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ABSTRACT

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SELF-CONCEPT STRUCTURE AND
BEHAVIORAL FLEXIBILITY: A MODEL RELATING COGNITIVE STRUCTURES

TO BEHAVIORAL PATTERNS

Engin, Elif
M.S., Department of Psychology
Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Nebi Stimer

July 2004, 139 pages

Self-concept structure has been extensively studied in the literature especially with
regard to its relationship with psychological adjustment. However, the behavioral
outcomes of the cognitive structure of the self and the mechanisms through which the
relationship between self-concept structure and psychological adjsutment operate are
still to be maintained. This study offered that the two dimensions of self-concept
structure, differention and integration, would be related to the two dimensions of

behavioral flexibility: Behavioral repertoire and deliberate adjustment of behaviors.
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Differentiation, tapping behavioral repertoire, was assumed to determine whether a
person is flexible or rigid, while integration tapping deliberate adjustment were
supposed to determine the quality of flexibility (i.e., whether the repertoire is controlled
by the individual or by situational factors). By crossing these two dimensions, a model
with four behavioral patterns was proposed: (1) Functional flexibility, characterized by
both high integration and high differentiation; (2) situational flexibility, characterized by
high differentiation but low integration; (3) stereotypical rigidity, characterized by low
differentiation but high integration, and (4) effacing rigidity, which is low on both
dimensions. Three studies were conducted on university students (N = 163, N = 123 and
N = 242 for the three studies respectively) in order to test this model. Results revealed
that the behavioral repertoire dimension of behavioral flexibility was linked to self-
concept differentiation, whereas the deliberate adjustment dimension was related to self-
concept integration. Functional flexibility and effacing rigidity patterns were clearly
specified by measures of psychological adjustment, locus of control, need for cognition,
need for approval and Big Five dimensions. Stereotypical rigidity and situational
flexibilty patterns, however, seemed to require more elaboration. The model offering
that flexibility mediates the link between self-concept structure and self-esteem was not

supported.

Keywords: Self-complexity, self-concept clarity, behavioral flexibility, functional

flexibility, situational flexibility, stereotypical rigidity, effacing rigidity.
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BENLIK YAPISI VE DAVRANISSAL ESNEKLIK ARASINDAKI iLISKi: BILISSEL

YAPILARI DAVRANISSAL ORUNTULERLE ILiISKiLENDIREN BiR MODEL

Engin, Elif
M.S., Psikoloji Boliimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Dog. Dr. Nebi Siimer

Temmuz 2004; 139 sayfa

Benlik yapis1 ozellikle de psikolojik uyumla iliskisi ile baglantili olarak literatiirde
oldukca ayrintili olarak incelenmistir. Ancak, benlik yapisinin davranigsal etkileri ve
benlik yapisi ile psikolojik uyum arasindaki iligkinin islerligini saglayan mekanizmalar
konusunda hala kesin bilgiler bulunmamaktadir. Bu ¢alisma benlik yapisinin ayrigma ve
biitiinlesme boyutlar ile davranigsal esnekligin davranis dagarcigl ve istemli kontrol
boyutlar1 arasinda bir iliski onermektedir. Buna gore, davranig dagarcig ile iligkili olan
ayrisma boyutu kisinin esnek veya kati olmasini belirlerken, istemli kontrolle iliskili

olan biitiinlesme boyutu esnekligin oOzelliklerini (dagarcigin kullaniminin kisinin i¢
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denetimi tarafindan m1 cevresel etkenler tarafindan mi1 yonlendirildigini) belirlemektedir.
Bu iki boyutun birbiriyle ¢apraz ¢arpimi sonucu dort davranigsa Oriintii onerilmistir: (1)
Hem ayrisma hem de biitiinlesme boyutlarinda yiiksek olarak tanimlanan islevsel
esneklik, (2) Ayrisma boyutunda yiiksek, biitiinlesme boyutunda diisiik olarak
tanimlanan durumsal esneklik, (3) Biitiinlesme boyutunda yiiksek, ayrisma boyutunda
diisiik olarak tammlanan kalipsal katilik, ve (4) Her iki boyutta da diisiik tanimlanan
cekinik katilik. Bu model iiniversite Ogrencileri lizerinde yiiriitiillen ii¢ calisma ile
stnanmugstir (Sirastyla N = 163, N = 123 and N = 242). Davranigsal dagarcik boyutu ile
ayrigsma, istemli kontrol boyutu ile biitiinlesme boyutlar1 arasindaki iliski dogrulanmistir.
Islevsel esneklik ve cekinik katilik oriintiileri psikolojik uyum, denetim odag:, diisiinme
ihtiyaci, onaylanma ihtiyaci ve Biiyiik Besli boyutlarinda net bir sekilde ayrigsmiglardir.
Ancak kalipsal katilik ve durumsal esneklik Oriintiilerinde daha ayrintili ¢alismalara
ihtya¢ vardir. Esnekligi benlik yapis1 ve 0zsaygi arasinda bir mediator olarak Oneren

model destek bulmamistir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Benlik karmasikligi, benlik belirginligi, davranigsal esneklik, islevsel

esneklik, durumsal esneklik, kalipsal katilik, ¢cekinik katilik.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

In this introductory chapter, the purpose and the significance of this study will be
presented with a summary of the general model which was proposed and tested in the

study.

1.1. The Purpose and the Scope of the Study

The last decade of psychological research has witnessed a significant rise in the work
on the self, and related cognitve and affective processes (Tesser, 2000). This rising
interest is probably due to the realization that the organization of the cognitions and
feelings related to the self mediate the cognition of the social world. Moreover, the
cognitions and feelings related to the social world in turn affect self-related

cognitions and feelings, building up an interactive system.

The complexity of the social and interpersonal world has been emphasized by many
researchers. Fiske and Taylor (1991) noted that the variable nature of the social

world, which in part results from the ability of the social elements to respond to and



adapt to our own behavior, is one of the main factors that makes the social

environment especially complicated and difficult to operate in.

In spite of the malleability requirements of this complex and dynamic environment,
many scholars have emphasized the rigidity of the cognitive structure by noting the
mechanisms which help to protect the existing knowledge in the system from the
effects of everchanging and even disconfirming feedback from the environment
(Greenwald, 1980; Swann & Read, 1981; Taylor & Brown, 1988; Tesser, 1988).
Such kind of rigidity does not seem compatible with the complex, dynamic social
world argued by Fiske and Taylor (1991). Thus, it has been noted that the dynamics
underlying the system is more a compromise between the flexibility needed to adapt
to this environment and the rigidity needed to provide economies. From this point of
view, cognitive and behavioral flexibility are the keys to be able to successfully

operate in such a variable environment (Leary, 1957; Scott, 1968).

Stability and malleability may also be compatible as they apply to different
components of the system. For instance, the general tendency in the literature
regarding the structure of the self-concept is to view this structure as relatively
stable, close to a trait (e.g., Campbell, Assanand & Di Paula, 2000; Rafaeli-Mor &
Steinberg, 2002). Taking into account the role of this structure in the cognition of the
outer reality, the stability of the self-concept structure also helps us to talk about a
general style in viewing the social world and general patterns of behavior. As one of
these behavioral patterns, behavioral flexibility may plausibly be at least partially

determined by the structure of the self-concept.



Behavioral flexibility can be defined as the ability to adjust one’s behavior to the
changing demands of the situation (Leary, 1957). Paulhus and Martin (1988) have
reconceptualized Leary’s point and suggested that two components should comprise
behavioral flexibility: A wide behavioral repertoire and the ability to adjust to the

demands of the situation.

This thesis aims to investigate the relationship between the two components of
behavioral flexibility and self-concept structure. The tradition of studying the self-
concept structure within two dimensions, namely, self-concept differentiation and
self-concept integration, is maintained as a framework in examining this relationship.
On the one hand, self-complexity (Linville, 1987), a measure of self-concept
differentiation, is proposed to be related to behavioral repertoire dimension of
flexibility. On the other hand, self-concept clarity (Campbell, 1990; Campbell &
Lavallee, 1993), which is a measure of self-concept integration, is examined as
related to the second dimension of flexibility, tapping the ability to deliberately

adjust the capabilities to the demands of the environment.

Although Paulhus and Martin (1988) constructed the fundamentals of the concept of
functional flexibility, they have not extensively examined the relationship between
the two components of behavioral flexibility and their associations with other
psychological constructs. This study proposes that these two components of
flexibility may vary relatively independently, may be related to different

psychological constructs, and thus, could be crossed to form different behavioral



patterns. These different behavioral patterns comprise qualitatively and quantitatively
different patterns of behavioral flexibility, having different implications for self-
related cognitions, affects, and behaviors. Figure 2.1 (p. 28) provides a summary of
the model that is proposed and tested in this study. The two dimensions and the
resulting behavioral patterns represented in four cells will be elaborated and

discussed in the following sections.

1.2. Significance of the Study

Extensive research on self-concept structure signifies the strong links between the
organization of self-knowledge and its functional correlates such as everyday
functioning, self-evaluation or psychopathology. For instance, self-complexity has
been studied in relation to depression (Linville, 1987; Woolfolk, Novalany, Gara,
Allen & Polino, 1995), reactions to success and failure in everyday life (Campbell,
Chew & Scratchley, 1991), thought suppression (Renaud & McConnell, 2002),
trauma, and self-esteem (Morgan & Janoff-Bulman, 1994). Similarly, self-concept
clarity has also been used to address diverse issues like self-esteem (Baumgardner,
1990; Campbell, 1990), coping styles (Smith, Wethington & Zhan, 1996), and
prototype matching (Setterlund & Niedenthal, 1993). Especially the relationship
between the organization of the self-concept and variables relating to well-being,
such as self-esteem and depression, has been repeatedly tested in most of these
studies. Although majority of past studies investigated the relationship between self-
concept structure and well-being, only few of them emphasized the mechanisms

through which this relationship is established. Examination of the relationship



between behavioral patterrns and self-concept structure may be seen as a critical step
towards identifying the mechanisms underlying the dynamics between self-concept

structure and well-being.

In addition to pointing out the complex role of structural variables, the behavioral
patterns relating to flexibility are also taken as multidimensional constructs. The
model proposed in this study maintains that behavioral flexibility is a
multidimensional construct rather than a simple, bipolar construct with flexibility on

one end and rigidity on the other.

