ぎるので、何かをあきらめることが少 なか らず ある。

4 例 え彼 らが正 しい と知っていても、権威者 に対 して反抗的になることが しば しばある。

5 誰 と話 しても、私はいつ も良い聞き役だ。

ゆうえつかん

6 ′優越感を感 じることがある。

ちゅうちよ

7 間違 いを した ときにはそれ を正すのを躊躇 しない。

…….8 許 してほ しい、または忘れてほしいと願 うことが時々ある。

さんどう

9 たとえ私に賛同 しない人に対 してでも、いつも礼儀正 しく接する。

.10 私は人が自分 と異なる考えを表明 しても、イライラしたことがない。

しっと

.… 11 他人の良いチャンスに対 して嫉妬することが しば しばある。

.12私 に頼み事をす る人にイ ライ ラさせ られ′るこ とが時々ある。

13 他人の感情を傷つけるようなことをわざと言ったことはない。

ご協力を心から感謝いたします。

543



H-2 A Questionnaire translated to the English

Self-Concept Qu estion nai re

This questionnaire is designed to know how people behave on particular occasions.
Please indicate how these descriptions relate to you by putting an appropriate number
beside each statement.

On the following pages are a series of statements. Please use the following eight-point
response scale to indicate how true (or false) each itern is as a description of you.
Respond to the items as you now feel, even if you felt differently at some other time in
your lifb. There are no right or wrong answers. Do not take too much time on any one
statement.

After completing all self-concept items, you will be asked to select those that best
describe important aspects - either positive or negative - of how you f'eei about
yourself-. Consider this as you are completing the survey.

For example, if you think that the statement "I always behave honestly" to be rnostly true.
you would put the number 6 in the space at the start of each statement as shown below:

Sample Question:

6 I always behave honestly.

４
■

７
′

つ
ι

I
Definitely

False

2

F alse
3

Mostly
False

4
More False
than True

5
More True
than False

6
Mostly
True

7

True
8

Definitely
f'rue



1

l)efinitely
False

2

False
3

Mostly
False

4
More False
than True

5
More True
than False

6
Mostly
True

7

True
8

Def rnitell'
'll'ue

---l 
. I treat strangers rvith little respect.

_2.1 regard a problem for one member of the farnily as a problem for all the family.

--3. In social life, it is necessary to understand the other person's situation.

4. People have to hold their own opinion in order to live independeritly.

_5. I often do 'my own thing'.

__6.Whenever I meet someone for the first time, I feel uncomfortable and rvant to get arvay'

as soon as possible.

_7 .l cannot criticise others directly. only anonymously.

----8. 
It is important to sympathise rvith others.

--=-9. Everyone has the right of privacy.

--10. 

I prefer to be direct and forthright when discussing with people.

_l l. While I am at home, I behave dominantly; on the contrary, I become hesitant outside
the home.

_12.1 am strongly conscious of the opinion of others,

_13. I value interpersonal relationships regardless of the benefits they will bring.

_14. Human rights must be defended.

--15. I am a unique individual.

_16. WlTenever I do something. I excuse my luck of ability before I start.

_ I 7 .l am anxious about how' others evaluate me.

_18. If we do not help each other affectionately, social life suffers.

--19. People should consider themselves before considering others.

-]01 

enjoy being unique and different from others in many ways.

_21. I am very confident when with my friends, and feel I can do anything.

-22.Sometimes 

I avoid being direct by using ambiguous expressions.
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Mostly
False

4
N4ore False
than True

5
More True
than False

6
Mostly
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7

True
8

Definitely
True

_23. If I do not have friends, life becornes meaningless.

_24.1 try to keep good relationships with others for my own benefit.

--25. 
It annoys me when other people perform better than I do.

_26. I feel indebted to those from rvhom I receive favors. but I readily accept favors from
my farnily members.

_27.Whenever I t-ail, I laugh at myself before anybody laughs at me .

_28.When I make decisions, I should consider the opinions of others.

_29. I only socialise when there is a benefit for me.

_30. Competition is a law of nature.

--31. 
I behave selfishly toward my family; however, I am known as a good person outside

the home.

_32.1 u,ant to be loved by everybody.

_33. It is good to have relationships fortheir own sake.

_34. In social life, it is necessary to express one's opinion clearly.

_35. Without competition, it is not possible to have a good society.

_36.1 do not express my gratitude clearly to people I am close to,

_37.I want to be well regarded by others.

--38. 
It is best to be honest in relationships.

---39. 
I think that my opinions are most important.

_40. It is important that I do my job better than others.

_41. When I make a decision, I want everyone to agree with me.

_42.1 feel inferior to other people.

_43.1 expect others to respond appropriately to non-verbal behaviours.

_41.1 always see things fiorn my point of view.



I
Definitely

False

2

False
3

Mostly
False

4
More False
than True

5
More True
than False

6
Mostly
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7

True
8

Definitely
J'rue

-_45.If 

a relative were in financial difficulty, I would help with my means.

_46. I behave freely rvhen I am in a place where I am not knorvn.

_47. I feel inferior in appearance.

_48. I work hard to keep long lasting interpersonal relationships,

_49. When I rnake a decision, I use my orvn judgement.

_50. It is important to maintain harmony within my $oup.

_51 . i do not regard dishonesty seriously if it is displayed by my family.

_52.1 fbel secure as long as I stick to customs and tradition.

_-53. I believe that when I have a problem, someone should help me.

_54. People should make up their rnind about how to act.

--=--55. I feel good lr'hen I cooperate r.vith others.

_56. I believe that if I apologise from the heart, it will be accepted.

_57.In order to keep good relationships, principles are more important than practice.

_58. When I have a relationship rvith someone, I never break it readily.

_.-__59. Other people should not be trusted.

_60. My happiness depends very much on the happiness of those around me.

_61 . Sometimes I tell a lie in order to be the centre of attention.

_62.I do not have confidence in rny ability at all.

-63. 

Peopie should not rel5z too much on others.

_64.It is important to have my presence acknou,ledged.

_65. I rvould sacrifice an activity that I enjoy very much if my farnily did not approve of it.

_66. As I am afraid of losing a good relationship with others, I always agree rvith their
opinion.

_67. I am afraid of meeting strangers.



1

Definitely
False

2

False
3

Mostly
False

4
More False
than True

5
More True
than False

6
Mostly
True

7

True
8

Definitely
Trure

_-68, I act as fellow group members would prefer.

_69. I do not worry about confronting another person's opinion.

_70.1 would do what would please my family, even if I detested that activity.

_71. I am anxious about acting by my self.

_72.1 cannot make friends easily.

_73. I stick with my group even through difficulties.

_74. I can express my own opinions in any situation.

