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The development of online communication has changed the ways people communicate. 

Today’s generation of adolescents grew up with these technologies and are among the 

extensive users (Shapiro & Margolin, 2014).  Although justifications have been laid on 

adolescents’ regular use, there is minimum understanding towards the values and capabilities 

of online communication to this age group (Poole & Peyton, 2013). This study examined the 

possible positive outcome of online communication towards adolescents’ friendship quality. 

A self-report questionnaire which is a combination of three existing measures was used to 

examine the ways participants use online communication. The Network of Relationship 

Inventory (NRI) by Furman & Buhrmester (1985) was used to measure online communication 

and friendship quality. Supporting Questions were asked to help understand the relationship. 

The self- Disclosure Index developed by Miller, Berg & Archer (1983) was used to measure 

the extent of disclosure. The Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale was used to evaluate individual 

self-esteem. The result showed a significant relationship between the frequency of use of 

online communication and friendship quality subscales support and satisfaction. However, an 

insignificant result was shown in subscale conflict. A significant result was shown on 

disclosure and friendship quality and weak significance on disclosure and self-esteem. The 

relationship between online communication and self-esteem showed an insignificant result. 

The findings that online communication positively impacts support and satisfaction is a good 

start for understanding the adolescents’ consistent use of online communication. Limitations 

of the study and future directions are discussed. 
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1  Introduction 

Online communication is people’s way of communicating through the internet including e-

mail, instant messaging (IM), feedback on blogs, contact forms on websites, industry forums, 

chat rooms and social networking sites. A recent survey data that examined online behaviours 

found that Social Networking Sites (SNS) is the most frequently used by internet users 

(Lenhart, 2015) and has become an important feature of their daily life (Oh et al., 2014). 

Among many Social Networking Sites, Facebook is making its lead (Facebook, 2014), giving 

users an expanded alternative to communicate worldwide. According to Brown & Bobkowski 

(2011), this online communication tool has transformed the outlook of human interactions. 

This generation of adolescents labelled as the natives of this digital era (Prensky, 2001) are 

the first to grow up with these technologies and are the principal users (Shapiro & Margolin, 

2014) and they spend more time using internet than adults (Lenhart & Hitlin, 2005). They 

increasingly depend on social network sites for their social activities and maintaining their 

friendship relationships (Pew (a), 2013). There had been changes on how adolescents utilize 

this technological affordance from mere entertainment and source of information (Valkenburg 

& Soeters, 2001) to using it for interpersonal communication, mainly with existing friends 

(Gross, 2004). 

Friendship is considered one of the most important relationships in humanity (Yeshen et al., 

2014) and Manago and friends (2012) raised the importance of having friendship network 

during adolescents. This is the stage in life when teenagers start to detach from their parents 

and spend more time with friends. Importantly, this is the stage when this age group yearns to 

belong and feel accepted by others (Zilka, 2016). This sense of belongingness according to 

Baumeister & Leary (1995) is a human need that is satisfied by friendship.  

Online communication gives seamless opportunities to create and maintain friendship. Its 

space provides a place for friends to meet anytime and anywhere and its availability gives 

access for instant conversation. Friends can stay connected all the time, sharing ideas and 

thoughts even when they are home. This connection can be useful and entertaining. However, 

there are uncertainties and arguments on the standard of friendship kept online. Tong et al. 

(2008) pointed out how social network sites altered the meaning of the word “friend”. Nowa-

days, anyone connected via online sites are friends regardless of the degree of closeness. In 

many cases, this so-called friends are not even acquaintances. Buffardi & Campbell (2008) 
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also asserted their concern on the quality of this interaction. Additionally, a group of philoso-

phers (Elder, 2014) have agreed that online friendship cannot reach the ultimate friendship 

described in Aristotle’s model (i.e. friendship of the good).  Nevertheless, this is an issue that 

has no definite conclusion yet.  

This current study aims to dig into possible positive attributes of online communication to the 

friendship quality, self-disclosure, and self-esteem of early adolescents. This is to fill in the 

need mentioned by Schols (2015).According to him, researches are too focused on the 

possible negative outcomes of teenager internet use. He added saying that this calls for more 

research focused on the positive outcomes. In this current study, online communication is the 

frequency and rate of early adolescents’ use of internet for chatting, posting photos and 

updates, and blogging, while friendship quality is defined by three subscales, namely: 

conflict, support, and satisfaction. Moreover, self-disclosure and self-esteem are taken into 

consideration as they are significantly related to the outcomes of online communication. 

Research Questions were formulated to help the author refine and establish the focus of this 

study. They are as follows: (1) How does grade level and gender influence the use of online 

communication services? (2) How does online communication affect adolescents’ friendship 

quality? (3) How does self-disclosure affect relationship quality and self-esteem? (4) How 

does online communication influence adolescents’ self-esteem and friendship quality?  
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2 Previous Studies on Online Communication and Friendship 

In the early years of internet, researchers argued that online communication was not beneficial 

to users. For instance (Kraut et al. 1998) suggested that it has adverse effect to psychological 

well-being among adolescents. Further, the absence of verbal cues was not sufficient enough 

to sustain close relationships (Daft & Lengel, 1986) and anonymity stimulates hostile 

behaviours (Spears & Lea, 1994). 

On the other hand, later researches showed pleasant outcomes of online communication for 

example, boosting of self-esteem and decreased loneliness (Kraut et al., 2002).  Grinter & 

Palen (2002) explained that the use of online communication in the later years have encour-

aged interaction between existing friends since it had been common to almost everyone. More 

existing friends got online access; thus, interactions have been diverted mainly among these 

existing friends. As a result, friends became more comfortable to self-disclose which 

strengthened friendship and enhanced intimacy and closeness. Tidwell & Walther (2002); 

Knapp & Vangelisti (2000) laid support on this idea. According to them, online communica-

tion stimulates self-disclosure, and self-disclosure stimulates closeness of relationships.  

The landmark study conducted by Kraut and company (1998) was to investigate the relation-

ship of the use of internet to the sociability and well-being of internet users. The internet was 

dominantly used for communication. The study was then replicated 4 years after it was pub-

lished (Kraut et al., 2002). The results of these identical study showed opposing outcomes. 

The first one done in 1998, was done by giving questionnaires to be completed by participants 

before they got internet access. They answered another the same questionnaire 12 and 24 

months after they got internet access. Results showed adverse effect especially to teenagers. 

Despite the extensive use of internet for communication, participants’ communication with 

family deteriorated. It was also found out that there was a decrease in their circle of friends. 

Their active online venture increased depression and loneliness. Researchers assumed that the 

unfavorable outcomes were caused by participants tremendous use of time for online commu-

nication which has jeopardized the time that was supposed to be spent with family and close 

friends.  

The follow up research done in 2002 showed contradictory results. The study measured sig-

nificant increase in sociability and well-being. The researchers assumed that the inconsistent 
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result boils down to the increased number of internet users in the second research. Also, the 

participants in the second research had used the internet for several years, hence, their eager-

ness had been stabilized by time. By this moment, these participants knew already which in-

ternet activity makes them happier and more satisfied. In short, participants had matured and 

learned how to manage their online activities efficiently. Moreover, the increase in the num-

ber of users must have included their families and close friends. Meaning to say, their online 

network at the second study included their families and friends. The online communication 

was used to interact with these important people while they were online aside from the time 

they spent together offline. 

These opposing outcomes were defined by time and the ways the internet was used. The in-

ternet has evolved tremendously, and these changes have transformed its features accordingly 

as well. In the early years, ownership of computer with internet access was way expensive. 