The traditional models of behavioral flexibility generally assume that flexibility is a
functional characteristics and it contributes to psychological adjustment under all
environmental conditions, whereas rigidity is always dysfunctional (Leary, 1957;
Paulhus & Martin, 1988). However, the dominant paradigm in contemporary
psychology favors interactional models, where the outcomes (in this -case,
psychological well-being) are the products of the interaction between the
environment and the individual. In the current study, an interactional model is
proposed where some forms of rigidity may be functional under some conditions,
whereas some forms of flexibility may be dysfunctional. Thus, the traditional
construct of behavioral flexibility is updated to fit the current social cognition

paradigm by this study.



CHAPTER 2

SELF-CONCEPT STRUCTURE AND BEHAVIORAL FLEXIBILITY

In this chapter, a review of the relevant literature, regarding self-concept structure
and behavioral flexibility, which provide the basis for this study will be summarized.
Considering the wideness of the literature on both self-concept structure and
behavioral flexibility, only studies directly relevant for the aims of this study will be

mentioned.

2.1. Self-Concept Structure

In the first volume of his Principles of Psychology, James (1890) allocated 111 pages
to the discussion of the self. What we today consider the self-concept was named as
“the empirical self” or “me” in the writings of James, which was further divided into
the material self, the social self, and the spiritual self. By this conceptualization, we
can say that in addition to being the first scholar to take the subject of the self from
the domain of philosophy and bring it to the attention of psychology, James was also
the pioneer of today’s multidimensional understanding of the self construct in

psychology.



The structure of the self has been viewed as an associative network, as
multidimensional space, as a hierarchical category structure or as a schema by
different researchers (Greenwald and Pratkanis, 1984). Today’s dominant
understanding of the self is in the form of a schema, however, this conceptualization
does not appear to be mutually exclusive with other conceptualizations such as a
hierarchical structure or an associative network. On the contrary, current approach to
the structure of the self incorporates the schema, hierarchical structure, and
associative network approaches. Campbell and her associates have proposed a
distinction between the contents and the structural characteristics of the self-concept
to provide a better understanding of this complex schema (Campbell, Trapnell,
Haine, Katz, Lavallee & Lehman, 1996). The content of the self is comprised of the
knowledge components, including the perceived personal attributes, and the
evaluative components including specific self-beliefs and the global self-esteem. The
structural components, however, refer to the organization of the content components.
In addition to providing a clarification for the complicated concept of the self, this
distinction also suggests that individual differences may exist not only in the content
or the general valence of the attributes related to the self, but also in the structure of

this schema.

The cognitive structure of the self-concept has been generally viewed through the
two dimensions that take their roots from the literature on general information
processing and social cognition: Differentiation and integration (Campbell et al.,
2000). Differentiation refers to the dimensionality, or pluralism in self structure,

while integration represents the degree of unity in the individual’s self-concept.



2.1.1. Self-Complexity

Cognitive complexity has a long history in the literature (e.g., Bieri, 1966; Vannoy,
1965; Zajonc, 1960). Vannoy (1965) has defined complexity in two phases: The
number of dimensions employed and the fineness of the discriminations made among
these dimensions of meaning in perceiving and evaluating stimuli. However, his
studies criticize the tendency to view cognitive complexity as a general construct that
can be applied to every domain prevalent in the previous literature. Instead, he
presents evidence that cognitive complexity consists of a number of distinct
tendencies. Similarly, Zajonc (1960) views cognitive complexity as a domain-
specific characteristic. Thus, a special construct, measuring the complexity of the
self-concept, was more appropriate than the general complexity measures in studying

self-related cognitions.

The need for a complexity construct capturing the self lead some researchers to come
up with a formulation of self-complexity. However, these new formulations took
their share from the breadth of variety existent in cognitive complexity literature. For
instance, Zajonc (1960) proposed that cognitive structures determine the organization
of the attributes of a perceived object in a number of dimensions, such as the degree
of differentiation, complexity, unity, and organization. In his formulation, the degree
of complexity increases as the attributes employed in perceiving an object came from
different categories of discrimination. To measure cognitive complexity, Zajonc
asked the participants to read a letter and then write a number of traits describing the

writer of the letter. The participants formed hierarchical groupings of these traits



after writing the traits, and reported which of these traits were interrelated. Stein
(1994) used self-descriptive traits by employing Zajonc’s trait sort procedure. Using
Zajonc’s indexes of degree of differentiation and degree of unity, she took
participants who were high in both differentiation and unity as high in self-
complexity. Similar to Zajonc’s construct of unity, Evans (1994) defined self-
complexity as the extent to which the experiences in one domain of self affect the

experiences in other domains.

Contrary to Zajonc’s evaluatively neutral formulations of cognitive structure, Steiner
(1954) viewed complexity as the acknowledgement of differently valenced traits to
coexist in the same individual. Showers’ (1992) concept of compartmentalization,
and Woolfolk et al.’s (1995) distinction between positive and negative self-

complexity similarly note the need for valenced formulations of complexity.

Among those numerous models of self-complexity, Linville’s (1985, 1987) model
has generated the greatest interest in both social and clinical psychology literature.
For instance, Rafaeli-Mor and Steinberg (2002) list 70 studies that employ this
concept in relation to variables associated with well-being. Considering the richness
of previous findings related to the concept, Linville’s formulation will be employed

in this study.

Linville’s (1985, 1987) self-complexity is a measure of self-concept differentiation,
which refers to the number of distinct self-aspects that an individual employs to

define herself/himself. Although the structural characteristics are supposed to be
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relatively independent of the content of the self-concept, the major reason for this
interest in self-complexity has been its links to self-esteem and psychological

adjustment in general.

The self-complexity model is an extension of Linville’s (1982) previous work on
judgmental extremity in social judgments. According to this model, as the
information on a social domain becomes deeper, the schemas concerning that domain
become more complex and gain variety. The evaluations made based on a more
complex cognitive structure become less extreme. For instance, individuals were
shown to have more complex representations and to make less extreme evaluations

about their own age group compared to the other age groups.

According to Linville (1987), the extension of this model to an individual level
required four basic assumptions: Self-representation, spillover process, self-

complexity - affective extremity hypothesis, and the buffering hypothesis.

First of all, the model assumes the self is cognitively represented in terms of multiple
structures, called self-aspects. Self-aspects are derived from different social roles,
different kinds of relationships, different activities or goals. Self-complexity refers to
the number of different self-aspects and to the degree that these self-aspects are

retained as distinct cognitive elements.

Secondly, an event affecting one of the self-aspects will create affective reactions in

the given domain, but it may not remain limited to that immediate domain. The
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assumption of spillover process maintains that the activation spreads to the
associated self-aspects. Hence, to the extent that different self-aspects are related, the
affective consequences of an event affecting one of the self-aspects will tend to
spillover to other self-aspects and produce a larger reaction. When a person with a
complex self-representation is faced with a significant event, the affective reactions
will remain limited to the immediate self-aspect only, and thus, a smaller part of the
total self-concept will be affected. On the other hand, the immediate self-aspect will
be comprising a larger part of the self-concept of a person with a simpler self-
representation, and moreover, the affective reaction will spill over to related self-
aspects. As a result, the affective consequences of life events will be more extreme in

individuals with lower levels of self-complexity.

The final hypothesis states that, because of its role in keeping the negative emotions
to a limited part of the total self-concept, self-complexity acts as a cognitive buffer
against depression and stress-related illnesses. Linville (1985) used a mood diary
procedure to test the affective extremity hypothesis, but her subsequent work
employing a panel design contains more extensive material. Linville (1987)
demonstrated the validity of the last two hypotheses by using a number of self-report
measures and concluded that although self-complexity is related to a higher baseline
level of stress in the absence of specific stressful events, it is related to higher well-
being and lower level of stress-related symptoms when negative and stressful life

events are faced.
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Linville (1987) used a trait sort task to measure self-complexity. The participants
were given a list of traits and were asked to write the applicable traits for each of
their self-aspects on separate pages. They were free to include as many self-aspects
as they wished and moreover, they were allowed to use traits that were not provided
within the list. The number of traits that were common in different self-aspects was
used as a measure of overlap. Overall, Scott’s (1969) dimensionality statistic, called
the H statistic, was used to compute a coefficient of self-complexity which includes

both number of self-aspects and overlap components.

Linville’s model has been criticized by several researchers on different grounds.
First, self-complexity is assumed to be independent of the content of the self-
concept. This implies that the valence of the information residing in the knowledge
components is not related to self-complexity and its consequent effects on well-
being. However, as noted above, Woolfolk and associates (1995) reported that the
complexity of positive and negative self-knowledge can be distinguished from each
other and may have differential effects on well-being. Showers (1992) also notes the
importance of the valenced organization of self-knowledge. Her concept of
compartmentalization highlights the point that it is not only the complexity of self-
relevant information, but also the separation of this information into heterogenously-

valenced categories that provides less extreme affective reactions.

Second, Showers (1992) showed that self-complexity of the participants, measured
by H statistics tends to change when a different trait set is provided. This finding

poses two questions: The first question concerns the traitness of self-complexity,
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which has also been questioned by Salovey (1992). Secondly, if self-complexity is
accepted as a trait, the adequacy of current techniques to assess it has also been
questionaed. As noted before, Linville’s (1987) technique of measuring self-
complexity allows for idiosyncratic traits to be used in categorization. Therefore, as
long as a balanced sample of traits is used, the technique should allow for enough
flexibility to assess the trait. The question of traitness also implies a critical question
regarding the stability and the malleability of the self-concept. In their work on this
issue, Markus and Kunda (1986) have noted that both of these characteristics reside
in the self-descriptions of people, and that many local variations in the self-concept
may be masked by the assumption of stability prevalent in the literature. Their
findings regarding the malleability of self-descriptions via minor manipulations have
cast doubt upon the traitness of all self-concept measures employing self-report
procedures. Taking these findings into account, many of the self-concept variables
mentioned in this text, such as self-concept clarity and self-esteem, become
questionable measures of stable characteristics. However, the tradition of taking
measures of self-concept structure as traits still continues in psychology and is
observed also for work on self-complexity. Thus, the same approach will be taken in

this study, with a caveat in mind.

Third, the relevance of the H statistic for measuring self-complexity has also been
questioned (Rafaeli-Mor, Gotlib and Revelle, 1999). H statistic has been offered as a
good measure of number of self-aspects but the correlation between the overlap
among the self-aspects and the H statistic has been inconsistent. As a result,

distinguishing these two components of self-complexity may be a more appropriate
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approach. A method for measuring both integration and differentiation has also been

proposed by other researchers (e.g., Campbell et al., 1991).