_75. I usually sacrifice my self-interest for the benefit of my group.

__76.1 believe that my family has a responsibility to help me when necessary.

_'77. I feel secure when I am in a group.

_78.1maintain harmony in my group.

_79. Children should be taught to place duty before pleasure.

_80. In my close relationships, I believe that people will forgive me for any kind of my
behaviour.

_81 . I am an indecisive person.

_82.1 respect the majority's wish.

_83. In the rvork place, people should get along with others as they would in a family'
situation.

_84. When I have to make a decision, I always rely on the opinions of others.

_85. I support my group, whether they are right or wrong.

_86. I become very nervous when I meet strangers.

_87. I am conscious of the relationship between my social status and that of others.

_88. I respect the decisions made by my group.

_89. I behave selfishly when I am with my family-
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1
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7
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__90. I arn afraid of being ridiculed by others.

___91. I remain in my'group if they'need me. even though dissatisfied rvith them.

___92.1nant to keep a close relationship rvith mv parenl(s) loras long as possible.

_93. I am too shy to cxpress rny opinion in public.

__94.1 avoid arguments n'ith m1,group. even u'hen I strongly disagree rvith other r.nernbers

_95. If rl1'compatriots sr-rffbr fiorn trouble" I should help them even if thev are not my
friends.

_96.11'ever-vbody else is doing sornething, I feel I should do it too.

_97. I nrake an effbrt to avoid disagreements with my grolrp rnembers.

___ 98. Others rvith whom I do not have blood relationships are cold and indiffelent to rne.

__99.In order to avoid failing, I w'ork diligently'.

_100.I callnot bcllave fl・ ecly otitside lll).CXtCndcd fal1lily.

,__101. I am anxious about horv my neighbours see me.

_102. Even if I do not express my.love to m)'parents (children. husband, or rvife). I
believe that the-v should understand rn1' feelings.



Here are some more statemcnts. Please usc the follorving scale to sa_v how true (or not) they
irre about vou.

1

Not true of me
432 i

Ven true of me

. . .. . .. L It is sometimes hard for me to go on with rny work if I am not encouraged.

....... 2.1 sometimes feel resentful rvhen I do not get my way

.......3. On a few occasions, I have given up doing something because I thought too little of nry
ability

.......4. There have been times when I felt like rebelling against people in authority even though I
knew they rvere right.

....... 5. No matter who I'm talking tom I'm always a good listener.

.......6. There have been occasions rvhen I took advantages ofsomeone.

. . ... .. 7 . I'rn always u,illing to admit it when I make a mistake.

....... 8. I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget.

.......9.1am always courteous. even to people who are disagreeable.

. . .. . .. I 0. I have never been irked when people expressed ideas very different from my own.

....... 11. There have been tirnes when I was quitejealous of the good fortune of others.

....... 12.1 am sometirnes irritated by people who ask favours of me.

.. ..... 13. I have never deliberately said something that hurt someone's feelings.

Thank you very much for your cooperation. It is very much appreciated!
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Consent Information Statement

Concept of the Self in Australia and Japan

My name is Hitomi Mizuno and I am currently completing a PhD in Social Psychology
at Swinburne University of Technology, Hauthorn.

Thank you for your interest in this study, rvhich forms part of my PhD thesis. The aim of
this research is to compare cultural differences related to the concept of self between Australia
and Japan.

To accomplish this aim, I am looking for participants from a wide variety of social situations, such as age.
sex. occupation, social status, Iiving situation (big city or small local town), cultural background (nationaiity),
family structure (nuclear family or extended family), and cultural experience, who are 18 years old or over.

Participation in this study involves filling in the questionnaire, either the paper and pencil questionnaire or
the electrical device questionnaire. This will present you with a list of statements about people's behaviour or
beliefs. You will be asked to show how true (or false) the statements are for you. It should take you about 30
minutes. There are no correct or wrong ans\4,ers, so please feel free and try to answer every question as
honestly as possible, without spending too much time on any single question. Your first irnpressions are
generally the best.

Your participation is completely voluntary and anonymous and all identifiable responses provided will
remain confidential. The data for this study will be analysed and reported in group form only. If published, no
individual response will be able to be recognised. Your initial agreement to paflicipate does not stop you from
discontinuing participation and you are free to rryithdraw at any time before submitting the questionnaire.
Please note that returning the questionnaire in the prepaid envelope supplied or electronically
submitted will be taken as your consent to participate in tbe study.

This research conforms to the principles set out in the Psychology Discipline Statement on Research Ethics
and has been approved by the Research Ethics Committee, Su,inburne University of Technology. Should you
have any queries about this study or would like to know the results, please contact my supervisor, Dr. Bruce
Findlay on + 613 9214 8093 (from outside Australia). It is not anticipated that any negative effects wili arise
from participating in this study, however, if you do have any concerns about issues raised by the
questionnaire, you can contact lifel ine (rmrrv. t ife Une-intern*

Ifyou have any concerns about the conduct ofthis research project, you can contact:

Resettch Ethics olicer,Oface ofReseaκ h and Graduac Studies

SwinbuΠle UniversityofTechnology       ・
.

PC)Box 218 11awthol■ ,VIC.3122
Phone: (03)92145216  . .
E―maiI: resethQ頭2塾菫塾£生と製l

AgaiL tllank you br yourtime and iierest in this study.

Hitomi lvrizuno                  Dr.Bruce Findlay
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PART 1. DEMOGRAPHICS

Please complete the following questions regarding some background information which will assist
rvith interpreting the findings from this study. Please either fill in your atrswer in the space provided or
indicate the appropriate response by circling the appropriate item's number.

l. What is your age? years

2. What is your gender? 1. Male 2. Female

3' Where do you live in? 1. Major city 2, Medium city 3, Smali city 4. Country town

4. what is the highest educational level you have obtained (please choose one)?

I . Completed post graduate course of study

2. Currently completing post graduate course of study

3. Compieted de greeldiplo ma/ certifi cate course

4. Currently completi ng degree/diplo ma/ certificate course

5. Completed two years university

6. Currently cornpleting two years university

7. Completed high school

8. Other

5. What is your occupation?
1. Company executive

5. Teacher 6. Student

10. Other

2. affice worker 3. Manual worker

7. Farmer 8. Small business owner

4. Public servant

9. Retired

6. How long have you been doing this job? ears

7. Who do you live with now? (Please circle as many as are appropriate.)
1. Partner 2. Children 3. Your parent(s) 4. Your partner's parent(s)

5. Relatives 6. Friend(s) 7. By yourself

8. Are you married? L Married 2. De facto 3. Divorced 4. Never married

9. Do you have children? 1. YES (please go to question 10) 2. NO (please go to question 11)

10. How many children do you have? l. One 2. Two 3. Three 4. More

11. What is your nationality? l. Australian 2. Other (

12. Do you consider yourself to have an "ethnic" background?

L YES (please go to question 13) 2. NO

)

13. What o'ethnic" background do you have?



Self-Concept Questionnaire

This questionnaire is designed to know horv people behave on particular occasions. Please
indicate horv these descriptions relate to you by putting an appropriate number beside each
statement.