Moreover, owning one does not guarantee satisfaction in terms of usefulness. By then, inter-

net affordances were limited and not famous. It could be understood that most people at this 

time did not see the relevance of internet use. This could be one reason why ownership was 

few. These few users were encouraged to talk with strangers online as their circle of friends 

did not have the same access. This way, these users were able to maximize this affordance 

and their money spent for such possession. This formation of new friendship established by 

online communication had been the subject of the aforementioned negative outcomes. Con-

stant communication was the only key to flourish this kind of friendship. It must have been 

difficult to cope with such situation at a time when laptops and smartphones still did not exist. 

Instead, they used bulky computer systems that were fixed in a specified area. Communi-

cating with online friends jeopardized user’s daily routine because of the inability to com-

municate instantly anywhere. For example, a user who wants to chat with an online friend 

may choose to leave a family conversation at home and stay alone in their computer room. A 

young lady may choose not to show up to her peer’s usual afterschool chitchatting to hurry 

home and chat with the new found online friend. Worse is, when teenagers choose to stay 

home for the fun of online activities and forget about the outdoor fun. These few examples 

would have been some of the reasons why earlier studies showed that online friendship result-

ed to more loneliness among users. It must have been the state of being isolated in a computer 

room and the minimized time for offline friends and family that are addressed to this result. 

Also, online friendship may stay superficial and temporary. However, these speculations were 

not true anymore in the later studies. The ownership of computer units had increased, and 
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internet access became more affordable. Portable computers in the form of laptop came into 

use and mobile phones could have internet data. The problem of communicating online with 

strangers have diminished because many of the offline friends got online access. The earlier 

argument on the decreased verbal cues as hindrance for friendship development have been 

refuted. Later studies suggested that limited verbal cues are supports for adolescents who 

were socially anxious and shy. McKenna (2002) explained that those who were typically shy 

had a tough time socializing in real life and they tend to distant themselves from others in fear 

of being criticized and not accepted. The online environment provided safer place for these 

people. Take for example an adolescent who has speech problem. This individual might not 

be able to express himself verbally to others but could clearly explain through writing. A flu-

ent young man may choose not to be active in a face to face conversation in fear that his phys-

ical flaws get noticed but could manifest his fluency behind the screen. There are also people 

who prefer not to talk to minimize mistakes. Fortunately, online interaction allows hesitant 

people to edit their comments or other responds several times before sending them for more 

confidence. Online interaction gives these people the freedom to get involved at their own 

convenience.  

The changes in online communication participation and recent practices have encouraged es-

pecially teenagers to communicate online with their existing friends and family. This time, 

friends can spend time together in both online and offline environment, making their time of 

interaction longer. This lengthened time together would stimulate closeness and disclosure. 

The daily interaction would make friends feel more comfortable at each other. Also, there 

would be moments when online interaction would encourage them to reveal information that 

they would not be confident to reveal when they are talking offline. This confidence would 

lead to trust, then disclosure. 

A study conducted by Mehdizadeh (2010) on the use of social network sites and self-esteem 

showed negative results on individuals who posted self-promotional contents in their profile. 

On the other hand, Gonzales & Hancock (2011) found in their research the opposite result 

showing increase positive outlook of self. These results cannot make a generalization on  the 

relationship of online communication and self-esteem. Nowadays, people’s decision to partic-

ipate in online communication is not primarily caused by their desire to develop how they 

perceive themselves but to simply interact with other people. It has become an extension of 

interaction. For adolescents, they can continue their unfinished chitchatting with friends. It 

allows searching for relatives and old friends.   The usual interaction comes in the forms of 
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chatting through messenger sites like WhatsApp and posting updates and pictures through 

Facebook and Instagram. However, online self-promotion is common among narcissistic peo-

ple. These are people who use online platforms to seek glory for themselves. This characteris-

tic is an indication of uncertainties about oneself, hence, they needed others to provide them 

with the affirmation that they need. It is understood that people who have confidence of their 

worth and ability do not need other’s praises and comments. They are happy and contended 

with who they are. On the other hand, the insecure yet proud does the other way around. They 

use affordances of online communication like Facebook to get attention. They flood their 

newsfeed with anything that is pro-self. The responds they get from their viewers are the su-

perficial moments that makes them feel good about themselves. In connection with friendship, 

it is hard to comprehend the relationships narcissistic people build. For instance, their unend-

ing bragging about themselves would be annoying to people who know them offline. Often-

times, people who know the real story behind a self-gratifying post choose to ignore it as it 

looks ridiculous to them. As mentioned, it is difficult to make judgements on narcissistic peo-

ple’s friendship relationship quality. The same thing goes with the result that showed positive 

outlook towards self. It is another assumption that could not generalize the relationship of 

online communication and self-esteem. The “feeling good” after viewing own profile is not a 

predictor of a fulfilling and satisfying life. The feeling is temporary and is subject to change.  

This current study attempts to justify these changes and investigate the potential of online 

communication to enhance friendship. This generation is at a point when online communica-

tion has become part of people’s lives. Mostly if not all, online interaction occurs among in-

dividuals who are also friends in the offline world. In many cases, people who come across 

with strangers online have the means to get to know them from others they already know. 

Tendency is, especially in SNS like Facebook, the feature “common friend” gives hint about 

this connection. Basically, today’s online users do not hover around talking with strangers. 

These previous studies are helpful guides to investigate if today’s adolescents’ online com-

munication foster friendship, self-disclosure, and self-esteem. 
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3 Theoretical Framework 

Theories and hypotheses were gathered to guide the author to understand the underlying 

explanations of the issue at hand. They may support or refute the results of this current study. 

Aristotle’s theory of friendship explains that the ultimate friendship is the friendship of the 

good. This is the relatonship quality that this study aims to investigate. The idea of self-

disclosure gives the ways how friendship may develop as friends become more comfortable 

with each other. The connection of online communication with self-disclosure and self- 

esteem is also taken into consideration.  

3.1 Aristotle’s Theory of Friendship and Online Communication 

Aristotle’s theory of friendship (Ross, W.D., 2009) was used to understand the implication of 

online communication to adolescents’ friendship relationships. According to Aristotle, friend-

ship has three types: (1) friendship of utility which refers to the relationship that is based on 

the benefit one gets from the other, (2) friendship of pleasure which is based on the pleasure 

one gets from the relationship, and (3) friendship of the good which is considered the ideal 

type of friendship. This type is said to be naturally permanent and of excellent quality. The 

friends involved are genuinely good for each other. The last type is what this study aims to 

investigate.  

There had been debates on the quality of friendship the online environment offers. For exam-

ple, a group of scholars refuted that online friendship cannot reach the ultimate “friendship of 

the good” because of its features that allow selected self-presentation of oneself, distortion of 

information and inability to be engaged with activities online, and the doubt in the quality of 

interaction.  

The claim on selective self-presentation explains that online users choose to reveal their cho-

sen positive characteristics, thus, hide the less positives ones. A study of Gonzales & Hancock 

(2011) explained that online users get the chance to edit their personality. They can delete 

unwanted aspects and emphasize on the good ones. This kind of interaction questions the 

value of honesty. However, this skepticism is fictitious in today’s online practices. Nowadays, 

majority of online users prefer to add family members and friends they already know offline 

(Jones & Soltren, 2005). In such a situation, the problem of selective self-presentation would 

unlikely be achieved. Offline friends recognize if someone alters personal information in their 
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circle. Since friendship is pre-established in the offline environment, the alternation will not 

come as an act of dishonesty to the friendship. This is because there are people who just 

choose to stay anonymous in their online profile, and this choice is perhaps known to the cir-

cle of offline friends. Boyd (2014) mentioned that teenagers often purposely provide inaccu-

rate information for fun. They just want to break the rules and have no intentions to present a 

certain identity. For these teenagers, a fallacious information is not a big deal because all their 

friends know that they are not true. As a result, the assumption for selective self-presentation 

and distortion of information is not prevalent in today’s development of online friendship. 