Finally, despite Linville’s (1987) initial work and a number of studies (eg.,
Niedenthal, Setterlund & Wherry, 1992; Smith & Cohen, 1993) confirming the
stress-buffering effect of self-complexity, the work aiming to investigate the direct
relationship between self-complexity and psychological adjustment has yielded
mixed results. The findings range from a negative relationship between self-
complexity and adjustment (Woolfolk et al., 1995) to a positive one (Campbell et al.,
1991), further colored by studies that fail to find a significant relationship (Morgan &
Janoff-Bulman, 1994). These mixed findings suggest that the effect of self-
complexity on psychological well-being is much more complicated than can be
captured by simple main effects. Linville’s (1987) studies have already indicated the
moderating effect of the level of stress on the relationship between self-complexity
and psychological adjustment. It is also plausible that self-complexity may interact
with other structural characteristics of the self-concept in predicting the level of
psychological adjustment or other behavioral patterns (e.g., flexibility) may play

mediating roles in this relationship.

Another question could be raised regarding the “traitness” of the adjectives used in
the trait-sort task. In their work on personality capabilities, Paulhus and Martin
(1987) distinguished among three different terms related to behavioral styles:
Personality ability, personality capability, and personality trait. According to these

researchers, while a personality ability is the skill of performing certain behaviors
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under maximal or optimal conditions, where such behavior is reinforced by the social
situation, a personality capability refers to “the ease of carrying off a particular
response when required by the situation” (p. 355). The anxiety level in performing
the behavior, which may act both as an inhibitor for engaging in the behavior and a
performance disruptor when the behavior is already started, and the subjective
interpretation of social appropriateness play a great role in personality capabilities.
Related to these two concepts, but conceptually distinct from both of them, is the
classical concept of personality trait, which is an index of typical behavior of the
individual. Linville’s work (1985, 1987) on self-complexity does not make this
distinction, and calls the adjectives provided to the participants a “trait list”.
However, the application of the trait concept to different self-aspects changes the
definition of personality traits from “typical behavior” to “typical under certain social
conditions”. This distinction implies that defining oneself with different traits for
different self-aspects may signal having many personality capabilities that allows the

individual to exhibit different sets of behaviors when required by the situation.

In this study, having a large number of personality capabilities is presumed to be
indicative of the first component of flexibility, that is, having a large behavioral
repertoire. Thus, high self-complexity is expected to be positively correlated with the

extensiveness of the behavioral repertoire.
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2.1.2. Self-Concept Clarity

While self-complexity is a measure of differentiation, Campbell et al. (2000) coined
self-concept clarity as a measure of self-concept integration. The notion of self-
concept clarity consists of three interrelated components: The extent to which the
self-concept is (1) clearly and confidently defined, (2) internally consistent, and (3)
temporally stable (Campbell, 1990; Campbell & Lavallee, 1993; Campbell et al.,
1996). The first component is extensively overlapping with the concept of self-
certainty used by Baumgardner (1990). Using the Latitude of Self-Description
Questionnaire, Baumgardner asks respondents to place themselves in relation to the
general population on a number of traits taken from the Anderson Adjective List
(Anderson, 1968). Specifically, participants were asked to indicate the percentile of
the population at which they were certain to be above and the percentile they were
certain to be below with regard to the given trait. The wideness of this latitude was
then taken as an indicator of self-certainty. The second component; internal
consistency, was previously operationalized by Gergen and Morse (1967). Internal
consistency taps whether antonyms coexist in the self-definition of an individual.
Finally, Rosenberg’s (1965) concept of self-concept stability was very similar to the

third component that focuses on the stability of self-beliefs.

Self-concept clarity is not a totally new term; it is highly related to a number of
traditional constructs. Campbell et al. (1996) traced its similarities even with the
concept of identity, which is also defined as a term indicating relative stability and

integration in an individual’s self-description. However, self-concept clarity is a less
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complex term as compared to identity and more comprehensive than the concepts of

internal consistency, self-concept stability or self-certainty.

The clarity of self-concept has been proposed as having paramount importance in
previous stidies because of its relationship with self-esteem. The openness of low
self-esteem people to social feedback may offer one explanation for this relationship.
Since James’ (1890) early writings on the self, the idea that people are naturally
motivated to search self-enhancement has been asserted by many researchers (see
Leary, Tambor, Terdal & Downs, 1995; Greenberg, Solomon & Pyszczynski, 1997
for two recent theories of this account). The motivation of self-enhancement states
that people are ready to accept the credibility of positive feedback about their
attributes to enhance their self-esteem. On the other hand, another line of researchers
note the importance of self-verification (Swann, Griffin, Predmore & Gaines, 1987;
Swan, 1987). According to this view, people try to verify the views that they hold of
themselves. For high self-esteem people, the two motives converge, in the sense that
verifying their already existing positive views will also serve the motivation for self-
enhancement. For those with low self-esteem, the picture becomes more
complicated: While they affectively want to feel good about themselves by using
self-enhancement motives, cognitively, they want to confirm their self-views, which
are basically neutral or negative. This phenomenon, named as the “cognitive-
affective crossfire” (Swann et al., 1987), opens to debate the possible reactions of
low self-esteem people to social feedback. While high self-esteem people were found
to accept only positive feedback, low self-esteem people were affected by both

positive and negative feedback (Campbell & Fairey, 1985).
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This openness to both consistent and inconsistent feedback may lead to a malleable
view of the self, continuously in a process of accommodation. Campbell (1990)
provided support for this view by showing that low self-esteem people tended to rate
themselves less extremely and with less reported confidence compared to high self-
esteem individuals by employing bipolar adjectives (Study 1). Moreover, they
showed less temporal stability in their ratings over a 2 month period (Study 2), less
congruence between their self-concepts and subsequent perceptions of situation-
specific behaviors (Study 3), less internal consistency, and longer reaction times
when making me/not me decisions with regard to pairs of opposite traits (Study 4).
High correlation between self-esteem and self-concept clarity reported by employing
the Self-Concept Clarity Scale (r=0.61; Campbell et al., 1996) provided converging

evidence with the findings employing unobstrusive methods.

To explain the nature of the relationship between self-concept clarity and self-
esteem, past researchers have also pointed to the possibility that a certain knowledge
of self-attributes may provide a person with the ability to capitalize on these
attributes or minimize their adverse affects in many situations. By that way, the
individual may more actively employ the self-knowledge when making decisions,
and thus, maintain a sense of future control (Sande, Goethals & Radloff, 1988;
Setterlund & Niedenthal, 1993). These researchers propose that the feeling of control
combined with the ability to capitalize on self-knowledge may act as a mediator
between self-concept clarity and self-esteem. In a similar vein, without directly using
the self-concept clarity formulation offered by Campbell (1990), Baumgardner

(1990) tested the direction of the relationship between self-certainty and self-esteem,
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and showed that self-certainty acts as the cause in this relationship. In these
experiments, she eliminated the explanations regarding general uncertainty (i.e., low
self-esteem people generally lack confidence in their judgments of people), self-
enhancement (i.e., they do not want to be certain of the belief that they possess
negative traits), and impression management (i.e., they are scared of social
disapproval). Baumgardner found that increased certainty about the self resulted in
positive affect and egotism by inducing certainty versus uncertainty of self-concept

using bogus personality assessments.

It is plausible to further suggest that the sense of control provided by a clear self-
concept is not limited to being able to choose among an array of available social
contexts or being proactive about the impacts of these contexts. A clear self-concept
also means that the individual is aware of his/her personality capabilities, thus can
deliberately adjust his/her behavior to the demands of the social context and may
anticipate the level of anxiety that s/he may feel by engaging in a proactive behavior
pattern. Therefore, a sense of self-certainty is not only related to the number of
personality capabilities claimed by a person, but it should also be related to the sense
of behavioral control when using these capabilities. High levels of self-esteem, which
is typical for people with clear self-concepts, may be a result of the elevated feeling

of control.

Considering this possibility, one of the expectations in this study is that self-concept

clarity will be positively related to the level of deliberate control over personality
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capabilities and the adjustment of these capabilities to the demands of a given

context.

2.2. Behavioral Flexibility

Flexibility and rigidity have been studied extensively with regard to both cognition
and behavior for more than a century (Shultz & Searleman, 2002). Early accounts of
the issue include the works of Gestalt psychologists, the p factor (“p” for
perseveration) of Spearman (1927) and Rokeach’s The Open and Closed Mind
(1960). Early studies usually treat flexibility as a unidimensional construct. On her
review on rigidity, Chown (1959) noted the variability of formulations and indexes
employed on the construct much before the contemporary studies on the issue.
Although majority of early formulations concentrated on cognitive rather than
behavioral flexibility, some reference to behavioral variables can be observed in
studies, such as Werner’s (1946) rigidity as “lack of variability in response” and
Rokeach’s (1960) account of cognitive, attitudinal and behavioral components of

rigidity (Shultz & Searleman, 2002).

Behavioral flexibility has been proposed as one of the most important correlates of
psychological adjustment (Leary, 1957; Scott, 1968). Different formulations of
flexibility have been offered by different researchers considering the important role

assigned to flexibility in the literature.
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Self-monitoring (Snyder, 1974) is one such measure of behavioral flexibility, which
deals with the concern for social appropriateness and the control of behavioral
expression. It incorporates the ability for social observation with the willingness and
the ability to use social information as a clue for behavioral adjustment. Snyder
emphasizes that self-monitoring differs from need for approval in the sense that the
ability of self-control outlined by self-monitoring exceeds the contingencies of social
desirability. Moreover, a person may be motivated to gain social approval but may
lack the capacity for self-control required to turn this motive into action. Thus, self-
monitoring is supposed to be more a behavioral than a cognitive measure compared
to need for approval. Consequently, Snyder’s (1974) Self-Monitoring Scale consisted
of five factors, tapping both cognitive and behavioral elements: Concern with
appropriateness, attention to social comparison information, ability to control and
modify self-presentation and expressive behavior, the use of this ability in particular
situations, and the extent of variability versus stability across situations. Recently,
Snyder’s (1974) Self-Monitoring Scale is no longer accepted as a valid measure of
self-monitoring. However, more recent measures, such as Lennox and Wolfe’s
(1984) Revised Self-Monitoring Scale, which measures self-monitoring and concern
for appropriateness separately, are still widely used and conserve the popularity of

the self-monitoring construct in social psychology.