On the following pages are a series of statements. Please use the foilowing eight-point response
scale to indicate horv true (or false) each item is as a description of you. Respond to the items
as you norv feel, even if you felt differently at some other time in your life. There are no right
or wrong arlswers. Do not take too much time on any one statement.

After completing all self-concept items, you will be asked to select those that best describe
important aspects - either positive or negative - of horv you feel about yourself. Consider
this as you are completing the survey.

For example, if you think that the statement "l always behave honestly" to be mostly true, you
would put the number 6 in the space at the start of each statement as sho*,n belorv:

Sample Question:

I
Definitely

False

2
False

|

|

J
Ir4ostly
Faise

4
More False
than True

5
More True
than False

6
Mostly
True

7

True
I

Definitely
True

6 I always behave honestly



I
Definitely

False

)
False

J
Mostly
False

4
Ir4ore False
than True

5
More True
than False

6
\,{ost1y
True

7

True
8

Definitely
True

_1. I treat strangers rvith little respect.

---=_-2.I regard a problem for one member of the family as a problem for ali the family,

. In social life, it is necessary to understand the other person's situation.

=--_-4. People have to hold their own opinion in order to live independently.

-=--5. 
I often do 'my orvn thing',

-6.Whenever 

I meet someone for the first time, I feei uncomfortable and want to get
away as soon as possible.

_7 .l cannot criticise others directly. only anonymousiy.

_8. It is important to sympathise with others.

_9. Everyone has the right ofprivacy.

-'-10. 
I prefer to be direct and forthright u,hen discussing with people.

_1L While I am at home, I behave dominantly; on the contrary, I become hesitant
outside the home,

_12.1am strongly conscious of the opinion of others.

---13. I value interpersonal relationships regardless of the benefits they will bring.

_14. Human rights must be defended.

--=-15. 
I am a unique individual.

--16. Whenever I do something, I excuse my luck of ability before I start.

_L7. I am anxious about how others evaluate me.

---18. If rve do not help each other affectionately, social life suffers.

_19. People should consider themseives before considering others.

_20I enjoy being unique and different from others in many ways.

L I am very confident rvhen rvith my friends, and feel i can do anything.

_22.Sonletinles l avoid being dircct by using al■lbiguous expressions.



1

Definitely
False

2
False

3
Mostly
Faise

I
More False
than True

5
\4ore True
than False

6
Mostly
True

7

True
8

Definitely
True

_23. If I do not have friends, Iife becomes meaningless.

_24. I try to keep good relationships with others for my orvn benefit.

_25. It annoys me rvhen other people perform better than I do.

-26. 

I feel indebted to those from whom I receive favours, but I readily accept favours from
my family members.

7. Whenever I fail, I laugh at myself before anybody laughs at me.

--28. 
When I make decisions, I shouid consider the opinions of others.

_29. I oniy socialise when there is a benefit for me.

-_-30. 
Competition is a law of nature.

---3 
i. I behave selfishly tor.r,ard rny family; however, i am known as a good person outside the

home.

_32. I want to be loved by everybody.

_33. It is good to have relationships for their own sake.

_34. In social life, it is necessary to express one's opinion clearly.

---35. 
Without competition, it is not possible to have a good society.

_36. I do not express rny gratitude clearly to people I am close to.

_37. I want to be rvell regarded by others.

_38. It is best to be honest in relationships.

--39. 
i think that my opinions are most important.

10, It is important that I do my job better than others.

_41. When I make a decision, i u,ant everyone to agree with me.

_42. I feei inferior to other people.

43. I expect others to respond appropriately to non-verbai behaviours.

_4L I always see things from my point of view.



1

Definitely
False

2
False

J
Mostly
False

4
N{ore False
than True

5
More True
than False

6
It4ostly
True

7

True
8

Definitely
True

_45. If a relative were in financial difficulty, I rvould help with my means.

_46. I behave freely when I am in a place where I am not knorvn.

47. I feel inferior in appearance.

_48. I rvork hard to keep long lasting interpersonal relationships.

49. When i make a decision, I use my own judgement.

-*-_50. It is important to maintain hannony within my group.

_----5 i. I do not regard dishonesty seriously if it is displayed by rny family.

_52. I feel secure as long as I stick to customs and tradition.

-_53. 

I believe that when I have a problem, someone should help me.

_54. People should make up their mind about horv to act.

--55. 

I feel good when I cooperate with others.

--56. 
I believe that if I apologise from the heart, it will be accepted.

_57. In order to keep good relationships, principles are more important than practice.

--58. When I have a relationship rvith someone, I never break it readily.

_..--59. Other people should not be trusted.

_60. My happiness depends very much on the happiness of those around me.

_61. Sometimes I tell a lie in order to be the centre of attention.

_52. I do not have confidence in my ability at all.

_63. People should not rely too much on others.

_64. It is important to have my presence acknowledged.

_65. I would sacrifice an activity that I enjoy very much if my family did not approve
of it.

_66. As I am afraid of losing a good relatiorrship with others, I alrvays agree rvith their
opinion,

_67.1 am afraid of meeting strangers.



I
Definitely

False

2

False
3

Mostly
False

4
More False
than True

5
More True
than False

6
Mostly
True

7

True
8

Definitely
True

--68. 

I act as fellow group members w,ould prefer.

_69. i do not woruy about confronting another person's opinion.

-70. 

I would do what u,ould please my family, even if I detested that activity.

_71. I am anxious about acting by my self.

_72. I cannot make friends easily.

_73. i stick with rny $oup even through difficulties.

_74. I can express my own opinions in any situation.

_7 5. I usually sacrifice my self-interest for the benefit of my group.

_76. I believe that my family has a responsibility to help me when necessary.

_77. I feel secure q,hen I am in a group.

_78. I maintain harmony in my group.

_79. Children should be taught to place duty before pieasure.

--80. 

In my close relationships, I believe that people will forgive me for any kind of my
behaviour.

_81. I am an indecisive person.

_82 I respect the majority's wish.

_83. In the work piace, people should get along rvith others as they rvould in a family
situation.

_84. When I have to make a decision, I always rely on the opinions of others.

_85. I support my group, whether they are right or wrong.

_86. I become very nervous when I meet strangers.