Another skepticism on the ability of online friendship to reach Aristotle’ “friendship of the 

good” is its inability for friends to partake on activities together. However, this uncertainty 

may not be true anymore today. As mentioned many times, today’s online friendship is pri-

marily with family and offline friends. Meaning to say, friends can do any activities together 

when they meet offline. Moreover, they can still share their experiences and significant mo-

ments with their friends even when they are far apart. The feature for live camera opens door 

for real time interaction regardless of location. For example, someone cannot make it to his 

friend’s birthday party because he is sick. He really wanted to witness the joy and fun his 

friend will have. They decide to put on live camera through Facebook during the event. The 

live video does not only show the actual footage of the event, it also allows conversation. In 

this sense, the online affordance of Facebook helped the friends to stay connected and get 

involved in an activity together even though the other one is sick. Also, friends can do home-

work and projects together at their own homes. Online communication and the help of inter-

active online platforms provide the possibility for students to work together separately. For 

example, students discuss their work through WhatsApp video call and at the same time 

working with google drive. This working method replaces traditional project making wherein 

the students agree to work at a specified place and time.  This is not possible with face to face 

interaction.  Meeting face to face takes energy and motivation to pursue. The online sharing 

of moments does have the potential to improve friendship and reach for the ultimate one. Fi-

nally, it was assumed that online conversation does not stimulate quality conversation. This 

speculation is falsified by the occurrence of self-disclosure. Contrary to the claim, online 

communication encourages user to reveal many information to their friends. The constant 

conversation opens door for more topics to tackle and chance to speak their minds. Also, top-

ics that are discussed in offline setting maybe continued online. There is no difference then in 

the quality of interaction in offline setting and online setting because the participants in the 

conversation are the same people. The present online communication features give interaction 
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the choice to use text messages, audio call and video call. Users have the option to talk in 

their preferable way for better quality of conversation. 

The counter arguments presented are support for the development of friendship of the good. 

This current study assumes the possibility of reaching the ultimate friendship that Aristotle 

was talking about in his theory. This is the friendship that the adolescents need to fulfill their 

need of belonginess. The current setup in the online world established the possibility to reach 

the ultimate friendship.  

3.2 Online Communication and Self-disclosure 

Self-disclosure is the process of revealing personal information about self to another. Ellison 

& Boyd (2013) identified three aspects of SNS that discern disclosure: (1) user’s identifiable 

profiles, (2) publicly articulate connections, and (3) users can interact with user generated 

content provided by their connections on the sites. Online communication shares the same 

idea. The ability to connect to people, encourages users to reveal tremendous amount of 

information (Lewis, Kaufman, & Christakis, 2008). At some point, this information goes 

beyond normal when users start revealing more intricate information. Aside from normally 

shared informations, some users tend to forget their limits on what to share. Maddel et al. 

(2013) mentioned that adolescents share more information about themselves online compared 

to the time when online interaction has not been utilized. Moreover, adolescents tend to self-

disclose online than adults (Albert & Steinberg, 2011). Masaviru et al. (2015) suggest that 

self-disclosure can be in any form, verbal or nonverbal. They further explained that this kind 

of communication does not have to be deep and meaningful because this simple exchange of 

words may initiate conversation that will later change to a more meaningful and personal one. 

This is a reciprocal process in a way that a self-disclosure from one party may lead to a self-

disclosure from the other. Since self-disclosure may also lead to trust (Kwak et al., 2014), it 

paves the way for enhancing friendship quality (Valkenburg & Peter, 2009). There are 

however factors that affects the development of disclosure such as cultural differences, 

individual traits, and gender. According to studies (e.g. Derlega et al., 2001; Tang et al., 

2013), men feel more awkward to disclose than women.  

Steinberg (2007) talked about Johari Window Pane Model. In this model, the different forms 

of personal information may it be superficial, the intricate one, and even the unknown are laid 

down and understood. According to the model, you have your own window pane that comes 
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in four parts; the open pane, hidden pane, blind pane, and unknown pane. The open pane 

contains the information that are usually made known to anyone like name, job, and other 

superficial details. Information about family made known to others are also revealed in this 

pane. Moreover, knowledge about feelings, motives, behaviours, wants, needs, and desires 

and any information describing an individual also fall inside the open pane. The opening of 

this first pane depends on the confidence in opening up to someone. In cases of new 

friendship, this first quadrant will not open up largely. Hence, outflow of information from 

the open pane is limited (Chapman, 2003; Steinberg, 2007). The second pane called the 

hidden pane contains information that are chosen not to be disclosed to anyone (relationship 

problems, failures, and fears). There is a lot of information stored in this pane. It depends on 

the degree of friendship that information from this pane maybe opened up for others to know. 

It is the kind of friendship that has developed understanding and trust. The third pane, known 

as Blind pane contains all information that others know about you, and the unknown pane 

contains mysteries unknown to anyone. According to Steinberg (2007), this last quadrant is 

the unexplored area. The process of opening the four quadrants is called self-disclosure. There 

is a give and take process when you share information in the open and hidden pane. An indi-

vidual starts to open up when trust have been established, then the other party gets interested 

in knowing you more, and they start to reciprocate by sharing information from their hidden 

pane. This disclosure will then reduce the blind and unknown pane. The Johari Window Pane 

Model is shown in Figure 1.  

 

 Figure 1. Johari Window Pane 

Disclosure in online communication is an asset in the development of friendship. Disclosure 

paves the way for support and trust. When friends disclose more it is assumed that the close-

ness will be enhanced. Friends will not open up delicate issues not unless they feel the com-

Open Pane  Blind Pane 

Hidden Pane Unknown Pane 
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fort and when they think that they know the other person enough. This subject is subjective 

and have different outcomes in different settings.  

3.3 Online Communication and Self-esteem 

Self-esteem is a coherent sense of self and stable feeling of overall self-worth and it is a one 

of the predictors of well-being (Baumeister, Campbell, Krueger, & Vohs, 2003; Harter, 2012). 

This is an important factor for the development of adolescents. Adolescents’ self-esteem 

defines the way they feel accepted and liked by their peers and the feeling of success in 

favourable friendship. According to Valkenburg & Piotrowski (2017), today’s adolescent 

interaction with friends mostly happens through social network sites like Facebook, Snapchat, 

and Instagram.  

The relationship of online communication and self-esteem is difficult to fathom. There is 

discrepancy in the measurement of self-esteem in the online environment due to the varied 

intentions of users especially in social network sites like Facebook. The negative outcomes 

were seen in people with Narcissistic behaviour. Narcissism is an exaggerated feeling of self-

importance (Oltmanns, Emery &Taylor (2006).  According to Mehdizadeh (2010), 

Narcissistic behaviour is characterized by using online interaction to promote self. This comes 

in the form of writing status updates, posting photos or videos, and giving comments that 

facilitate self-praise. Unfortunately, people with high narcissistic behaviour were found to 

have low self-esteem. The objective self-awareness theory explains that when “self” becomes 

the object of thought, it decreases impression of self (Silvia & Duval, 2001). When people 

focus their attention on self, they compare self with a standard. In Facebook, the standard 

maybe other’s profile. Tendency is, these self-centred users will try their best to meet or beat 

the standard. At the end, they become frustrated and dissatisfied. It would be difficult to 

determine self-esteem enhancement in online communication becuae of the different 

behaviours users have. They also have different motives and reason on their participation in 

the online world. Another assumption is the hyperpersonal model of behaviour which 

emphasizes the advantages of online communication over face to face conversation. Here, 

individual’s gets the advantage of using online communication affordances to maintain their 

friendship. There are cases when  individuals could express themselves more effectively 

online because it appears to be more convenient than in the offline setting. The offline 

environment maybe so judgemental and irrational. Additionally, social network sites like 
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Facebook is positively bias (Reinecke & Trepte, 2014). It encourages users to give positive 

feedback using for example the “like” and “thumb up” buttons and the comment section is 

dominantly populated by positive comments from friends. This simple act of support may 

stimulate social self-esteem. Also, the social compensation hypothesis suggests beneficial 

conditions to socially anxious users (McKenna & Bargh, 2000). This hypothesis assumes that 

the reduction of audio-visual cues encourages socially anxious adolescent to be more 

confident and comfortable to interact online.  