Another popular formulation of flexibility is the concept of androgyny. Bem (1974)
formulated androgyny as a trait different from the traditional masculine and feminine
traits. Bem (1975) argued that androgynous people, who report to have both

masculine and feminine traits, are more flexible in their behavior compared to sex-



22

typed individuals, because they can behave both instrumentally and expressively as
required by the social context. Sex-typed individuals, on the other hand, are restricted
to their traditional roles. Wiggins and Holzmuller (1978) note that the traits that
differentiate masculine and feminine individuals are interpersonal in nature. Thus,
this formulation especially concentrates on two dimensions: Dominance versus
submission and warmth versus coldness. Thus, a flexible person is able to behave in

accordance with all possible combinations of these two dimensions.

Schmuck and Wobken-Blachnik (1996) have defined behavioral flexibility as an
interindividually varying tendency to spontaneously change and optimize behavioral
patterns. Because of the role of the capacity to integrate information coming from
different sources in this definition of flexibility, they have proposed that behavioral
flexibility is closely linked to the capacity of the central executive in working
memory. Rusalov and Biryukov (1993) have treated flexibility as a temperament
trait, and thus, have joined Schmuck and Wobken-Blachnik (1996) in the tendency to

view flexibility as a stable trait marking individual differences.

Consistent with previous researchers, Paulhus and Martin (1988), conceptualized
flexibility as a stable behavioral pattern. However, these authors have noted that any
formulation of behavioral flexibility should incorporate at least two components: (a)
a wide behavioral repertoire, (b) the ability to adjust to situational demands. They
criticized many of the existing composite and stylistic measures, including self-
monitoring and androgyny, indicating that they either fail to address one or both of

these components, or confuse behavioral flexibility with cognitive flexibility.
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2.2.1. Dimensions of Behavioral Flexibility

Paulhus and Martin (1988) proposed a new conceptualization of flexibility, which
they call functional flexibility, to appropriately address both of the assumed
components. The first component, referring to have a wide behavioral repertoire, is
closely linked with their previous conception of personality capabilities (Paulhus and
Martin, 1987). The critical difference between personality traits and personality
capabilities is that the trait concept measures the typical behavior. As a result, when
trait measures are used, a negative correlation between opposite behaviors is
expected; for instance, it is not possible for a person to be both typically dominant
and submissive. On the other hand, when capability measures are used, a positive
manifold picture emerges; that is, it is possible that a person is capable of both
dominant and submissive behaviors and engages in both kinds of behaviors when
appropriate conditions are given. Thus, rather than asking individuals about their
typical behaviors, Paulhus and Martin (1987) asked “How capable are you of being
dominant when the situation requires it?”” The answer to this question shows whether
the person is capable of dominant behavior or not. However, it should also be noted
that many people may be capable of a certain type of behavior if such behavior
becomes extremely important and/or inescapable (i.e., under emergency situations).
Still, under ordinary circumstances, the person may find it so difficult to exhibit such
behavior that s/he may avoid the situations requiring such behavior all together. To
better understand the process, they have also asked the level of difficulty and anxiety
experienced by the individual when engaging in such behavior and whether s/he has

a tendency to avoid situations that require such a behavior.
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Overall, it can be argued that, the sum of capabilities index of behavioral flexibility
offered by Paulhus and Martin (1988) represents the behavioral repertoire component

of behavioral flexibility.

Reported anxiety, difficulty and avoidance indexes, as the other fundamental aspects
of behavioral flexibility, are more closely linked to the second component of
functional flexibility capturing deliberate control and behavioral adjustment. Anxiety
may have two different effects on the exhbition of behaviors: Although the
individual may report being capable of a certain type of behavior, the anxiety
experienced under conditions requiring such behavior may cause the individual to
refrain from engaging in such behavior. Second, even if the individuals engages in
the behavior, her/his performance may be thwarted by this feeling of anxiety. Thus,
the level of difficulty and anxiety reported by the person may act as the critical
conditions regarding whether the person will actually engage in certain types of
behavior and whether s/he will show the expected performance. Finally, avoidance
may be a result of either the belief that the person is not capable of certain types of
behaviors or the anxiety felt as a result of engaging in these behaviors. In both cases,
it represents a “flight” mechanism that saves the individual from the burden of
behavioral control rather than a “fight” response typified by deliberate adjustment of

the behavior to environmental demands.
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2.2.2. Model of Behavioral Flexibility in Relation to Self-Concept Structure

The model proposed in this study can be explained in a few consequtive steps:

Although Paulhus and Martin (1988) proposed a two-dimensional view of flexibility,
they did not extensively elaborate on these dimensions regarding their relationship
with each other and with other related variables. In the first step of the model, it is
proposed that behavioral repertoire and the deliberate control and adjustment of the
behaviors within the repertoire can vary relatively independent to each other. That is,
a person with a large behavioral repertoire may or may not be able to show deliberate
control over the range of behaviors made possible by this repertoire. Similarly, a
person whose behaviors are restricted by her/his limited repertoire may be at full
control of these behaviors or may lack control even on these limited number of

available responses.

In the second step of the model, it is suggested that these two relatively independent
dimensions of flexibility can be linked to two relatively independent dimensions of
self-concept structure: Differentiation (as measured by self-complexity) and

integration (as measured by self-concept clarity).

Self-complexity (Linville, 1987), a measure of the number of distinct self-aspects
employed by a person in self-description, seems to be a potential correlate of the
number of personality capabilities reported by a person. High self-complexity

implies that an individual has many self-aspects and her/his typical behaviors change
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according to which of these self-aspects are activated at a given moment. Hence,
such a person should be capable of a great number of behaviors (i.e., should have a

large behavioral repertoire).

Implications regarding self-concept clarity (Campbell, 1990) can be summarized as
follows: It can be argued that a person can control and adjust her/his behaviors
according to situational demands only if s/he is clear about what kind of behaviors
s/he is capable of. Such self-knowledge provides the individual with a sense of
control over social context, and reduces the feeling of anxiety created by engaging in

behaviors that surpass one’s capabilities.

In the final step of the model, four different behavioral patterns are suggested by the
crossing of the two dimensions of flexibility (Figure 2.1). Overall, on the one hand,
the behavioral repertoire dimension is considered to indicate the level or quantity of
flexibility inherent in the behavioral pattern, with high repertoire characterizing more
flexible behavior and low repertoire characterizing rigid behavior in the traditional
sense. On the other hand, the deliberate control dimension is regarded as indicating
the quality of flexibility, with high levels of control representing behaviors adjusted
by the person and low levels of control representing behaviors controlled by the
social context. Although the traditional models of behavioral flexibility defined
flexibility with its quantity only, in this study it is proposed that a definition of
flexibility becomes coherent only when both quantity and quality are taken into

account.
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Figure 2.1

Proposed Theoretical Model of Behavioral Flexibility

The behavioral patterns depicted in each cell of the proposed model will be

elaborated in the following sections.

2.2.3. Functional Flexibility

In order to examine the construct validity and the dimensions of functional
flexibility, Paulhus and Martin (1988) conducted a principal components analysis
(PCA) factoring on a number of variables related to flexibility such as the four
indexes of functional flexibility (sum of capabilities; anxiety, avoidance and
difficulty ratings), an index of situationality (Goldberg, 1981), two indexes of

androgyny (Bem,1974; Lubinski, Tellegen & Butcher, 1981), an index of behavioral
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variance (Wiggins & Holzmuller, 1981) and the responses to Snyder’s (1974) Self-
Monitoring Scale. PCA yielded a pattern that the indexes of functional flexibility
loaded on the same factor suggesting that functional flexibility taps a construct
different than those measured by other instruments of flexibility (Study 1).
Moreover, the results taken from the functional flexibility indexes significantly
correlated with peer ratings of interpersonal flexibility (Study 2). More importantly,
functional flexibility was shown to be positively related to self-esteem, whereas the
correlations for the other flexibility indexes failed to show the expected positive
pattern, except for one index of androgyny, which showed a small positive
correlation with self-esteem. Similarly, functional flexibility predicted adjustment
using peer ratings much better than the alternative variables. These findings revealed

that functional flexibility has strong predictive power for psychological adjustment.

Considering the critical links between the structure of the self, functional flexibility
and psychological adjustment, it is plausible to argue that functional flexibility acts
as a mediator in the relationship between self-structure and psychological
adjustment. Previous studies on self-concept structure demonstrated a relationship
between structural variables and evaluative components of the self-concept. As noted
earlier, a number of studies have investigated the relationship between self-
complexity (e.g., Campbell et al., 1991; Woolfolk et al., 1995) or self-concept clarity
(e.g., Campbell, 1990) and self-esteem. However, these studies fail to provide the
mechanism underlying the interplay between these concepts. One of the aims of this
study is to address this issue by offering that flexibility may act as a mediator

between self-concept structure and self-esteem, as depicted in Figure 2.2.
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Flexibility as a Mediator between Self-concept Structure and Self-Esteem

Overall, the expectations regarding functional flexibility can be summarized as
follows: (a) Functional flexibility score is expected to be highest for people with high
self-complexity and high self-concept clarity, (b) Functional flexibility is expected to
act as a mediator between self-concept structure (represented by self-concept clarity

and self-complexity) and self-esteem.

2.2.4. Situational Flexibility

Although situational flexibility is characterized by a wide behavioral repertoire

similar to functional flexibility, the repertoire is also accompanied by a lack of
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control over the exhibition of intended behaviors. Instead, these behaviors are shaped

by the demands of the situation.

Situational flexibility bears similarity to the term “situationality” coined by Goldberg
(1981) in response to a problem observed in personality measurement. In order to
better capture the meaning of the middle options in Likert scale personality
inventories, Goldberg distinguished between neutrality, uncertainty, ambiguity and

situationality. In this study, only the situationality option will be dealt with.

The main point that distinguishes situationality from Paulhus and Martin’s (1988)
functional flexibility is that situationality deals with traits rather than capabilities. A
person who scores high on situationality reports that s/he cannot clearly answer the
question of whether s/he possesses a certain trait. Thus, the individual is not sure
how s/he behaves because s/he views her/his behaviors as typically shaped by the

environment rather than dispositional factors.

In this study, “situational flexibility” rather than situationality is used to describe this
tendency in order to emphasize its commonality with functional flexibility. As noted
above, just like a functionally flexible person, the situationally flexible individual
possesses a large number of behavioral capabilities that make him/her available a
great choice of responses. However, unlike the functionally flexible counterpart, this
individual lacks control over these behaviors and depends on situational cues for

her/his responses. Thus, when asked to give a description of her/his typical
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behaviors, s/he reports that her/his self-definition is to a great extent dependent on

the social context.