---87. I am conscious of the relationship between my social status and that of others.

--88. 

I respect the decisions made by my group.

-_89. 

I behave selfishly when I am with my family.



I
Definitely

False

2

False
3

Mostly
False

4
More False
than True

5
More True
than False

6
Mostly
True

7

True
8

Definitely
True

_90. I am afraid of being ridiculed by others.

--91. 

I remain in my group if they need me, even though dissatisfied with them.

92. I want to keep a close relationship with my parent(s) for as long as possible.

_93. I am too shy to express my opinion in public.

--!4. 
I avoid arguments with my group, even when I strongly disagree with other
members.

--95. 

If my compatriots suffer from trouble, I should help them even if they are not my
friends.

_96. If everybody else is doing something, I feel I should do it too.

_97. I make an effort to avoid disagreements with my group members.

98. Others with whom I do not have blood relationships are cold and indifferent to me.

_99. In order to avoid failing, I work diligently.

_100. I cannot behave freely outside my extended farnily.

_101. I am anxious about how my neighbours see me.

_102. Even if I do not express my love to my parents (children, husband, or wife), I
believe that they should understand my feelings.



The follorving statements are telling about the relationships rvith others. Using the scale below
and indicate horv much you agree (or disagree) to each statement.

Strongly
Disagree

1234567 Strongly
Agree

---i. My close relationships are an importa-nt reflection of u,ho 1 am.

_2.When I feel very close to someone, it often feels to me like that person is an
important part of u,ho I am.

_3. I usually feel a strong sense of pride of who I am rvhen someone close to me has an
imporlant accompl ishment.

_4. i think one of the most imporlantpart of who I am can be captured by looking at my
close friends and understanding w'ho they are.

_-=_-5. When I think of myself, i often think of my close friends or family also.

_6.If a person hurts someone close to me, I feei personally hurts as u,ell.

_7.In general, ml,close relationships are an important part of my self-image.

8. Overall, my close relationships have very little to do rvith how I feel about myself.

---9. My close relationships are unimpoftant to my sense of u,hat kind of person I am.

_10. My sense of pride comes from knorving w'ho I have as close friends.

_-1L When I establish a close friendship with sorneone, I usually develop a strong sense

of identification rvith that person.



The folloling statements describe personality traits. Using the scale belorv and indicate horv
accurately each statement describe yourself.

I
very

Inaccurate

1

Moderately
Inaccurate

3
Neither

Inaccurate nor
Accurate

4
Moderately

Accurate

5
very

Accurate

1.0■en tel bluc.

2. Feel comfortable around people.

3. Do not like art.

_4. Have a good word for everyone.

--5. 
Am always prepared.

_6. Dislike myself.

_7. Make friends easily.

_8. Have a vivid imagination.

_9.Believe that others have good intentions.

_i 0. Pay attention to details.

_l l. Am often down in the dumps.

_12. Am skilled in handling social situations.

_13. Have a rich vocabulary.

_14. Respect others.

_15. Get chores done right away.

_16. Have frequent mood swings.

_17. Am the life of the party.

_18. Carry the conversation to a higher level.

_'[9. Accept people as they are.

20. Carry out my plans.



I
very

Inaccurate

2
Moderately
Inaccurate

3
Neither

Inaccurate nor
Accurate

4
Moderately

Accurate

5
very

Accurate

_21.Panic easily,

)) Know how to captivate people.

_23. Enjoy hearing new ideas.

24. Make people feel at ease.

25. Make plans and stick to them.

_26. Seldom feel blue.

_27. Have little to say.

28. Am not interested in abstract ideas.

_29. Have a sharp tongue.

_30. Waste my time.

_31. Feel comfortable myself.

_32. Keep in the background.

_33. Enjoy wild flights of fantasy

_34. Cut others to pieces.

_35. Find it diffieult to get down to work.

_36. Rarely get irritated.

_37. Would describe my experiences as somewhat dull.

_38. Avoid philosophical discussions.

_39. Suspect hidden motives of others.

40. Do just enough work to get by.



1

very
fnaccurate

1

Moderately
Inaccurate

3
Neither

Inaccurate nor
Accurate

4
Moderately

Accurate

5
very

Accurate

_41. Am not easily bothered by things.

42. Don't like to draw attention to myself.

_43. Do not enjoy going to art museum.

_44. Get back at others.

_45. Don't see things through.

_46. Am very pleased with myself,

47. don't talk a lot.

_48. Rarely look for a deeper meaning in things.

49. insult people.

_50. Shirk my duties.



The follorving statements describe 1,our self-esteem. Using the sale below and indicate horv
much you agree with each statement.

I
Strongly Agree

32 4
Strongly DisagreeAgree Disagree

_1. I feel that I am a person of worth, at least on an equal basis rvith others.

_2.I feel that I have a number of good qualities.

-_3. 

AII in all, I am inclined to feelthat I am a failure.

I am able to do things as well as most other peopie.

--5. 
I feel I do not have much to be proud of.

_6. i take a positive attitude toward myself.

_7.On the whole, I am satisfied with myself.

_8. I wish I could have more respect for myself.

I certainly feel useless at times.

-_-10. At times i think I am no good at ail.



Here are some more statements. Please use the follorving scale to sav horv true (or not) they are
about you.

1 5
Yery true of meNot true of me

. . . . . .. 1 . It is sometimes hard for me to go on rvith my work if I am not encouraged.

... .... 2.I sometimes feel resentful when I do not get my way

,...... 3. On a ferv occasions, i have given up doing something because I thoughttoo little of my
ability

. . . . . .. 4. There have been times when I felt like rebelling against people in authority even though l
knew they were right.

... .... 5. No matter rvho I'm talking to I'm alw'ays a good listener.

. . . . . .. 6. There have been occasions when I took advantages of someone.

... . ... 7.I'm always u,illing to admit it when I make a mistake.

. . . . . .. 8. I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget.

....... 9. I am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable,

. . . . . .. 10. I have never been irked when people expressed ideas very different from m1, own.

....... 11. There have been times when I was quite jealous of the good fortune of others.

. . . . . .. 12. I am sometimes irritated by people rvho ask favours of me.

....... 13. I have never deliberately said something that hufi someone's feelings.

Thank you very much for your cooperation.