17 

 

4 Aim and Research Questions 

The aim of this study was to examine if online communication has positive attributes to the 

friendship quality, self-disclosure, and self-esteem among adolescents. 

In accordance with the aim of the study, the specific research questions are as follows: 

1. How does grade level and gender influence the use of online communication services? 

2. How does online communication affect adolescents’ friendship quality? 

3. How does self-disclosure affect relationship quality and self-esteem? 

4. How does online communication influence adolescents’ self-esteem and friendship quality?  

This study aims to get information that will help parents and educators understand the adoles-

cents’ use of online communication services.  Also, to provide optimistic results that will ease 

parents’ concern about their children’s daily use of smartphones. Most importantly, this study 

expects significant results that will imply positive contributions to the shaping of adolescents’ 

social life.  
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5 Methods 

This study was conducted in Finland, a highly technological country. The choosing of 

particpants was justified by the need for more understanding towards adolescents’ extensive 

use of online communication. The data was accumulated through a self-report quesionnaire 

that was collected from a school. A quantitative method was used for the analysis. 

5.1 Context and Participants 

The data was collected from Tyrnävä. It is a municipality of Finland located in the central part 

of Northern Ostrobothnia. Its neighbouring places are the municipality of Kempele, Liminka, 

Muhos, and City of Oulu. The survey was conducted among 304 participants (50% male and 

50% female). They were grade 7 (33%), grade 8 (29%), and grade 9 (38%) students of a 

higher primary school.  

The participants reported their duration of using online communication services ranged from 

1 to 10 years (M= 4.99, SD=1.485). It had been revealed that most of the participants use 

online communication for about 1 to 2 hours every day to communicate with their friends. It 

was found that most (99%) use their smartphones on daily basis. Computer, tablet, Ipad were 

also used but only 32% use them every day. Approximately 10% says they seldom, rarely, 

and never use computer, tablet, Ipad at all. Multitasking was common while communicating 

online with friends.  

More than half of the students (56%) have same-sex friends that has lasted for more than 5 

years already. Some of the participants (21%) do not have opposite-sex friends. It turned out 

that 34% of the participants do not have same-sex online friends and 39% do not have 

opposite-sex online friends. Majority of those who have same-sex online friends’ length of 

friendship is less than a year. Same is true to opposite-sex online fiends which shows that 

majority length of friendship is less than a year. Many of the students (41%) met their same-

sex online friends face to face while fewer (32%) met their opposite-sex online friends. A 

summary of these results can be found in Table 1 and Appendix 1. 
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Table 1. 

 

Demographic Data 

  N % 

Gender Female 

Male 

151 

153 

49.7 

50.3 

Grade Level Grade 7 

Grade 8 

Grade 9 

99 

90 

115 

32.6 

29.6 

37.8 

 

5.2 Instruments 

The self-report questionnaire used for the collection of the data is a combination of pre-

existing questionnaires that were used and validated by the respective authors. The selection 

of variables to include for this current study were carefully explored to answer the research 

questions. 

5.2.1 Network of Relationship Inventory (NRI) 

The Network of Relationships – Relationship quality version (NRI-RQV) was used as part of 

the questionnaire. This version is a combination of the Network of Relationships Inventory 

(Furman & Buhrmester, 1985) and a family relationship measure developed by Buhrmester, 

Camparo & Christensen. It comprises at least 10 subscales. For this study, the subscales: 

satisfaction, support, and conflict were used to measure the quality of friendship. Each 

subscale has three items. These were some of the item examples: (satisfaction) How good is 

your relationship with this person? (support) When you are feeling down and upset, how often 

do you depend on this person to cheer things up? (conflict) How much do you and this person 

argue with each other? Moreover, the subscale companionship was used to measure the time 

spent with friends. Examples were “How much free time do you spend with this person? The 

questionnaire identified four friends: (A) same-sex friend in reality, (B) opposite-sex friend in 

reality, (C) online same-sex friend, and (D) online opposite-sex friend. These friends were 

represented by friend A, B, C, and D respectively.  These were the most important friends 

excluding siblings, relatives, or boyfriend/ girlfriend. The participants were asked to answer a 

5-point Likert scale ranged from “never / none / extremely unsatisfied / very poor (1)” to 

“always / a lot / extremely satisfied / very good (5)”. The internal consistency of each 
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subscales for real life friends (A & B) and online friends (C & D) were computed. The 

Cronbach’s alpha ranged from .575 to .901. The items adopted from The Network of 

Relationships – Relationship quality version (NRI-RQV) are shown in Appendix 2. 

5.2.2 Self-disclosure Index 

Self-disclosure index was developed by Miller, L., Berg, J., & Archer, R. (1983). This 

instrument measures the extent of disclosure using 10 topic areas. Participants completed a 5-

point Likert scale items ranged from “never (1)” to “always (5)” with regard to how much 

they disclose to their friends (A, B, C, and D). The scale examples of the topic areas were: 

“My personal habits” and “My deepest feelings. The internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) 

of the index was computed for friend A (.939), Friend B (.973), Friend C (.991), and Friend D 

(.993), which are of high reliability. The Self-disclosure index can be found in Appendix 3. 

5.2.3 Rosenberg Self-esteem Scale 

Rosenberg self-esteem scale is a 10-item Likert scale self-report instrument used to evaluate 

individual self-esteem. It measures the global self-worth of individuals by measuring the 

positive and negative feelings about self. The participants completed the 4-point Likert scale 

ranging from “strongly disagree (1)” to “strongly agree (4)”. The internal consistency of the 

scale was computed (Cronbach’s alpha = .879), which was of high reliability. The Rosenberg 

self-esteem scale can be found in Appendix 4. 

5.3 Data Collection Procedure 

The first draft of the questionnaire was written early September 2017. It was in English. 

When the target population was finalized, which was grade 7, 8, and 9 from a Finnish school, 

it was decided to translate the questions to Finnish. The Finnish version was ready on October 

2017. This questionnaire consisted of five parts: (1) participant’s demographic information, 

(2) internet using instant messaging and social networking services, (3) Revised Network of 

Relationship Inventory (Furman and Buhrmester,1985), (4) Self-disclosure Index (Miller, 

Berg, & Archer, 1983), and (5) Rosenberg Self-esteem scale.  

The school principal granted permission to collect data from the said school and the teachers 

expressed their help by administering the questionnaire themselves. It was completed by the 



21 

 

students during their first period class in the morning except for grade 7 who completed them 

on their second period class due to a conflict with an examination schedule. The students were 

informed that their answers were confidential and will not affect them in anyway. It was a pen 

and paper questionnaire which was chosen to ensure success in the collection. An online 

option was possible by using google form, however; this possibility was dropped due to fear 

of internet failures. The collection date was very close to Christmas break and so a re-

schedule will not be possible when trouble arises due to these foreseen failures. 

5.4 Data Analysis and Research Method 

Quantitative method was used for this research and IBM SPSS Version 24 was used as 

analysis software. Data were collected by printed out questionnaires. The acquired data was 

manually entered to SPSS to be analysed. The analysis process started by testing the data 

reliability using Cronbach Alpha test. Then, some items were recoded to come up with new 

variables which were valuable for the analysis. After which, a normality test was carried out 

to determine whether to use parametric or nonparametric test to answer the research 

questions. The workflow of the analysis is shown in figure 2. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Figure 2. The workflow of the analysis in SPSS 

Data input to SPSS 

Cronbach Alpha test for Reliability 

Recoding items to new variables 

Normality test 

Non-Normal distribution = Nonparametric test 

Median Test, Kruskal Wallis Test and Spearman 

Rank Correlation 
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5.4.1 Reliability Test 

Cronbach Alpha test was used to test the reliability of the data. Reliability is affirmative when 

reliability result p > 0.6. Due to unreliability of Companionship subscale, all its subscales 

were omitted from this study. Results of reliability test are shown in Table 3. 