It is important to note that under conditions where the person’s intended behavior
overlaps with the behaviors demanded by the situation, the implications for
functionally and situationally flexible individuals may be similar. This is also critical
in seperating situationally flexible people from effacingly rigid individuals: Although
situaionally flexible individuals lack behavioral control, they still have a large
number of performable behaviors available to them and the performance of these
behaviors may often be appropriate some situations. On the other hand, in addition to
having a lack of control, effacing rigidity is characterized by a limitation on
behavioral options. Thus, the chances of successful adaptation are greatly reduced for

these people.

Situationally flexible individuals are expected to feel anxiety when entering complex,
novel and unstructured situations. Under these circumstances, it is not possible to get
unequivocal clues from the environment for appropriate behaviors. However, their
wide behavioral repertoire may help them easily fit the new situation and go along
with the conventions. As the individual is in a process of trying to understand the
rules and the norms of this new situation at the time of entry, not violating these rules
and fitting in the situation may be an appropriate measure of functioning in case of
novel situations. Thus, despite their anxiety, situationally flexible individuals are
expected to be open to new experiences, viewing them as an opportunity to display

their behavioral repertoire.
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For well-learned and well-practiced situations, the intention of the individuals
usually goes beyond fitting into conventionality. The situationally flexible
individuals are expected to show dissatisfaction with their behaviors under these
situations, signified by a feeling of a lack of control over their own behaviors, over
the situation in general and over the future. Thus, when going along with the
conventionality existent in the situation is the only indicator of good functioning,
there may not be much difference between functionally and situationally flexible
individuals. However, when behavioral control and a sense of control over the
situation is required, functionally flexible individuals have a clear advantage over
situationally flexible individuals. The feeling of going along with the situation and
the lack of control in situationally flexible individuals is expected to be signified by

external locus of control.

Goldberg’s (1981) measure of situationality provides a good approximation to what
is called situational flexibility in this study. However, in order to emphasize the
importance of social context for these individuals, a measure of Need for Approval
(Sociotropy measures from the Sociotropy — Autonomy Scale; Beck, Epstein,
Harrison and Emery, 1983) will also be taken as a representation of context-
dependence. Need for approval (Crowne & Marlowe, 1964) is a disposition to adjust
behaviors according to their social desirability in order to gain the approval of others.
People lower in self-esteem were found to be more dependent on social feedback and
higher in need for approval (Baumeister, 1993). This need induces a tendency to seek
for clues of approval or disapproval by others as a response to one’s own behaviors,

a feeling of discomfort when these clues are hard to read or inexistent, and the
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adjustment of behaviors according to these clues. Overall, people lower in deliberate
control are expected to be more dependent on the context, and thus, to show greater

need for approval.

2.2.5. Stereotypical Rigidity

Stereotypical rigidity is characterized by low levels of self-complexity and high
levels of sefl-concept clarity. In their review on cognitive and behavioral rigidity,
Schultz and Searleman (2002) note that rigidity has been used “to describe mental
sets, extreme attitudes, ethnocentrism, stereotypy, lack of flexibility, perseveration,
authoritarianism, and the inability to change habits” (p. 169). This definition mainly
concentrates on cognitive rigidity, or insistence on certain mental sets or perceptual
styles, even in the light of environmental clues for the inappropriateness of these sets.
However, many measures of rigidity also tap into the behavioral reflections of these
cognitive elements (e.g., Test of Behavioral Rigidity (TBR), Schaie & Parham,

1975).

The cognitive measures of rigidity usually emphasize discomfort with ambiguity and
novel situations, a preference for order, cognitive simplicity, and structured situations
such as Need for Closure (Kruglanski, Webster & Klem, 1993) and Personal Need
for Structure (Neuberg & Newsom, 1993). Behavioral measures, on the other hand,
tend to concentrate on the ability to adapt to shifted task demands after practicing on
the same task for a long time and to adopt new problem-solving strategies such as

Einstellung Water Jar Task (Luchins, 1942) and Stroop (1935) Task. Rigidity has
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also been examined as a personality variable and has been studied in relation to traits
such as creativity, imaginativeness, and preference for novelty (e.g., Flexibility Scale
of California Personality Inventory, Gough & Bradley, 1996; Openness to
Experience in Five-Factor Model, McCrae & Costa, 1996). Personality measures can
be taken as a mid-way between cognitive and behavioral measures, as they include
cognitive elements, such as preference for novelty or creativeness, but they also ask
the subjects to evaluate themselves on a number of trait words, which usually
requires the subject to go over past experiences involving behaviors relevant to a
given trait. Overall, it is worth noting that regardless of the type of measure
employed, rigidity is characterized by a refrain from novelty and a tendency to stick

to learned patterns of behavior.

In this study, similar to flexibility, rigidity is examined under two different qualities.
First is called stereotypical rigidity, which is characterized by a restricted range of
behavioral capabilities combined with a clear knowledge of these capabilities and
strong deliberate control over behaviors. Thus, a person is stereotypical in the sense
that s/he cannot overcome the limits of the sharp profile drawn by the available
repertoire of behaviors, and moreover, consistently follows this stereotype, of which

s/he is well aware.

Unlike the situationally flexible individual, the stereotypically rigid individual has a
low level of need for approval, refuses to adjust to the clues of appropriateness, and
follows her/his stereotyped forms of behaviors regardless of clues for

appropriateness. Just like for all forms of rigidity, intolerance for ambiguity and
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avoidance of novel situations are expected to be diagnostic for stereotypical rigidity.
However, their clarity about their own capabilities helps the stereotypically rigid
indidivuals to successfully adapt to at least some situations. As a result, the
discomfort with ambiguity is expected to be lower for stereotypical than for effacing

rigidity.

2.2.6. Effacing Rigidity

Effacing rigidity is typified by low levels of both self-complexity and self-concept
clarity. An effacingly rigid person is characterized by a restricted number of response
options available, and a lack of control over these options. This kind of rigidity is in
fact the pattern that is widely observed in depressed people. In their review on
executive functioning in depression, Fossati, Ergis and Alliare (2002) conclude that
frontal lobe dysfunction observed in unipolar depression results in executive function
deficits. The executive function is closely related to dealing with novel situations,
monitoring behavior and adjusting to the new demands according to feedback and
building up behavioral strategies. Fossati et al.’s description appears to picture what
is meant by effacing rigidity. Similarly, Schmuck and Wobken-Blachnik (1996) have
showed that the capacity of the executive function is positively related with
flexibility. These studies indicate that rigidity has some potential physiological basis
in depression. The role of the executive function in dealing with new situations and
adjusting according to feedback seem to match with the capabilities dimension of
flexibility while the construction of behavioral strategies is closely related to the

ability of deliberate control. In this study, effacing rigidity is proposed as the point
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where rigidity and depression intersect to outline a psychological situation where the
individual is limited to a number of dysfunctional behavioral options and is unable to
surpass the limits of these options despite a dense feeling of dissatisfaction with the

consequences of these behaviors.

Similar to stereotypical rigidity, effacing rigidity is characterized by a limited range
of performable behaviors. What differentiates it from stereotypical rigidity is a desire
to fit into the situation rather than showing deliberate control, and an inability to do
so, because of limited behavioral capabilities. Effacing rigidity may result in
continuous anxiety, extreme discomfort with novelty and ambiguity, and a desire to
avoid novel situations. In this sense, effacing rigidity closely matches the portrait of
depressed individuals as passive, unwilling to engage in novel activities and/or
engaging in extensive information collection before new activities in order to reduce
uncertainty (Folkman & Lazarus, 1986), uncertain about self-qualities (Campbell et
al., 2003), and believing that the outcomes are uncontrollable, and thus, the
individual is at the mercy of situational factors (Lyubomirsky & Nolen-Hoeksema,

1995).

The lack of control over behaviors makes effacingly rigid person vulnerable to a host
of problems in adaptation compared to the stereotypically rigid person. The
stereotypically rigid person can indeed function almost as effectively as the
functionally flexible person under a stable, simple, well-practiced environment. The
effacingly rigid individual, however, experiences a continuous stream of anxiety,

because of the feeling of uncertainty and uncontrollability over the already limited
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range of behavioral capabilities. Thus, the effacingly rigid person is expected to
score highest on measures of anxiety and depression, and lowest on measures of self-

esteem, among the four behavioral patterns proposed in the model.

2. 3. Overview of Studies and Hypotheses

Three consecutive studies were planned to test the model proposed in this study. The
first study was conducted as a preliminary study and aimed to construct an adjective
list to be employed in the trait sort task for the measurement of self-complexity. In
the second study, the validity and reliability of the main measures used in the study
were tested and a preliminary check of the model at the dimensional level was run.
Finally, the third study aimed to test the whole model including the four behavioral

patterns of flexibilty and rigidity outlined in this study.

The major hypotheses of the study can be summarized as follows:

2.3.1. Hypotheses Regarding the Dimensions of Behavioral Flexibility and Self-

Concept Structure

1. Self-complexity will be positively related to the Sum of Capabilities index of
functional flexibility, and unrelated to the other indexes.

2. Self-concept clarity will be negatively linked to anxiety, difficulty and
avoidance indexes of functional flexibility, and unrelated to the Sum of

Capabilities index.
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3. Self-concept clarity and self-complexity are expected to be orthogonal
dimensions.

4. Sum of capabilities index is expected to show moderate negative correlations
with the anxiety, difficulty and avoidance indexes, while these three indexes
are expected to be highly intercorrelated.

5. Flexibility indexes are expected to mediate the relationship between self-
concept structure, as measured by self-complexity and self-concept clarity,

and self-esteem.

2.3.2. Hypotheses Regarding The Four Behavioral Patterns

2.3.2.1. Functional Flexibility

1. Participants grouped under the functionally flexible pattern are expected to be
highest in self-esteem and lowest in depressive symptomatology.

2. They are expected to have the highest emotional stability, extraversion and
openness to experience scores.

3. They are expected to have the highest scores on need for cognition.

4. Together with stereotypically rigid participants, functionally flexible
individuals are expected to score lower on need for approval and exhibit more
internal locus of control compared to situationally flexible and effacingly

rigid participants.
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2.3.2.2. Situational Flexibility

Situationally flexible participants are expected to score highest on Goldberg’s
measure of situationality.