432
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「日本 とオース トラリアの文化的差異に基づ く自己概念の異同」

研究への参加 のお願い

私は水野ひ とみ と申します。現在、オース トラ リア・ ビク トリア州 メルボル ン市

にあ ります、スイ ンバーンエ科大学生命科学部大学院の博士課程にて PhD取得のため

に研 究を行ってお ります。

私の研究に興味をお持ちいただきまして、有難 うございます。この研究は博士論文の
一部であり、オース トラリア (西洋)と 日本 (ア ジア)の文化差に基づく自己概念の違いを
比較検討することを目的 としてお ります。この研究を行 うためにさまざまに異なる社会

状況、例えば年齢、性別、職業、社会的地位、居住地域 (大都市または地方の小 さな町

など)、 文化背景 (国籍 )、 家族構成 (核家族あるいは大家族)にある 18歳以上の方々
の参加を求めてお ります。

研究に参加 していただくには、質問紙にお答えいただくだけでよいのです。質問紙の形式は紙と鉛筆の

従来の方式のほかに、コンピュータ入力をしていただく方法もあります。 どちらの方法においても質問内
容は全く同 じで、一連の、人々の一般的な行動様式や信念についての質問にお答えいただきます。お答え
の方法は、それぞれの記述があなたにとつてどのくらいあてはまるか (ま たはあてはまらないか)を数字
で示 してくださればよいのです。そのためにかかる時間は約 30分ぐらいです。答えに `正 しい答え'や
`間違った答え'はありませんので、思つたとお りを正直にお答えください。一つ一つの質問にあまり時

間をかけずに、直感でお答えください。たいていの場合、あなたの第一印象が最 も正確な答えです。

この調査への参加は全くあなたの自由意志に任 されてお り、回答は全て匿名で行われますので、提供さ

れました個人を特定するかもしれないような情報は全て極秘扱いで処理 されます。 この研究で得 られまし

たデータは全て集団ごとに処理 され、分析 されますので、活字化されることがあつても個人の反応 として

認識 されることは全くあ りません。最初はこの研究へ参加することを合意されても、あなたの御都合でい

つでも研究への参加を取 り止めることが可能です。

従いまして、あらかじめ切手を貼ってお渡 ししてある封筒に、お答えを記入 してくださった質問紙を

入れて御返送 くださる、あるいはコンピュータ上の質問紙に回答を入力 し、ご返送 くださることをもち

まして、あなたのこの研究への参加への合意 とみなさせていただきますので、ご留意 ください。

この研究は研究倫理に関する心理学規約条項に基づいて構成されてお り、すでにスインバーンエ科大学

研究倫理委員会の審査に合格 してお ります。 この研究についてのご質問や、結果がお知 りにな りたければ、

指導教官のブルース・ フィン ドレイ教授 (日 本からの電話番号は+613 92148093)
まで御連絡をください。また、この研究に参加 されることで生 じる書はないと予想 されてお りますが、万

一何か気になることが生 じました場合にはライフライン(ww.lifeline― international.org/home)ま で御

連絡をください。

この研究についてお知 りにな りたい ことが ございま した ら、下記まで御連絡 ください。

Resca・ ch Ethics Ofncer,0)fnce of Resea・ ch and Graduate Studics

Swinbume U面 versity ofTeclm01ogy
PC》 Box 218 Haゝthorn,VIC 3122

Phone: ―■613  92145218

E―mail:笙並thicS【Z2LIVylユニ旦dLttu h“町 du毎
“

」

So蘭 騒 釧議

重ねまして、貴重なお時間を頂きましたこと、ならびにこの研究に

御興味をお寄せくださいましたことに、心からお礼申し上げます。
John Stra■ HawtЮm
Ⅵ

“

yla 312 AISt」 ia

PO B饉 213 Hawho『 ■

Victonaコ 22A麟同la

Te卸綺ne+61392148859

FaⅨメm‖e+01398190574
鼎鼎獅由tume.edu.au

AB‖ 136劉関硼

醐 ∝詢 臓 ∞lHD

水野ひ とみ Dr. Bruce Findlay

bVV‖N
BUR
革NE平

SWiN3URNE
UNiVERSITY OF
TECHNC)L(:)GY



第1部 あなた自身についてお尋ねします。

ここでは、あなたの御回答から得られた結果をより正しく理解するために、あなた御 自身のパックグラ

ウンドについてお尋ねします。以下の質問に対して、後に揚げられている選択肢の中から適切なものを

選び、番号にO印をつけていただくか、答えを直接下線部に記入していただくかでお答えください。

1.年齢

2. `1生別l: 1.男性 2.女性

3.居住地域 1,大都市    2.中 規模の都市   3.小 都市 4.地方都市

4.最終学歴

歳

8.その他

5.職業 1.会社役員   2.会 社員

5.教師     6.学 生

8.中小企業主(商店主を含む)

10。 その他

6.どのくらいの期間 その仕事(学生を含む)に従事していますか。

7.これまでに 6ヶ月以上海外に滞在したことがありますか。

1.はい (質問 8に進む)

8.滞在先 :

9.滞在期間 : 年 間

1,大学院終了

5,短大卒業

10。 現在 誰と一緒に住んでいますか。

1.夫または妻  2.子 供

6.友人   7.自 分一人で

2.いいえ(質問 10に進む )

当てはまるものに全てOを お付けください。

3.あなたの親   4,夫 または妻の親

3.大学卒業

高校卒業

4.大学在学中

7

3.専門職   4.公 務員

7.農業 (牧場主を含む )

9.無職 (退職を含む )

5.親戚の人

3.離婚   4.未 婚

2,いいえ (質問 14に進む)

4.それ以上

2.大学院在学中

6.短大在学中

11.結婚していますか。

12.子供がいますか。

13.子供の数 :   1.

14.国籍 :  1.日 本

1.既婚   2.事 実婚

1.はい (質問 13に進む )

一人   2.二 人    3.二 人

2.中 国   3.韓 国 4。 その他



Number

日本的自己に関する質問紙

この質問紙は、人々がある特定の状況におかれたとき、どのように行動するのかについて知る

ことを目的として作成 されました。以下に述べている記述がどのくらいあなたに当てはまるかを尺

度上の数字でお示しください。

や り方

次のページから、あなたにとつて多かれ少なかれ当てはまる(あ るいは当てはまらない)記述が述
べ られています。各ページの頭に示 してある尺度(8点尺度、7点尺度、5点尺度、4点尺度)を用い

て、それぞれの記述があなたにとつてどのくらい当てはまるか、(当 てはまらないか)を お答えくだ

さい。別の状況では違 う考えを持つかもしれないと思われるときでも、あなたが現在感 じている通

りをお答えください。答えに 「正 しい答え」、 「間違った答え」はありませんので、感 じた通 りを

お答えください。また、それぞれの記述に対 してあまり時間をかけないで、直感的に感 じた通 りを

お答えください。

一連の記述にお答えいただいた後に自分自身の社会的な側面について自己評価 していただく質

問項 目がありますので、こちらの質問にもお答えください。全部の評価項 目について抜け落ちた

ものが無いようにお答えください。

例 :