Table 3. 

Reliability index 

Scale/ 

Subscale 

 Alpha 

Friend 

  A B C D 

Friendship 

Quality 

      

Conflict 

How much do you and this person get upset with or mad at each 

other? 

How much do you and this person disagree and quarrel? 

How much do you and this person argue with each other? 

Support 

How much do you turn to this person for support with personal 

problems? 

How much do you depend on this person for help, advice, or 

sympathy? 

When you are feeling down or upset, how often do you depend 

on this person to cheer things up? 

Satisfaction 

How satisfied are you with your relationship with this person? 

How good is your relationship with this person? 

How happy are you with the way things are between you and this 

person? 

Companionship 

How much time do you spend with this person? 

How much do you go places and do enjoyable things with this 

person? 

 

 

α= .811 

 

 

 

 

α= .786 

 

 

 

 

 

 

α= .783 

 

 

 

 

 

α= .575 

 

 

α= .758 

 

 

 

 

α= .823 

 

 

 

 

 

 

α= .871 

 

 

 

 

 

α= .709 

 

 

 

α= .667 

 

 

 

 

α= .796 

 

 

 

 

 

 

α= .879 

 

 

 

 

 

α= .656 

 

 

 

α= .730 

 

 

 

 

α= .794 

 

 

 

 

 

 

α= .901 

 

 

 

 

 

α= .599 

 

Self-disclosure My personal habits. 

Things I have done which I feel guilty about. 

Things I wouldn’t do in public. 

My deepest feelings. 

What I like and dislike about myself. 

What is important to me in life. 

What makes me the person I am. 

My worst fear. 

Things I have done which I am proud of. 

My close relationships with other people. 

 

 

 

 

α= .935 

 

 

 

 

α= .930 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

α= .946 

 

 

 

 

 

α= .950 

 



23 

 

Self-esteem On the whole, I am satisfied with myself. 

At times I think I am no good at all. 

I feel that I have a number of good qualities. 

I am able to do things as well as most other people. 

I feel I do not have much to be proud of 

I certainly feel useless at times. 

I feel that I’m a person of worth, at least on an equal plane with 

others. 

I wish I could have more respect for myself. 

All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure. 

I take a positive attitude toward myself. 

 

 

 

 

                 

 α= .879 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

5.4.2 Recoding Item to New Variable 

Subscales in the friendship quality needed to be recoded to create new variable for the 

analysis. The new value variables were the mean of each subscale. Moreover, new variables 

were recoded from the negatively stated items in the self-esteem scale. The value of the new 

variables was used along with the retained positively stated items to carry out reliability test 

for Self-esteem scale. 

5.4.3 Normality Test 

The normality of the data was determined using the Normality test. The variables tested were 

the frequency of use of online communication services with friends, friendship quality 

subscales, length of friendship, disclosure scale, and self-esteem scale. The Shapiro-Wilk’s 

test should show p > .05 to assume normality. Visual representation of histograms, normal Q-

Q plots and box plots and the Shapiro-Wilk’s test result showed that all variables tested were 

not normally distributed. The significance value, skewness and kurtosis are shown in Table 4. 

(See Appendix 5 for histogram, normal Q-Q plots and box plots). 
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Table 4. 

Normality test       

  Skewness Kurtosis  

p-value 

  Stat. SE Stat. SE 

Frequency use of online communication services with 

friends 

 6.434 .140 54.966 .280 .000 

Friendship quality 

     Conflict 

      

 

 

     Support 

    

 

 

  Satisfaction 

 

 

 

 

 

Friend A 

Friend B 

Friend C 

Friend D 

Friend A 

Friend B 

Friend C 

Friend D 

Friend A 

Friend B 

Friend C 

Friend D 

 

1.037 

1.431 

1.670 

2.136 

-.452 

.362 

.423 

.665 

-2.762 

-1.524 

-1.111 

-.822 

 

.180 

.180 

.180 

.187 

.187 

.187 

.187 

.187 

.186 

.186 

.186 

.186 

 

.975 

2.681 

3.761 

6.516 

-.606 

-.486 

-.815 

-.190 

9.268 

2.887 

.767 

.090 

 

.052 

.048 

.358 

.371 

.087 

.373 

.373 

.373 

.369 

.369 

.369 

.369 

 

 

 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

length of friendship Friend A 

Friend B 

Friend C 

Friend D 

-1.584 

.374 

1.006 

1.475 

.188 

.188 

.188 

.188 

1.406 

-1.020 

.739 

2.513 

.375 

.375 

.375 

.375 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

Disclosure Friend A 

Friend B 

Friend C 

Friend D 

-.237 

.300 

.599 

.878 

.185 

.185 

.185 

.185 

2.76 

-.881 

-.881 

.674 

.090 

.368 

.368 

.368 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

Self-esteem  -1.464 .141 11.652 .281 .000 
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6 Results 

The aim of this study was to examine if online communication has positive attributes to the 

friendship quality self-disclosure, and sel-esteem among adolescents. Since the data were not 

normally distributed, Median Test, Kruskal-Wallis Test, and Spearman Rank Correlation Co-

efficient were used to answer the research questions. 

6.1 How does grade level and gender influence the use of online communication ser-

vices? 

To determine if grade level and gender influence the time spent with friends via online 

communication services, Median tests were conducted. The grade level (grade 7, grade 8, 

grade 9) and gender (male, female) were the grouped variable while the frequency of use of 

online communication services with friends and number of hours used for online 

communication services per day were the dependent variables. The result shows that grade 9 

spends most time on online communication services. Moreover, grade 7 shows higher rate of 

non-everyday users compared to grade 8. The difference between medians was statistically 

significant Mdn= 1, p<.05. The results are summarized in table 5. Another result showed that 

females indeed spend more time communicating with friends online and they spend more 

hours using online services per day compared to males. Median difference was significant 

Mdn= 1, p<.05. Table 6 shows the summary of results. 

 

Table 5. 

Median test for grade level and use of online communication services 

  p-value level 

   grade 

7 

grade 

8 

grade 

 9 

frequency use of online communication 

services with friends 

>Median 

<=Median 

.032 11 

86 

5 

84 

3 

112 

hours used for online communication 

services per day 

>Median 

<=Median 

.022 40 

56 

36 

53 

66 

49 
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Table 6. 

Median test for gender and online communication services use 

  p-value gender 

   male female 

frequency use of online communication 

with friends 

>Median 

<=Median 

.032 14 

136 

5 

146 

hours used for online communication per 

day 

>Median 

<=Median 

.000 49 

100 

93 

58 

 

6.2 How does online communication affect adolescents’ friendship quality? 

To determine if online communication would affect friendship quality, two Kruskal-Wallis 

tests, a non-parametric statistical technique, were carried out. The friendship quality subscales 

(conflict, support, satisfaction) were used as dependent variable and the frequency of online 

communication with friend was the grouped variable. To measure real life friendship quality, 

subscale of friend A and B were used. For friend A: subscale conflict M= 150.52, p > .05; 

subscale support M= 152.03, p < .05; subscale satisfaction M= 151.09, p < .05. For friend B: 

subscale conflict M= 119.41, p > .05; subscale support M= 122.22, p < .05; subscale satisfac-

tion M= 151.13, p < .05. Subscale support and satisfaction were significant for both friend A 

and B. Summary of the results are shown in Table 7. 

Table 7. 