They are expected to score lower on self-esteem and higher on depressive
symptomatology as compared to the functionally flexible and stereotypically
rigid participants.

Together with effacingly rigid individuals, situationally flexible individuals
are expected to score higher on need for approval and to exhibit more
external locus of control compared to functionally flexible and stereotypically

rigid individuals.

2.3.2.3. Stereotypical Rigidity

1.

Stereotypically rigid participants are expected to be lowest on need for
cognition, openness to experience, and agreeableness.

They are expected to have higher self-esteem and lower depressive
symptomatology compared to situationally flexible and effacingly rigid
participants.

Together with functionally flexible participants, stereotypically rigid
individuals are expected to show more internal locus of control and lower
need for approval compared to situationally flexible and effacingly rigid

participants.
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2.3.2.4. Effacing Rigidity

1. Of the four groups, effacingly rigid participants are expected to be lowest on
self-esteem and highest on depressive symptomatology.

2. They are expected to be high on need for approval, low on need for cognition
and to exhibit external locus of control as compared to the other groups.

3. They are expected to have low emotional stability, openness to experience,

and extraversion.
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CHAPTER 3

STUDY 1

This preliminary study was conducted in order to construct an adjective list to be
employed in the trait sort task for the measurement of self-complexity. Since this
measure was employed in Turkish for the first time, the main objective in the
construction of the list was to help validity and reliability of the measure by choosing
adjectives that are commonly used in the self-descriptions of the target population,
that can be easily comprehended by the participants and that provide sufficient

flexibility =~ for  capturing the underlying trait of  dimensionality.

3.1. Participants

One hundred and three students (61 females and 42 males, mean age = 19,02, SD =
.60) from the Business Administration Department of Middle East Technical
University comprised the participants of the first phase of this study, whereas 60 (35
females and 25 males, mean age = 22.34, SD = 0.92) students from the Department
of Psychology of the same university participated in the second phase on a voluntary

basis.
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3.2. Procedure

Three points noted to be important by Rafaeli-Mor (2004) were taken into account in
the construction of the trait list: (a) the inclusion of Big Five markers in the list, (b)
balanced distribution of positive and negative traits, (c) use of trait words that are
commonly used by the target population. In the first phase of the study, the
participants were asked to list the 30 most common adjectives that they use when
describing themselves or other people. This procedure yielded a total of 384 different
adjectives. This list was examined for synonyms using a Turkish Dictionary and 30
of the adjectives were eliminated from the list. The frequencies of the deleted words
were added to the frequencies of their synonyms that remained in the list. The list
was sorted according to frequencies and top 60 words were chosen to form another

list.

In the second phase of the study, the participants were asked to rate the valence of
these 60 adjectives on a scale from -3 (very negative) to +3 (very positive). Trait
words that received a mean rating between +1.01 and +3 (inclusive) were taken to be
positively valenced, trait words with mean ratings between —1.01 and —3 were taken
to be negatively valenced and words with mean ratings between —1 and +1 were
taken as neutral. Three different lists (of positive, negative and neutral adjectives)
were formed and were again sorted according to the obtained frequencies. Top 14
positive adjectives, 13 negative adjectives (this was the total number of adjectives
rated to be unambiguously negative in the 60-word list) and top 7 neutral words were

taken from these lists to be included in the final list. Finally, 10 Big Five markers
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(items of the 10-item Five Factor Model Scale; Gosling, Rentfrow & Swann, 2003)
were added to this list to comprise the final 44-item adjective list to be used in the

following studies.

3.3. Results and Discussion

The trait list constructed as a result of this study is presented in Table 3.1 together
with the frequencies and valence ratings for each adjective. The last ten items in the
Table are the positive and negative Big Five items, which were included in the list
without valence ratings. Thus, no frequency and valence information was provided

for these items.

As noted before, the procedures outlined by Rafaeli-Mor et al. (1999) were followed
in the generation and selection of the traits. However, different from Rafaeli-Mor et
al., in addition to unambiguously positive and negative adjectives, I have decided to
include 7 neutral adjectives in this list. As known from past studies (Baumeister,
1993) even low self-esteem people prefer to describe themselves in neutral, rather
than negative, terms. Thus, the inclusion of neutral adjectives in the list is assumed to
provide more flexibility and help people easily complete the trait sort task by

constructing a better approximation to how they prefer to describe themselves.



Table 3.1.

Trait List for Self-Complexity Trait Sort Task
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Trait Frequency Rating
1 Diiriist 50 2.66
2 lyimser 44 1.66
3 Algakgoniilli 44 1.84
4 Zeki 39 2.02
5 Caliskan 35 1.62
6 Comert 35 1.96
7 Yardimsever 33 2.46
8 Cesur 30 1.60
9 Mantikli 27 1.76
10 Uyumlu 26 1.98
11 Saygili, Nazik 25 1.94
12 Hosgoriilii 24 2.20
13 Sabirli 18 1.40
14 Sadik 18 2.24
15 Bencil 42 -1.38
16 Sinirli, asabi 36 -1.60
17 Cimri 32 -1.70
18 Yalan soyleyebilen 30 -1.44
19 Kibirli, kendini begenmis 29 -2.02
20 Tembel 28 -1.02
21 Kiskang 27 -1.08
22 Ukala 23 -1.44
23 Vurdumduymaz 23 -1.62
24 Patavatsiz 20 -1.42
25 Kaba 17 -2.20
26 Korkak 15 -1.18
27 Sorumsuz 15 -1.64
28 Hirshi 44 -0,20
29 Duygusal 40 0,98
30 Karamsar 37 -0,76
31 Konuskan 36 0,70
32 inatgl 27 -0,50
33 Cekingen 26 -0,94
34 Alingan 23 -0,78
Big Five Markers

35 Disa doniik, sosyal 40 Ice kapanik
36 Tenkit eden 41 Sevecen,
37 Giivenilir 42 Diizensiz
38 Endiseli 43 Sakin, rahat
39 Yenilige acik 44 Tutucu
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CHAPTER 4

STUDY 2

This study aims to test the reliability and validity of the measures that will be
employed in the main study and to preliminarily test the relationship between the
dimensions of behavioral flexibility and self-concept structure. Specifically, self-
complexity is expected to be positively related to the Sum of Capabilities index of
functional flexibility, and to be relatively uncorrelated with the other indexes. Self-
concept clarity is expected to be negatively linked to anxiety, difficulty and
avoidance indexes of functional flexibility, and to be relatively unrelated to the Sum

of Capabilities index.

4.1. Participants

One hundred and twenty three (75 females and 48 males) undergraduate and
graduate students from different departments of Middle East Technical University
participated in the study on a voluntary basis. Mean age for participants was 21.77

with a standard deviation of 1.94.
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4.2. Materials

In addition to completing the self-complexity trait sort task (Linville, 1987), the
participants were asked to fill out the Self-Concept Clarity Scale (Campbell et al.,
1996), Rosenberg’s (1965) Self-Esteem Scale and Battery of Interpersonal
Capabilities (Paulhus and Martin, 1987). Seven point response sets were employed

for all the Likert-type scale measures.

4.2.1. Self-Complexity Trait Sort Task. The materials for this measure (Linville,
1987) include 44 trait cards, 10 blank cards and a piece of recording paper separated
into columns. The 44 trait words that appear on Table 3.1 were written on separate
cards, together with numbers from 1 to 44. The participants were asked to sort these
cards into groups, such that each group corresponds to an aspect of their lives. While
giving the instructions, what is meant by “self-aspects” is explained with a few
examples, and the participants are informed that they may use any criterion as a basis
of forming these groups, as long as the groups describe meaningful dimensions of
their lives and personalities. They are left free to use as many of the traits as they
wish (i.e., they do not have to use all the traits provided on cards) and to form as
many groups as they find appropriate. The blank cards are employed in case they
want to use a trait word in more than one group. In that case, the participants are
asked to write the name and the number of the word that they want to use repeatedly
on one of those cards. After forming the groups, the subjects record the groups they
formed on the recording sheet, with each column corresponding to a group they

formed. They are asked to record the numbers that appear by the traits rather than the
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full name of the trait. The full instructions read to the participants before each session

are given in Appendix A.

As noted before, self-complexity scores are calculated using the H statistic (Scott,

1969). The self-complexity (or dimentionality) score (SC-D) is defined by

SC-D =logyn — (Zin; logon;) / n

where n is the total number of traits provided (44 in this study) and n; is the number
of traits that appear in a particular group combination. For instance, if the participant
has formed a total of 3 groups, then possible group combinations include n; = traits
that appear in only Group 1, and no others, n, = traits that appear in Groups 1 and 2,
but not in Group 3, n3 = traits that appear in Groups 2 and 3, but not in Group 1, ng=
traits that appear in all three groups, ns = number of traits not used in any of the
groups, etc. Linville (1987) defines the SC score as “the minimal number of
independent binary attributes underlying a person’s feature sort about the self” (p.
666). So, this score is higher, the higher the number of groups formed by the
participant and lower the amount of redundancy, or the number of reused traits, in

these groups. The highest possible SC score in our study is logy44 = 5.46.

This measure showed adequate temporal stability in a two-week interval (r = 0.70,
p<.001), and the scores did not change as a function of life events during this interval

(p =0.90; Linville, 1987).
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As noted in Chapter 2, the SC-D, or the H statistic, has been criticized by many
researchers. Specifically, Woolfolk et al. (1995) have questioned the internal
consistency of this measure and proposed that it reflects at least two latent factors
(number of self-aspects and overlap between them) rather than being a measure of
one latent factor (i.e., self-complexity). As a response to these criticisms, Rafaeli-
Mor et al. (1999) have proposed two separate measures for these two factors:
NASPECTS and OL. NASPECTS is simply the number of self-aspects used by the

participant in the trait sort task. OL, or the overlap measure is defined by

OL = (Z;ZiC;) T)/n*(n-1),

where C: number of common features in 2 aspects; T: total number of features in the
referent aspect; n: total number of aspects in the person’s sort, and i and j are unequal
values from 1 to n. In addition to H, these two measures are employed in the current

study.