もしあなたが 「わた しはいつも正直に行動する」と言 う記述に対 して、 「だいたい当てはま

る」 とお感 じになったら、 「6」 の番号を下線の部分にお示 しください。

6   私はいつも正直に行動する。

1

全 く当ては

ま らない

2

ほ とん ど当て

はま らない

3

たいてい当て

はまらない

4

どちらかとい

うと当てはま

らない

5

どちらかとい

うと

当てはまる

6

たいてい

当てはまる

7

ほ とん ど

当てはまる

8

全 く

当てはまる

2



1

全 く当ては

ま らない

2

ほ とん ど当て

はま らない

3

たいてい当て

はまらない

4

どちらかとい

うと当てはま
らない

5

どちらかとい

うと
当てはまる

6

たいてい

当てはまる

7

ほ とん ど

当てはまる

8

全 く

当てはまる

1

2

3

4

5

_____6

7

8

知らない人には無関心だ。

家族の一員に起きた問題は、家族全員の問題だと考える。

社会生活では、相手の状況を理解することは大切だ。

自立して生活するためには、自分の意見を持っていなければならない。

私はしばしば自己流のやり方で行う。

初対面の人に会うときにはいつも 居心地の悪さを感じて、できるだけ早くその場を去りたいと思う。

とくめい

他人を直接批判できないが、匿名でならできる。

思いやりの心を持つことは大切だ。

だれ

_9誰 でもプライバシーを守る権利がある。

10

11

12

13

14

17

18

19

20

21

_15私 は個性的だ。
い わけ

_16何 かをするときにはいつも 始める前に能力が無いことの言い訳をする。

他人と議論するときには直接話すほうがいい。

家では自分の思うままに振舞うが、外では逆に引つ込み思案だ。

他人の意見を非常に気にする。

自分の利益になる。ならないに関わらず、対人関係を持つことは重要だc

人間の権利は守られなければならない。

他人がどのように私を評価するか、気になる。

お互い助け合わなければ、社会生活は成り立たない。

他人のことを考える前に、まず自分のことを考えるべきだ。

個性的で、多くの点で他人と異なるほうがいいと思う。

友だちといると自分に自信が持て、どんなことでも出来る気がする。

そっちょく          さ

_22あ いまいな表現を使って、率直に表現することを避けることが時々ある。

3



1

全 く当ては

まらない

2

ほとんど当て

はまらない

3

たいてい当て

はまらない

4

どちらかとい

うと当てはま

らない

5

どち らか とい

うと

当てはまる

6

たいてい

当てはまる

7

ほ とん ど

当てはまる

8

全く

当ては まる

23

24

25

26

27

友だちがいなければ、人生は無意味だ。

自分の利益のために、他人と良い関係を保とうと思う。

他人が私よりうまくやつていると、いやな気分になる。

他人から好意を受けると借りをした気分になるが、家族から好意を受けるのは平気だ。

失敗をするといつも他人に笑われる前に自分で自分を笑う。

こうりょ

_____28イ 可かを決定する時には、他人がどう思つているかを考慮するべきだと思う。

_29自 分の利益になるときだけ社交的になる。

げんり

_____30競 争があるのは自然の原理だと思う。

_31家 族に対してはわがままに振舞うが、外では逆に良い人だと思われている。

_32私 は皆から愛されたい。

_33他 人と関係を持つことは、自分自身のために良いことだと思う。

_34社 会生活においては、自分の意見をはっきり言うことが必要だと思う。

35競争が無ければよい社会にならないと思う。

_36身 近な人には感謝の気持ちをはっきりとは表現しない。

_37私 は他人から良く思われたい。

_38人 間関係においては正直であることが一番だと思う。

_39自 分の意見が一番重要だと思う。

_40他 人より上手にすることが大切だと思う。

41何かを決める時には全員に私の意見に賛成してもらいたい。

_42私 は他の人々に劣等感を感じる。

43他の人々が私の態度や表情などの非言語行動に対して、適切に反応してくれることを期待して

いる。

_44私 はいつも物事を自分の立場から考える。

4



1

全く当ては

まらない

,

ほとんど当て

はまらない

3

たいてい当て

はまらない

4

どちらかとい

うと当てはま

らない

5

どちらかとい

うと

当てはまる

6

たいてい

当てはまる

7

ほ とん ど

当てはまる

|

8

全く

当てはまる

_____45親 戚のものが経済的に困っていたら、どんなことをしてでも助けると思う。

ぼうじゃくぶじん ふ ま

_____46自 分を知つている人のいない所では、傍若無人に振る舞う。

_____47私 は自分の外見に劣等感を感じる。

_48対 人関係を長続きさせるためにとても努力する。

_49何 かを決定するときには、自分自身で判断する。

_50グ ループ内の調和を保つことは大切だと思う。

うらぎ こうヤヽ  しルこく

_51 自分の家族の裏切り行為は深刻には考えない。

52

53

54

55

56

習慣や伝統に従って行動している限り 間違いはないと思う。

自分が問題を抱えているときには、きっと誰かが助けてくれると思う。

どのように行動するかは自分で決めるべきだと思う。

他の人々とうまくいつているときには気分がいい。

どんなことでも心から謝れば、必ず受け入れてもらえると信じている。

他人は信じられない。

自分の周りの人々の幸せが私の幸せだと思う。

私は自分が注 目の的になるために、時々うそをつく。

自分の能力に全く自信がもてない。

他人にあまり頼るべきではないと思う。

自分の存在を示すことは大切だ。

|まんねt  た まえ

_57い い人間関係を保つには、本音より建て前が重要だと思う。

こわ

_58誰 かといつたん人間関係を持ったなら、簡単には壊さない。

59

60

61

62

63

64

ぎせヽ ヽ

_65家 族が辞さないのであれば、自分が大変楽しんでいる活動でも犠牲にしていいと思う。

_____66他 人との良い関係を失いたくないので、いつも他人の意見に同調する。

う



1

全く当ては

まらない

2

ほ とん ど当て

はま らない

3

たいてい当て

はまらない

4

どちらかとい

うと当てはま

らない

0

どちらかとい

うと

当てはまる

6

たいてい

当てはまる

7

ほ とん ど

当てはまる

8

全 く

当てはまる

67

68

69

70

71

見知らぬ人と会うのは苦痛だ。

グループの他のメンバーが気に入るように行動する。

他人の意見を打ち負かすことは気にならない。

たとえ自分はその活動が気に入らなくても、家族が気に入るならそれをする。

自分一人で行動するのは自信がない。

_72簡 単に友だちを作ることができない。

_73た とえ困難が多くても自分のグループに固執する。

_74ど んな状況にあつても自分の意見を表明することができる。

ざせい

_86見 知らぬ人と会うときには、とても緊張する。

_87自 分と相手の社会的地位の関係を気にする。

_88自 分のグループの決定を尊重する。

75グループの利益のために自分の興味を犠牲にすることがしばしばある。

76私が必要としているときには、家族は私を助ける義務があると信じている。

77グループにいると安心だと思う。

78グループの中では協調性を保つようにしている。

79子どもたちは楽しみよりも義務を果たすことが大切だということを教えられるべきだ。

80身内の人々の間では、どんな行動でも許してもらえると信じている。

ゆうじゅうふだん

81私は優柔不断な人だ。

82私は大多数の人の考え方に従う。

83職場では家族同士のように皆とうまく付き合うべきだ。

84何かを決定しなければならないときには、いつも他者の意見に頼る。

85正しくても間違っていても、私は自分のグループを支持する。

6



1

全く当ては

まらない

2

ほとんど当て

はまらない

l3
I Lu,(,,'y(
It* blrL.