Kruskal-Wallis test for everyday use of online communication and real-life friend-

ship quality 

 N p-value 

 A B A B 

Conflict 279 224 .831 .660 

Support 277 225 .036 .004 

Satisfaction 278 279 .020 .045 

 

To measure friendship quality with strangers that adolescents meet through online communi-

cation, subscale of friend C and D were used. Results showed that N= 187 (61%) communi-

cate with same-sex online friends on daily basis and N= 174 (57%) with opposite-sex online 
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friends. For friend C: subscale conflict M= 100.61, p > .05; subscale support M= 102.29, p > 

.05; subscale satisfaction M= 101.47, p < .05. For friend D: subscale conflict M= 93.25, p > 

.05; subscale support M= 95.19, p > .05; subscale satisfaction M= 96.59, p > .05. Only sub-

scale satisfaction for friend C turned out to be significant p < .05. All subscale of friend D 

were all insignificant. Summary of the results are shown in Table 8. 

Table 8. 

Kruskal-Wallis test for everyday use of online communication and online friendship 

quality 

 N p-value 

 C D C D 

Conflict 189 174 .328 .423 

Support 186 173 .156 .080 

Satisfaction 185 175 .043 .074 

 

6.3 How does self-disclosure affect self-esteem and friendship quality? 

To examine if there is a relationship between self-disclosure, self-esteem, and friendship qual-

ity, two Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient test, a non-parametric correlation technique, 

were carried out. The Spearman correlation coefficient (r) can take values from +1 to -1. 

When r = +1 indicates a perfect association of ranks, when r = zero indicates no association 

between ranks and r = -1 indicates a perfect negative association of ranks. The first examined 

the relationship between self-disclosure and friendship quality. The latter, examined the rela-

tionship between self-disclosure and self-esteem. The result shows that friend A’s disclosure 

have very weak to strong significant correlation in all three subscales p < .05. Friend B’s dis-

closure and friendship quality subscales also range from very weak to strong significant corre-

lation p < .05. Friend C’s disclosure and friendship quality subscales have weak to strong sig-

nificant correlation p < .05. Friend D’ disclosure and friendship quality subscales show weak 

to strong significant correlation p < .05. Summary of the results are shown in Table 9. 
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Table 9. 

Spearman correlation for disclosure and friendship quality 

 Disclosure 

 A B C D 

 r p-value r p-value r p-value r p-value 

Conflict .171 .003 .246 .000 .351 .000 .338 .000 

Support .773 .000 .785 .000 .742 .000 .751 .000 

Satisfaction .514 .000 .489 .000 .515 .000 .503 .000 

 

The Spearman correlation result showed that disclosure and self-esteem have weak significant 

correlation for friend A,B,and C p < .05. However, friend D has insignificant correlation p > 

.05. Summary of the result is shown in Table 10. 

Table 10. 

Spearman correlation for disclosure and self-esteem 

 Disclosure 

 A B C D 

 r p-value r p-value r p-value r p-value 

Self-esteem .141 .015 .226 .000 .166 .020 .137 .062 

 

6.4 How does online communication influence adolescents’ self-esteem and friendship 

quality? 

To check if online communication influences self-esteem and friendship quality, Median test 

and Spearman correlation test were carried out. Median test was used to examine if frequent 

use of online communication enhances self-esteem. Self-esteem was the dependent variable 

while frequency use of online communication with friend was the grouped variable. Spear-

man correlation test was carried out to examine if high self-esteem enhances friendship quali-

ty. The Median test showed insignificant result Mdn = 27, p= > .05. It also showed that more 

students who use online communication everyday have lower or equal to the median. See ta-

ble 11 for the summary of result. 
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Table 11. 

Median test for frequency use of online communication and self-

esteem 

 

                                     Frequency of online communication use 

  Everyday 3-5 days per 

week 

1-2 days per 

week 

Self-esteem >Median 119 5 1 

 <=Median 158 11 1 

Asymp. Sig. = .638 

The Spearman correlation test shows that friend A’s friendship quality subscale “support” has 

very weak significant correlation p < .05 while the other subscale (conflict and satisfaction) 

turned out to be insignificant. For friend B, subscale support has very weak significant corre-

lation p < .05 and subscale satisfaction has also very weak significant correlation. On the oth-

er hand, subscale conflict shows insignificant correlation p > .05. Meanwhile, results for 

friend C and D show insignificant correlation for all friendship subscales. See Table 12 for the 

summary of results. 

Table 12. 

Spearman correlation for self-esteem and friendship quality 

 Self-esteem 

 A B C D 

 r p-value r p-value r p-value r p-value 

Conflict .037 .522 .091 .168 .063 .379 .049 .506 

Support .158 .007 .160 .014 .105 .142 .102 .172 

Satisfaction .107 .067 .162 .005 .054 .451 .015 .836 

 

6.5 Summary of Main Results 

The research questions were answered by the appropriate statistical methods. The influence of 

the frequency in online communication and grade level showed significant result. The higher 

the grade level the lesser number of students who do not use online communication on daily 

basis. A significant result was shown on gender. Females use online communication more 

frequently than males. They also use more hours in a day to communicate with friends online. 

The result revealed patterns of use according to level and gender. The question on the influ-
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ence of online communication on friendship quality showed significant for subscale “support” 

and “satisfaction”. However, an insignificant result was shown in subscale “conflict”. In 

terms of self-disclosure, it showed significant result with friendship but inconsistent result 

with self-esteem. However, the relationship of self-esteem on friendship came with insignifi-

cant outcome. 
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7 Discussion  

The results showed a lot of insights for this current study. Here the discussions of the findings 

were explained in view of the previous studies and the selected theories. Based on the 

findings, implications of this study was drawn. Morover, the limitations were also mentioned. 

These limitations shows the reason of results that are not answerable in this study which led to 

the formulation and suggestion for further studies. 

7.1 Findings 

The findings of this study showed a picture of the participants’ pattern of using online 

communication. There is no doubt that mostly if not all adolescents use smart phones on daily 

basis. The use of phone outnumbered the use of laptop, tablet, and Ipad. Basically, 

smartphones are like mini computers. They have almost everything a normal computer can 

offer. Furthermore, smartphones are small, easy to carry, user friendly and are packed with 

enormous free applications. These smartphones are used in many ways and communicating 

with friends online is one of it. The result shows that WhatsApp is the most popular social 

network site for the participants which is consistent with surveys showing Facebook and 

WhatsApp as the most popular online sites used by adolescent (Stevens et al., 2016).  

In terms of length of friendship, more than half of the participants communicate online with 

their offline friends and the friendships lasted already for more than 5 years. On the contrary, 

the length of friendship they met online lasted only for a year and less. This result indicates 

that adolescents use of online communication is mainly with interaction with real and existing 

friends. This is congruent with the follow up study done by Kraut et al., (2002). In that study 

it was assumed that online interaction has shifted from communicating with strangers to 

communicating with existing friends. Their interaction with strangers is not permanent. This 

result shows a positive indicator for the acheivement of the ultimate friendship identified by 

Aristotle. Adolescents’ involvement online is primarily with their offline friends who they 

interact also online. It is also clear in the result that the frienship lasted more than five years 

and is still continuing. Online communication in this situation did not hinder the development 

of the friendship, instead; it helped in the deveopment of the relationship. 

The assumption that grade level and gender influence online communication, is supported. 