The criticisms of Woolfolk et al. (1995) also addressed the issue of whether self-
complexity can be taken as a valence-independent measure. They have noted that the
complexity of the positive and negative self attributes have differential implications
for well-being. Positive self-complexity is simply the complexity of the individual’s
trait sort after all the negative and neutral traits have been temporarily deleted.
Similarly, negative self-complexity is the dimensionality score computed after the

deletion of positive and neutral attributes.
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Finally, another measure computed from the trait sort task is the
compartmentalization score, or Phi (Showers, 1992). Compartmentalization refers to
the separation of negatively and positively valenced self attributes into distinct self-
aspects. Thus, it is the degree of deviation from the random sort where the positively
and negatively valenced attributes are randomly distributed through self-aspects. The
expected frequencies of positive and negative traits in each self-aspect is equal to the
overall number of positive and negative traits employed by the individual in the trait
sort task. Phi is a x” statistic showing the deviation from this expected ratio, averaged

over self-aspects:

O =V y/N.

In sum, six different measures (i.e., SC-D, NASPECTS, OL, Positive SC-D,

Negative SC-D and Phi) will be computed from the trait sort task.

4.2.2. Self-Concept Clarity Scale (SCCS). SCCS (Campbell et al., 1996) consists of
12 items, 10 of which are reverse coded. The average Cronbach alpha value in
different samples for the original scale was 0.86, and test - retest reliabilities for
periods of three to four months ranged between 0.70 and 0.79. A seven-point
response set was employed in the current study, and the scores were computed as the
mean of the responses by each participant, higher scores indicating higher self-
concept clarity. The scale was translated to Turkish by Sumer and Gungor (1999; this
study also employed 7-point response sets), and the scale showed adequate internal

consistency (Cronbach’s = 0.89). The criterion validity of the Turkish version was
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supported by its positive correlation with self-esteem (r = 0.59, p<0.05) and secure
attachment style (r = 0.32, p<0.05). The Turkish Self-Concept Clarity Scale

employed in this study is presented in Appendix B.

4.2.3. Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale. Self-esteem was measured with the Rosenberg
(1965) Self-Esteem Scale, which is comprised of 10 questions (5 of them reverse-
coded). The scale was adapted to Turkish by Cuhadaroglu (1986), and reliability and
validity information was given by both Cuhadaroglu (1986) and Tugrul (1994). The
scale showed adequate internal consistency (Cronbach a = 0.76; Tugrul, 1994) and
validity (The correlation between the results of psychiatric interviews and scale
results was 0.71; Cuhadaroglu, 1986). Siimer and Giingor (1999) employed the scale
with 7-point response sets and found the internal consistency of Cronbach a = 0.85.

The Turkish version of Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale is given in Appendix C.

2.3.2. Battery of Interpersonal Capabilities (BIC). BIC (Paulhus and Martin,
1987) was constructed as a response to the need to access interpersonal capabilities
as distinct from interpersonal traits. It is proposed as a measure of behavioral
flexibility. The battery consists of 4 questions asked for each of the 16 behaviors
represented by the 16 nodes of the interpersonal circumplex (Wiggins & Holzmuller,
1978; Figure 4.1), making up a total of 48 questions. The Turkish version that was
constructed for this study can be seen in Appendix 4. The original battery used by
Paulhus and Martin, showed divergent validity with trait measures, inferred from
factor analyses conducted by pooling trait and capability measures together. In these

analyses, capability and trait indexes loaded on two different factors. The scale also
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demonstrated convergent validity with social desirability. Moreover, as expected,
capabilities with positive social orientation showed positive correlation with
interpersonal control, and capabilities with negative social orientation showed
positive correlation with Machiavellianism. Except for a few negative behaviors,
which were unrelated to adjustment, capabilities were also positively related to

measures of psychological adjustment.

Dominant-
Ambitious
Arrogant- Extraverted-
Calculatin Gregarious
4 1
Cold- Warm-
Quarrelsome Agreeable
3 2
Aloof- nassuming-
Intraverted Ingenious
Lazy-
Submissive

Figure 4.1. Interpersonal Circumplex by Wiggins and Holzmuller (1978).
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Paulhus and Martin (1987, 1988) have noted that the most important characteristic
that distinguishes capabilities from traits is their positively intercorrelated structure.
That is, in case of a trait measure, a negative correlation between traits that fall on
the opposite nodes of the circumplex is expected. Specifically, if the responses from
the participants are forced into two factors in a factor analysis, representing the two
axes of the interpersonal circumplex (i.e., dominance and nurturance), the resulting
factor loading plot would ideally replicate Figure 4.1. However, when dealing with
capability measures, it is possible for an individual to report capabilities even on
traits that fall on the opposite nodes of the circumplex. Thus, the loadings on the
factor loading plot are expected to shift to the positive sides of the axes compared to
Figure 4.1 when capability measures are employed. Similarly, Paulhus and Martin

(1988) report loadings that unanimously fall in Quadrant 1 of Figure 4.1 with BIC.

4.3. Procedure

Before the study, BIC was translated by the researcher and then evaluated by one
bilingual judge. The scale was revised at each stage. In this process, the Turkish form
of the Kiessler (1983) Interpersonal Circumplex, adapted by Boyacioglu (1994) was
used as a guide. In the final stage, another judge back-translated the battery to
English, and the translated version was compared with the original form for
inconsistencies in meaning. The final form was decided after these inconsistencies
were resolved by the agreement of the researcher and the judge making the back-

translation. The form was also checked for face validity by a pilot study with 6
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participants, who were asked to indicate any points they found hard to understand.

No change was made following the pilot study.

The materials were given to the participants in groups of 15 to 20 in separate
sessions. The participants were first asked to complete the trait sort task, and
continue with the other measures after recording the results of their sort on a sheet of
paper. A group of the participants (N = 31) were contacted again after a one month
periaod in order to fill out the retest forms comprised of the trait sort task and the

BIC.

4.4. Results and Discussion

4.4.1. Analyses on the reliability and validity of Turkish BIC. Traditionally
internal consistency of scales are tested employing Chronbach’s alpha coefficients.
However, the calculation of Cronbach alpha for this battery is not meaningful, as a
person indicating high capability on one of the behaviors is not expected to show a
similar capability on other behaviors. Consequently, the Cronbach alpha values for
the four flexibility indexes over the 16 behaviors are relatively low (= .55 for sum
of capabilities index (SumCaps), & = .60 for sum of anxiety scores index (SumAnx),
a = .50 for sum of difficulty ratings index (SumDiff) and & = .58 for sum of
avoidance tendency index (SumAvoid)). The Cronbach alpha values were also
calculated separately for the four quadrants of the circumplex (with nodes of the axes

repeated for adjacent quarters), marked from 1 to 4 on Figure 4.1. The alpha values



54

for the quadrants are presented in Table 4.1. Anxiety, avoidance and difficulty
indexes are pooled together as they aim to test very similar tendencies and should

show at least moderate consistency.

Table 4.1.

Alpha Values of Flexibility Indexes Calculated for the Quadrants of the

Interpersonal Circumplex.

Quad.1 Quad.2 Quad.3 Quad.4
SumCaps .69 .50 .35 .69
Anx + Avoid + Diff .87 78 .82 .88

Results revealed that the participants were more consistent in their responses to the
anxiety, avoidance and difficulty indexes compared to their responses to the
capability questions on the same quadrants. This is in fact consistent with the basic
premises of Paulhus and Martin’s (1987) personality capabilities model.
Theoretically, anxiety, avoidance and difficulty indexes are closer to the trait
concept, as a person who is typically dominant will inescapably feel a little distressed
when s/he is asked to behave submissively. However, capability concept is
independent of the typical behaviors of the person. Hence, an absolute consistency is

not expected between capabilities.

In addition, three items (item 5: agreeable, item 9: submissive and item 13:
quarrelsome) especially reduced alpha values in the quadrants they appear. The alpha

value for the Sum of Capabilities index in the first quarter rises from .69 to .77 if
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item 5 is taken out. However, instead of taking this item out, a change in translation
was made in order to make it more harmonious with the other items in the quadrant.
Because the word “yumusakbasl” in Turkish used by Boyacioglu (1994) in the
translation of this item seems to contradict with the “dominant” node of the

circumplex, this word was changed to “uyumlu” in order to provide greater harmony.

Items 9 and 13 do not seem to present a problem for internal consistency by
themselves, but they reduce consistency when they appear together, as in quadrant 3.
However, such an inconsistency is embedded in the nature of these two words,
submissive and quarrelsome. Being submissive requires being passive over
problems, whereas being quarrelsome requires being active and assertive. Thus, no
change was made on these two items, as the original items already present such an

inconsistency.

Temporal reliability of the indexes was examined by employing the correlations
between two administrations of the BIC with a one month interval. The correlations
were r = .70, p<.01 for the capabilities index, r = .55, p<.01 for the anxiety index, r =
.70, p<.01 for the difficulty index (N = 31). The correlation between the two

administrations of  the avoidance scale was not significant.

As indicated previous sections, the basic premise of the personality capabilities is
that the negative relationship between opposite nodes of the circumplex observed
with trait measures is not expected. In order to test construct validity regarding the

difference between trait and capability measures a factor analysis employing
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principal components extraction with varimax rotation was conducted. Replicating
the method used by Paulhus and Martin (1988), the responses to the sum of
capabilities index were forced into two factors, representing the two axes of the
circumplex. The two factors explained 35% of the total variance; first factor
explaining 21.77% and the second factor explaining 13.23%. Figure 4.2 presents the
loading plot for the 16 adjectives in the circumplex over two axes of the circumplex,
nurturance and control. Under trait conditions, this loading plot is expected to match
Figure 4.1. However, as seen in Figure 4.2, the loading plot for the adjectives is
biased towards the positive ends of the axes when compared to Figure 4.1. This
figure fails to replicate the loading plot presented by Paulhus and Martin (1988), in
which the factor loadings for all the items are located in the positive quarter of the
graph. However, as expected, the present figure diverges from the circumplex

showing positive correlations.
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Figure 4.2.
Factor Loading Plot for the 16 Adjectives of the Circumplex to the Two Axes of the

Circumplex: Nurturance and Control.



57

Convergent validity was tested by examining the correlations between flexibility
indexes and self-esteem. Paulhus and Martin (1988) hypothesized that functional
flexibility would be positively linked to psychological adjustment and provided
support to this hypothesis by presenting the correlations of the indexes with the
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale. The correlations found in the current study are all in
expected directions and comparable to the original correlations in magnitude.
Namely, sum of capabilities index showed a positive correlation with self-esteem (r
= .31, p<.01). The other three indexes (i.e., difficulty, anxiety and avoidance) were
negatively related to self-esteem (r = -.31, p<.01, r = -.42, p<.01 and r = -.23, p<.05

respectvely).