4

どちらかとい

うと当てはま
らない

5

どちらかとい

うと

当てはまる

6

たいてい

当てはまる

7

ほとんど

当てはまる

8

全く

当てはまる

_89家 族の中ではわがままに振る舞う。

_____90他 人から笑われるのがこわい。

_____91グ ループが私を必要とする限り、例えグループに満足していなくてもグループに残る。

_92で きる限り長く家族との親密な関係を続けたいと思う。

_93公 共の場で意見を述べるのは、恥ずかしくてできない。

_94例 え自分は全く不賛成でも、グループメンバーと議論するのは避ける。

_____95も し自分と同じ国の人が困難な目にあつていたら、例え自分の友人でなくても助けるべきだと思う。

_96み んながするなら、私もする。

_97 自分のグ′レープメンパーと違う意見は持たないようにする。

_98血 のつながりのない人は私に冷たくて無関心だと思う。

いぅしょうけんめい

_99失 敗しないように、なんでも一生懸命する。

_10o自 分と血のつながりのない人の間では自由に振る舞えない。

_101隣 の人が私をどのように見ているかが気になる。

_102私 が私の両親 (子ども、夫あるいは妻)への愛情を表現しなくても、彼らは当然私の感情を理解
しているはずだ。

7



Relational-lnterdependent Self-Construal Scale

次の文は他者との関係 について述べています。下の基準を用いて、これらの記述にどれくらい

同意するか、数字で示してください。

1

全 く同意

しない

2

ほとん ど同

意 しない

3

あまり同意

しない

4

どちらで

もない

5

まあまあ同

意する

6
たいてい同意

す る

7

強 く同意す

る

_____1私 と私の親しい人との関係 のあり方は、私がどういう人間かを示している。

_2私 が誰かを非常に身近に感じる時は、たいていその人は私の自己像を形成するのに重要な人
だと感じている時だ。

_3私 の身近な人が何か重要なことを成し遂げた時、私は自分自身に対してもより良い自己イメージ

を感じる。

_4私 自身を構成する最も重要な部分は、私の親しい友人がどんな人間であるかを理解することによ

って捉えられると思う。

_5自 分がどんな人間かを考えるとき、私はよく自分の親しい友人や家族のことを考える。

_6も し誰かが私の親しい人を傷つけるなら、そのことによつて私もまた傷つくと思う。

_7た いてい、親しい人との関係は、自分の個人的イメージの重要な部分であると思う。

_8全 般的に言って、親しい人との関係は、私が自分自身をどのように感じるかについてはほとんど

影響しない。

_9親 しい人との関係は、自分がどんな人間かという感党にとつて重要ではない。

_10私 の誇りは、私の親しい友人として誰がいるかを知ることから生じる。

_11私 が誰かと親しい関係を築くとき、たいてい私はその人との強い一体感を感じている。

8



Big Five Personality Scale

次の文はパーソナリティ特性を述べています。下記の基準を用いて、それぞれの記述があなたを

どのくらい正しく表現しているかを判断してください。

1

全 く正 しく

ない

2

あまり正 し

くない

3

どちらとも
いえない

4

まあまあ正

しい

5

非常に正 しい

ゆううつ

_____1私 はしばしば憂鬱になる。

ここち

_2私 は人といるのが心地よい。

3美術は好きではない。

4誰に対しても良いことばかり言う。

5いつでも心の準備ができている。

6自 分 自身が嫌いだ。

7簡単に友人ができる。

8生き生きとした想像をする。

9他人は善良な意思を持っていると信じている。

10 糸田かいことに夕tを西己る。

11 し|ずし|ボνも、さぎ
｀
こと,。

12社交的な場を取り扱うのが上手だ。

ごい

13語彙が豊富だ。

14他人を尊敬する。

15雑用をすばやく片付ける。

16気分がしょっちゅう変わる。

17パーティの花形だ。

_18高 尚な会話ができる。

_19人 をありのまま受け入れる。

9



1

全 く正 しく

ない

2

あまり正しく

ない

3

どちらともい

えない

4

まあまあ正

しい

5

非常に正 しい

_20自 分の計画を実行する。

おちい

_21簡 単にパニックに陥る。

みりょう

_22人 々を魅 了する方法を知っている。

_23新 しい考えを開くのが楽しい。

_____24人 々を気楽にさせる。

_25計 画を立てて、それを守る。

ゆううつ

_26憂 鬱になることはほとんどない。

_27あ まり話をしない。

ちゅうしょうてき

_28抽 象的なアイデアには興味がない。

しル

_29辛 らつだ。

むだ

_30自 分の時間を無駄にしている。

_31自 分自身に満足している。

くろまく てっ

32黒幕に徹している。

33とつぴな空想を楽しむ。

34他人をひどくけなす。

35なかなか仕事に取り掛かれない。

36いらいらす
~る

ことはほとんどない。

37私の人生はつまらなかったと言える。

38哲学的な論争は避ける。

39他人の隠された動機を疑う。

10



1

全 く正 しく

ない

あま り正 しく

ない

3

どちらともい

えない

4

まあま あ正

しい

ヽ

非常に正 しい

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

47

48

49

50

必要 なことだけしか言 わない。

物事 に簡 単 に煩 わされ ない。

さら

注 目されるのが嫌いだc

美術館に行くのは楽しくない。

人に仕返しをする。

シ

物事を最後までやり遂げない。

自分 自身にとても満足している。

おしゃべりでない。

まれ

物事の裏側を探ることは稀だ。

ぶじょく

人を侮辱する。

自分の義務を果たさない。

11



Self-esteem Scale

次の文はあなたの自尊心について述べています。下の基準を用いて、それぞれの記述にどの

くらい同意するか判断してください。

そうだ

3

そうではない

_1少 なくとも他人と同じ基準において、自分を価値のある人間だと思う。

すぐ  じしつ

2私 はたくさんの優れた資質 があると思う。

しっかくしゃ

3全般的に見て、私は失格者だと感じる傾向がある。

4たいていの人と同じくらいには物事をうまくできる。

じまん

5私は自慢できるところはそんなにないと思う。

6自 分 自身に対して肯定的な態度をとる。

7概して私は自分に満足している。

8 自分をもっと尊敬できるといいのにと思う。

9時々自分は全く価値のない人間だと思う。

101寺々自分にはいいところが全くないと思う。

1

全くそうだ

2 4

全くそうではない

12



ここでは、下に示した基準 (正しくない 1点 ― 正しい 5点 )を使って、次にあげる文章が

どれくらいあなたにとつて正しいか、あるいは正しくないかをお答えください。 答えは下線部に数字で

記入してください。

正しくない  1 5 1Eしい

_1し ろと言われなければ、自分のやっていることを続けるのが難しいことが時々ある。

_2自 分のしたくないことをしている時には腹の立つことが時々ある。

_3 自分の能力が少なすぎるので、何かをあきらめることが少なからずある。

けんいしや

_4例 え彼らが正しいと知っていても、権威者に対して反抗的になることがしばしばある。

_5誰 と話しても、私はいつも良い開き役だ。

ゆうえつかん

6優越感を感じることがある。

ちゅうちょ

_7間 違いをしたときには、それを正すのを勝躇しない。

8許してほしい、または忘れてほしいと願うことが時々ある。

9例え私に賛同しない人に対してでも、いつも礼儀正しく接する。

10私は人が自分と異なる考えを表明しても、イライラしたことがない。

しっと

11他人の良いチャンスに対して嫉妬することがしばしばある。

12私に頼み事をする人にイライラさヽせらオ
′しることが日寺々 ある。

13他人の感情を傷つけるようなことをわざと言ったことはない。

御協力を心から感謝いたします。

432

13



 

Appendix J 

Japanese Self-Concept Scale 

                  Interpersonal        •   Whenever I meet someone for the first time, I feel  
                                                           Anxiety                   uncomfortable and want to get away as soon as possible.  

                                                                      •   I am strongly conscious of the opinion of others. 
                                                                      •   Whenever I do something, I excuse my lack of ability before  
                start.                      
                                                                      •   I feel inferior to other people. 
                         •   As I am afraid of losing a good relationship with others, I  
                                                                           Always agree with their opinion.     
                         •   I am an indecisive person.      

                                                                       •   When I have to make a decision, I always relay on the opinion  
                                                                                           of others.    
  
                                                                                      •  It is important to sympathise with others.     
                                                                                      •  I value interpersonal relationships regardless of the benefit                          
                                                                                          they will bring.  
                                                                                      •  Human rights must be defended. 
            •  If we do not help each other affectionately, social life suffers. 
                                                  •  It is good to have relationships for their own sake. 