There is a pattern showing that grade 9 has the least user who does not use online 
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communication services in daily basis and grade 8 has lesser than grade 7. Also, the 

assumption that females spend more time than males in communicating with friends, is 

supported. There is a significant evidence that females spend more time on online communi-

cation services than males. They also spare more hours every day for these services than 

males. There have been similar prior findings that suggests female’s behavior to be interper-

sonally oriented like social interaction and relationship maintenance while males are more 

task oriented (e.g. William et al., 2009; Guadagno et al., 2011). These habit that was shown in 

previous studies is reflected in this current one. Female’s extensive use of online communica-

tion have been caused by many factors like for example stress and social anxiety. In an exam-

ple using Facebook by Thompson & Lougheed (2012), they found that females have more 

stress caused by Facebook, their level of anxiety rises when they cannot access the site, and 

they showed higher loss of control when checking Facebook. This unpleasant behavior shown 

by females may be explained by the selective self-presentation. It could be assumed that their 

eagerness to check Facebook all the time is cause by their fondness to see and update their 

own profile. However, a feeling of disappointment occurs when someone else’s profile looks 

better than theirs. This results to unending desire to keep checking and updating. Unfortunate-

ly, this assumption is not supported by this study. A study by Lenhart (2015) described that 

females use more visually oriented sites than males. They prefer sites like Instagram that 

offers space for photos and videos. Furthermore, females are found to be heavy online users. 

It can be assumed that the females tend to get hooked with online communication more than 

males. In terms of self-disclosure, Tang et al., (2013), females tend to disclose more than 

males. This study however, did not measure the difference of male and female in terms of the 

influence of online communication to friendship quality. Therefore, it cannot be assumed that 

females have better significant result. 

The assumption that online communication with real friends have positive effect on friend-

ship, is supported. The result showed significant values to subscales support and satisfaction. 

This is related to the previous study done by Valkenburg & Peter (2007). In their research it 

was found that those who communicate more often feel closer to their friends. The closeness 

implies more meaningful relationship. Also, they explained that SNS offers possibility for 

maintaining and developing friendship. It can be assumed that adolescents extensive use of 

online communication can enhance support and satisfaction. In SNS, support can be in the 

form of giving smiles, thumbs up, and comments. It is seldom that destructive criticism is 

done online by someone to a friend. Sometimes when criticism occur, it is done in a manner 
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that is less or not hurtful. The feature of online sites that makes comments viewable by the 

public is another reason why people tend not to give bad comments. At the end, it stimulates 

satisfaction. Online communication is available 24/7. So, in times when adolescents need 

someone to talk to, they always get one. Responds maybe quick or may take a longer time. 

The point is, there is always room to express feelings that are needed to be expressed. Another 

possible source of support and satisfaction is the lack of verbal cues which is mentioned in the 

hyperpersonal model. The feeling of disappointment and anger are not visible online than 

offline. A scream or a shout of disappointment is usually written in words when chatting, 

thus, the impact is less. The receiver may not understand the level of disappointment or may 

not recognize it at all. On the other hand, the subscale conflict has an insignificant result. 

With the reasons mentioned above, it is unlikely that conflict will occur online. 

This study shows an evidence that there is poor friendship quality with strangers. There may 

be a feeling of satisfaction, but support is not found. One assumption is the formation of su-

perficial friends. There may be feeling of satisfaction when there is someone to talk with re-

gardless of the degree of closeness. This is true to people who just want to have an audience. 

The intrinsic motivation explains how people get satisfied by means of pure pleasure. It can 

be assumed that talking with strangers gives temporary entertainment and enjoyment. Never-

theless, this result is more directed to a generalization that friendship with strangers does not 

enhance friendship quality. 

The assumption that online disclosure enhances friendship quality, is supported. The main 

purpose of online communication is for interaction and it encourages users to provide infor-

mation about themselves like name, address, contact numbers, and many more. Test result 

shows that self-disclosure is significantly correlated with friendship quality for both real 

friends and online friends. One of the arguments of the philosophers who rebutted the idea 

that online communication can reach the “friendship of the good” is the poor quality of the 

interaction. They mentioned the decreased verbal cues and selective self-presentation as the 

major cause. However, it has been established that these are no longer a major problem as it 

used to be. The internet has provided means to prevail hidden identities. The tendency of ado-

lescents to interact with friends at any time with longer hours has opened the door for more 

engagement. Adolescents nowadays tend to share more about themselves in online sites 

(Madden et al., 2013).  They talk more and share more about anything. Consequently, the 

daily conversation may lead to the opening up of the quadrants mentioned in the Johari win-

dow pane model. The moment these adolescents feel the comfort and closeness, they start 
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opening up information from their hidden pane. They will keep disclosing as long as they feel 

comfortable. Collins & Miller (1994) mentioned that people who discloses more tend to be 

happier. This act does enhance the development of friendship to meet “friendship of the 

good”. On the other hand, this raises a concern at how too much disclosure might develop 

adverse effect to this young people. Apparently, this study does not measure this possibility. 

Nevertheless, this study can assume that online communication facilitates self-disclosure 

which enhances friendship quality. 

There is a weak indication that self-disclosure enhances self-esteem. A research by Mehdiza-

deh (2010) indicated that individual with narcissistic attitude have low self-esteem. This is an 

attitude of self-importance. Narcissistic individuals are more active online in promoting them-

selves like posting self-promoting photos and comments (Buffardi & Campbell, 2014). This 

current study does not measure the reasons of disclosure. Participants with narcissistic per-

sonality discloses for the reason of self-praise. Meanwhile, other people discloses because 

they are distress and they need support. This is a topic that needs more clarification on why 

people choose to disclose. At this point, it is difficult to make generalization of the result. Al-

so, the assumption that online communication enhances self-esteem, is not supported. The test 

showed insignificant results. Apparently, joining the online world is a personal decision and 

every individual has their own reasons behind such decision. There is so much to understand 

more about self-esteem in relation with online communication. This current study result can-

not give concrete explanation to the outcome. It would be best to do more comprehensive 

study on this area.  

7.2 Implications 

This study examined how online communication can positively enhance friendship quality, 

self-disclosure, and self-esteem among adolescents. It sought to identify significant relation-

ship of online communication with the subscales conflict, support, and satisfaction. Moreover, 

self-disclosure and self-esteem were looked into for better understanding of the characteristics 

of online communication.  These are important factors for better understanding of the adoles-

cents’ extensive use of this kind of interaction. It is worth to know that these young people get 

something good with what they are hooked with, the internet. Importantly, this research noted 

the need of the adolescents to belong to a social group, which is essentially important for the 

development of their relationships.  
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7.3 Limitations 

There are many limitations to this study. The generalization of the study is limited due to the 

sample itself. The sample was derived from a highly technological country, wherein access to 

smartphones is highly possible and internet is easily accessed. The sample did not include 

adolescents who struggle to get connected online.  

Another limitation of this study is the use of self-report measure, which is sensitive to errors 

in reminiscing events (Reich et al., 2012). Since online communication has become part of the 

adolescents’ daily routine (Schouten et al., 2007), it was difficult for them to give an estimate 

on how they use it. Furthermore, they use their phones constantly that it was challenging for 

them to specify number of hours of use and which days they use them. Another weakness is 

the long paper and pen questionnaire.  Many of the participants complained that answering all 

questions was exhausting. Too much numbers of items must have been challenging to stay 

focus and think for the best answer. Some students answered the questionnaire after an exam. 

Most probably these students were already tired, thus, it was challenging for them to provide 

well thought of answers.  

The measure of time spent on the use of online communication is another considerable limita-

tion. This did not give information on the quality of conversation and the way the conversa-

tion was carried out (text-chatting, video-chatting, posting and commenting, mere browsing of 

profiles). This measure is not precise to generalize online communication. 

Furthermore, the use of existing measures presents another limit. There is question on the 

validity and reliability of this measures because they were not created for this study. 

Lastly, there is limitation on the dynamic characteristics of online communication (Chan, 

2014). What is popular today may not be popular tomorrow. Many communication sites men-

tioned in the previous studies are no longer existing now and many of what is used now were 

not perceived before. Facebook had been the constant example used by more recent studies 

for SNS, probably because it has been constantly leading surveys and is widely used by al-

most everyone (Shapiro & Margolin, 2014). However, only 23% of the participant of this cur-

rent study use Facebook. Most of them use WhatApp, Instagram, and Snapchat. Due to tech-

nological changes and competitions among these online sites, it would be difficult for this 

study to be up to date.  
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7.4 Future Directions 

The current study examined whether online communication can enhance friendship quality. 