                                                  Harmony                   •  in social life, it is important to express one’s opinion clearly.                                 
Japanese                                                                     •  I want to keep a close relationship with my parent(s) for as                                   
Self-Concept                                                                   Long as possible.  
                                                                •  If my compatriots suffer from trouble, I should help them even            
                                                                                          if they are not my friends. 

           •  It is best to be honest in relationships.  
                                                                                • It is important to have my presence acknowledged.     
                                                                                    
                                                                                • I try to keep good relationship with others for my own benefit 
                                                                                   benefit.                                                                                                      
                                                                                • I feel indebted to those whom I receive favours, but I readily  
                                            Self-                               accept favours from my family members.  
                                            Centeredness           • I only socialise when there is a benefit for me.  
                                                                               • When I make a decision, I want everyone to agree with me.    
                                                                               • In order to keep good relationships, principles are more  
                                                                                  important than practice.  
                                                                               • Sometimes I tell a lie in order to be the centre of attention. 
                                                                               • I do not worry about confronting another person’s opinion.                         
                                                                               • Other people should not be trusted.  
                                                                                      
                                                                               • If I do not have friends, life becomes meaningless. 

                                                                                     • I believe that when I have a problem, someone should help me.                            
                                                  Connectedness       • I believe that if I apologise from the heart, it will be accepted.  

                                                                              • I work hard to keep long lasting interpersonal relationships.  
                                                                              • I cannot make friends easily. 
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ダ:ヘ
ッダを全て表示

To: Dr Bruce Findlay/Ms HitOmi Mizuno′  FLSβ

Dear Bruce and Hitomi

SUHREC Pro]eCt 2009/256 Establishing and va■ idating a scale to measure the 」apanese
concept of self
Dr Bruce Findlay′  FLSS, Ms Hitomi Mizuno
proposed Duration: o■

/■ ■/2009 To O■ /■ ■/20■ 0

Ethical review of the above pro〕 ect prOtOCol was undertaken by swinburneis Human
Research Ethics committee (SUHREC)at itS Meeting 8/2009 held 30 0ctober 2009′  the
outcome of which as follows.

Approved subject to the following addressed to the Chairis (Or delegateis)
satisfaction:

■)Further clarification needed as to likely requirements to involve 」apanese
institutions (eg′  fOrmal ethics clearance or other permission(S)).

2)Consent information statement needs some revision: the Committee recommends
::identifiable responsesii rather than llinformation ...", and the student researcher's
course interest and thesis outcome needs to be disclosed.

3)」apanese versions of research and consent instruments should be forwarded for the
record.

To enable further ethical review/finalise clearance′  please would you respond to the
above items point by point (by direct email rep■ y if preferred). Re yOur responses:
― please DO NOT submit a fu■ l revised ethics clearance application
― attach proposed or revised consent/publiCity documentation in light of the above
(if aVailabler COnverting these documents to pdf before submission will save on disk
space).
If accepted by the suHREC delegate(S)′  your responses/attaChments will be added to
previous documentation submitted for review′  superseding or supplementing as
applicab■ e the existing materia1/prOtOco■  on record. Please a■so note that human
research activity (including active participant recruitment)Cannot commence before
proper ethics clearance is given in writing.

Please contact me if you have any queries about the ethical review process
undertaken′  citing the suHREC project number.

http ://www.tokyonet.com. aulhorde/imp/message.php?index:3 3 3 0 11/12/2009



電子メール ::INBOX:SUHIuC Praect2009/256 Ethical Review

Yours sincerely

Keith Wilkins
secretary′  suHREC
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Research Ethics ttfficer
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swinburne University of Technolttgy
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