The existing literatures assume that females use the services more than males (Guadagno et 

al., 2011). It would be great to have a comparative study on the influence of online communi-

cation between males and females. 

Since this current study shows that the participants’ friendship last longer with existing 

friends than strangers, it would be helpful to study on the communication difference between 

existing friends and strangers. The study can investigate the kinds of conversations and how 

long or how often the conversation takes. Also, a qualitative research to understand the mo-

tives of communicating with strangers would be great to provide explanation why people 

choose to talk with strangers when they have existing friends around. 

The participants of this current study were adolescents who grew up with computers and 

smartphones. Like in the study of Kaut et al., (2002), those who had internet access for a 

longer time showed better outcomes. A follow up study that will comprise participants that 

are new to internet or have not use it all for communication purposes. It will have similarity to 

Kraut et al., (1998) research. This time, participants get the choice to start communicating 

with existing friends or with strangers. 
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8 Conclusion 

The development of technology has changed the way adolescents interact with their friends. It 

provides space to manage friendship by offering information, support, and satisfaction. It also 

presents many alternatives and possibilities. Adolescents can exploit these potentials or can 

choose not to. In online communication, users show strong motivation by utilizing this inter-

net affordance regularly to stay connected with friends and enjoy their company. Previous 

studies showed social network sites to be useful for interpersonal relationships. For instance, 

users can find old friends and re-connect with them. The asynchronous attribute of online 

communication helps them re-establish the relationship even when they are away from each 

other. Furthermore, online interaction develops “Social Capital”, a concept derived from the 

benefits gained from relationship with others (Ellison et al., 2011a). Accordingly, users wish 

to stay connected with all their friends, thus, expanding their social capital. This expansion is 

made easier by internet interaction sites and applications that are low cost or free of charge. A 

distinct  ability of online communication is the contentment and happiness users feel while 

interacting with their families and friends. This intrinsic motivation in the form of emotional 

satisfaction urges users to stay online recurrently. Oftentimes, online conversation among 

friends does not have important agenda. Users, especially the teenagers, just find this interac-

tion fun and satisfying. However, this generation of youth should know how to handle what 

they have at hand. They should know when to stop and quit. It has to be understood that 

online communication is just a mere instrument for interaction. It comes with features that 

may promote either good or bad depending on how they are utilized. This current study as-

sumes positive result to friendship quality although there are uncertainties that are left unan-

swered. This assumption does not provide explanation on the quality of conversation within 

the online world.  

About Aristotle’s theory of friendship, it could be assumed that online communication can 

reach the ultimate friendship known as the friendship of the good. The hindrances that were 

mentioned by the group of philosophers in contradiction to these attainments had been refut-

ed. The current features of online communication have changed a lot and these changes were 

made for the benefit of the users. Also, the users themselves have changed. These days, online 

friends are mainly offline friends as well. Their sharing of stories and simple chitchatting are 

simultaneously carried out in both settings. The users developed good quality interaction 

online also offline. There had been good assumptions on self-disclosure on enhancing friend-
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ship quality. However, adolescent should develop a cautious attitude towards disclosure. With 

the rapid evolution of technology, safety of information is not known. Information that is not 

meant to be given away may cause trouble by any means. 

Finally, this study is successful in determining whether online communication can do good 

for adolescents. It is good to know that their extensive online interaction helps them in one 

way or another. Getting in touch with friends is essentially important for this age group. 

Again, Adolescents should maximize these affordances wisely. 
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Appendix 1 

Computer Usage Data 

  N % 

Length of use (years) 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

3 

5 

18 

72 

103 

46 

27 

8 

4 

3 

 

1.0 

1.7 

9.3 

24.0 

34.3 

15.3 

9.0 

2.7 

1.3 

1.0 

Online Services WhatApp 

Sype 

Facebook 

Instagram 

Twitter 

Snapchat 

288 

12 

69 

261 

13 

264 

95.7 

4.0 

23.0 

86.7 

4.3 

88.0 

Use of Smartphones Everyday 

3-5 days per week 

1-2 days per week 

301 

1 

1 

99.3 

.3 

.3 

Hours used for smartphones everyday 1-2 hours 

3-4 hours 

5-6 hours 

More than 6 hours 

84 

129 

57 

33 

27.7 

42.6 

18.8 

10.9 

Use of Computer, tablet, Ipad Everyday  

3-5 days per week 

1-2 days per week 

Never 

Others 

96 

79 

98 

12 

19 

31.6 

26.0 

32.2 

3.9 

6.3 

Hours used for computer, tablet, Ipad everyday 1-2 hours 

3-4 hours 

5-6 hours 

More than 6 hours 

others 

213 

40 

22 

7 

7 

73.4 

13.8 

7.6 

2.4 

2.4 

Other tasks Net-browsing 

Listening to music 

Watching videos 

Playing online games 

Doing school works 

122 

206 

195 

78 

120 

40.3 

68.0 

64.4 

26.2 

39.7 

Length of Friendship (longest) 

     Real same-sex friend 

     Real opposite-sex friend 

     Online same-sex friend 

 

More than 5 years 

Less than 1 year- 1 year 

Less than 1 year- 1 year 

 

169 

49 

53 

 

56.7 

20.8 

26.8 
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     Online opposite-sex friend Less than a year 82 44.6 
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Appendix 2 

Network Relationship Inventory (NRI) (Furman & Buhrmester, 1985) 

 

Subscales Number of items Items 

 

Conflict 3 

(a) How much do you and this person get  

      upset with or mad at each other?  

       

  

(b) How much do you and this person    

      disagree and quarrel? 

 

  

(c) How much do you and this person  

     argue with each other? 

        

Support 3 

(d) How much do you turn to this person    

      for support with personal problems? 

       

  

(e) How much do you depend on this  

      person for help, advice, or sympathy? 

       

  

(f) When you are feeling down or upset, 

      how often do you depend on this  

      person to cheer things up?  

        

Satisfaction 3 

(g) How satisfied are you with your            

      relationship with this person? 

        

  

(h) How good is your relationship with   

      this person? 

 

 

  

(i) How happy are you with the ways  

     things are between you and this person? 

       

        

Companionship 2 

(j) How much free time do you spend with   

     this person? 

  

(k) How much do you go places and do  

      enjoyable things with this person 
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Appendix 3 

Self-disclosure Index (Miller, Berg, & Archer, 1983) 

1. My personal habits. 

2. Things I have done which I feel guilty about. 

3. Things I wouldn’t do in public. 

4. My deepest feelings. 

5. What I like and dislike about myself. 

6. what is important to me in life. 

7. What makes me the person I am. 

8. My worst fear. 

9. Things I have done which I am proud of. 

10. My close relationships with other people. 
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Appendix 4 

Rosenberg Self-esteem Scale  

1. On the whole, I am satisfied with myself. 

2. At times I think I am no good at all. 

3. I feel that I have a number of good qualities. 

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 certainly feel useless at times. 

7. I feel that I’m a person of worth, at least on an equal plane with others. 

8. I wish I could have more respect for myself. 

9. All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure. 

10. I take a positive attitude toward myself. 
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Appendix 5 

 

Frequency use of online communication services with friends 

Histogram Q-Q plots Box Plots 

   

Friendship quality (conflict) 

Histogram Q-Q plots Box Plots 
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Friendship quality (support) 

Histogram Q-Q plots Box Plots 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Friendship quality (satisfaction) 

Histogram Q-Q plots Box Plots 
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Length of friendship 

Histogram Q-Q plots Box Plots 
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Disclosure 

Histogram Q-Q plots Box Plots 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Self-esteem 

Histogram Q-Q plots Box Plots 
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