Overall, the Turkish version of the Battery of Interpersonal Capabilities shows a
similar factor loading structure with the original scale, acceptable internal
consistency coefficients and significant correlations with self-esteem in the expected
direction. Although the test-retest reliability was relatively low, capabilities, anxiety
and difficulty indexes still showed acceptable temporal stability. Thus, the battery is
accepted to be a reliable and valid measure of interpersonal flexibility on Turkish

students.

4.4.2. Analyses on the reliability and validity of the self-complexity trait sort
task. Since the trait sort task used in the computation of self-complexity
dimentionality statistic (SC-D) is not a scale in the traditional sense, the computation
of a Cronbach a coefficient for this measure is rendered impossible by the nature of

the instrument. However, Rafaeli-Mor et al. (1999) have proposed an alternative
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measure of internal consistency, B, that can be applied to the trait sort task. In this
measure, a random split is performed on the trait list and one half of the traits is
temporarily deleted from the sort of the participants. Then, self-complexity is
separately computed for the two halves of the trait list. Following Rafaeli-Mor et al.,
the traits were split into two groups, on the basis of odd and even numbered traits.
One of the groups was comprised of 12 positive, 7 negative and 3 neutral traits,
whereas the other group contained 7 positive, 12 negative and 3 neutral traits. Then,
the complexity, overlap and number of aspects scores computed from each of these
splits were correlated, and finally, a Spearman-Brown correction was applied to these

correlations in order to come up with a reliability estimate.

The correlations and reliability estimates for all three complexity indexes are shown
in Table 4.2, in the part titled “Good Split”. Such splits are named good splits,
because they are relatively random splits, where the two halves are not expected to
differ with regard to the measured variable. As seen in the table, both the
dimensionality statistic and the number of self-aspects show very high correlations
and high reliability coefficients when the good split is used. The overlap statistic, on
the other hand, fails to show adequate reliability. Although the reliability estimates
for SC-D and NASPECTS exactly match the values found by Rafaeli-Mor et al., the
reliability coefficient for OL remains far below the coefficients that were computed

in the original study.
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Table 4.2. Correlations and Reliability Estimates for Good and Bad Splits Performed

on the Trait Sort Task.

Correlation Reliability (B)

Good Split
SC-D J16%% ,86
NASPECTS L96%* ,98
OL -,08 -,16

Worst Split
SC-D ,36%* ,53
NASPECTS ,66%* ,80
OL A1HE 58

**p<.01

A better and more conservative measure of reliability is the one computed on the
“worst split half”. In the worst split half, the two halves should not be random parts
of the whole, but the form should be split according to a criterion which makes the
two halves different from each other. Rafaeli-Mor et al. (1999) have proposed a split
according to the valence of the traits as a worst split, because valence had been
shown as a source of inconsistency by Woolfolk et al. (1995) in their discussion on
positive and negative self-complexity. The correlations and reliability estimates
shown in the “Worst Split” part of Table 4.2. were computed according to this
principle. As seen, both the correlations and reliability coefficients are lower
compared to the “good split” except for the OL index. The reliability coefficient for
OL under this condition matches the coefficient reported by Rafaeli-Mor et al.,
whereas the reliabilities for the other two indexes are larger than the findings of
Rafaeli-Mor et al. In contrast to the findings in the original study, the dimensionality

statistic shows significant correlations between the two halves under both splits in
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this study. Thus, both SC-D and NASPECTS can be viewed as internally consistent

measures whereas OL should be approached with more caution.

The NASPECTS measure of self-complexity revealed high temporal stability over a
30 days interval (r = .82, p<.01, N = 31). However, the correlation coefficient for the
SC-D measure was insignificant and the coefficient for the OL measure was
relatively low (r = .52, p<.01, N = 31). As a result, as the NASPECTS measure of
self-complexity seems to be the most reliable index of self-complexity, this measure
will be employed as a measure of self-complexity in Study 3 in grouping the

participants into the four behavioral patterns of flexibility.

4.4.3. Descriptive statistics for the variables measured in the study. The means,
standard deviations and minimum and maximum values obtained for the variables

measured in this study are presented in Table 4.3.
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Descriptive Statistics for the Major Variables Measured in the Study.

Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
Age 21.77 1.94 18.00 27.00
Self-Complexity
Indexes
NASPECT 4.91 1.78 2.00 10.00
oL .28 22 .00 .91
SC-D 2.82 .70 1.22 4.63
Positive SC-D 3,55 ,28 2,81 4,16
Negative SC-D 3,17 3,32 2,54 3,94
Phi ,28 ,09 ,09 ,59
Flexibility
Indexes
SumCaps 80.67 11.09 55.00 112.00
SumAnx 61.60 9.94 20.00 81.00
SumDiff 58.21 9.61 23.00 77.00
SumAvoid 63.24 9.35 21.00 83.00
IDF .92 1.00 .00 4.00
SCC 4.57 1.30 1.58 7.00
SE 5.11 .87 2.50 6.40

Note. NASPECT: number of self-aspects, OL: overlap among self-aspects;
Positive SC-D: Positive self-complexity, Negative SC-D: Negative self-complexity;

Phi: Compartmentalization; SCC: Self-concept clarity; SumCaps: Sum of
capabilities, SumAnx: Sum of anxiety scores, SumDiff: Sum of difficulty scores,
SumAvoid: Sum of avoidance scores, IDF: Intradimensional flexibility; SE: Self-
esteem.

As seen from the Table, the obtained scores for self-complexity cover a large part of
the possible range (from 0 to 5.46), with the mean of the scores close to the middle of
this possible range. However, although the lowest-scoring subject on self-complexity
is close to the low end of the possible range, no subjects scored close to the high end

of the possible range

As seen, the highest SCC (self-concept clarity) score was equal to the highest

possible score, whereas the lowest scoring subject on this scale obtained a score of
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21. As expected, the three indexes of flexibility, assumed to measure very close
concepts (anxiety, difficulty and avoidance) had very close mean values. The
capability composite had a slightly higher mean in the current sample compared to
the original study by Paulhus and Martin (1988) and the other flexibility indexes had

slightly lower means.

4.4.4. Correlations among the variables of the study. The correlations between the
self-concept dimensions and flexibility indexes measured in the study are depicted in

Table 4.4.

Since there was no significant gender difference on any of the major variables of the

study, the analyses were run without seperating samples on the basis of gender.

As seen in the upper part of Table 4.4., as expected self-complexity is highly
correlated with both positive (r (123) = .83, p<.001) and negative (r (123) = .70,
p<.001) self-complexity. Consistent with Rafaeli-Mor et al.’s findings (1999), self-
complexity had a strong positive correlation with NASPECTS (r (123) = .68,
p<.001). However, contrary to expectations, the same researchers found overlap to be
mildly positively related to the dimensionality measure. In this study, overlap and
dimensionality were found to be unrelated. Moreover, the overlap measure did not
show any significant relationship with any of the variables employed in the study,
except for a weak but significant negative correlation with the number of self-aspects
(r (123) = -.21, p<.05). This finding, together with the previous findings of the study

indicating inconsistent  values for the OL measure renders the reliability of this
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measure questionable. Thus, NASPECTS and SC-D indexes of self-complexity,
which show higher reliability and more consistent correlations, will be employed in

further analyses.

As expected, the two self-concept measures, self-concept clarity and self-complexity
are unrelated to each other, as marked by the insignificant correlations between self-
concept clarity and all three measures of self-complexity (SC-D, NASPECT and
OL). This finding provided support to the orthogonality of the two dimensions of

self-concept structure: Integration and differentiation.

On the other hand, as seen in Table 4.4, moderate to high negative correlations exist
between sum of capabilities and the other three indexes of flexibility. These findings
disconfirm the assumption that the two dimensions of behavioral flexibility are
orthogonal to each other. However, considering that the magnitude of the
correlations between the capabilities index and the other three indexes is smaller than
.50, while the correlations among the anxiety, difficulty and avoidance indexes vary
between .72 and .80, it can be assumed that the capabilities index represents a

different component than the other three indexes.

The intradimensional flexibility index (IDF) represents the number of capabilities
reported for the bipolar adjectives on the circumplex. Higher scores on this index
indicate a greater number of capabilities reported for both poles on the circumplex.

However, Paulhus and Martin (1988) note that the use of this index does not add any
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information over the use of the capabilities index. Consistent with the findings of
Paulhus and Martin, the present study revealed a correlation of r = .70 (p<.01)
between IDF and the capabilities index. Thus, the IDF index will not be used in the

following analyses.

Another interesting finging in Table 4.4 is the strong negative correlation between
self-complexity and compartmentalization (» (123) = -.84, p<.01). Showers (1992)
indicated that these variables should be unrelated on theoretical grounds and
Campbell et al. (2000) emprically supported this thesis. The high negative correlation
in this study is contradictory to these findings. However, this negative correlation
between compartmentalization and self-complexity is consistent with Steiner’s

(1954) conceptualization of complexity.

Steiner defined complexity as the acknowledgement of differently valenced qualities
to coexist in the same perception object. Compartmentalization does not ignore the
possibility of differently valenced traits to coexist in the same individual. However,
in a compartmentalized perception of the self, positively and negatively valenced
traits are isolated into distinct categories, where the self-aspects are viewed as
absolutely positive or absolutely negative. The isolation creates cognitive simplicity
in the perception of the self, while any activated self-aspect can be viewed as
homogenously valenced in a compartmentalized organization. Thus, cognitively and
theoretically, = a  negative  association  between  self-complexity  and

compartmentalization makes sense, and this issue requires further investigation.
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As expected, self-concept clarity is strongly linked to the deliberate control
dimension of behavioral flexibility. Table 4.4 shows that self-concept clarity has
negative correlations ranging from -.29 to -.40 with the three indexes assumed to
represent deliberate control (all significant at the p<.01 level). However,
unexpectedly, self-concept clarity also shows a weaker positive correlation with the
capabilities index (r (123) = .22), significant at p<.05 level. Thus, the expectation
that self-concept integration, as measured by self-concept clarity, would be related to
the deliberate control dimension, but not to the repertoire dimension of behavioral
flexibility is only partially supported. However, the fact that the magnitude and the
significance level of the relationship between self-concept clarity and capabilities is
quite small compared to those between clarity and the other three indexes still shows
that integration is more strongly associated with deliberate control rather than

repertoire.

In order to examine the unique predictive power of repertoire and deliberate control
indices on the two self-concept variables, two regression equations were tested. The
first model employed self-concept clarity while the second model employed self-
complexity as the dependent variable as predicted by the flexibility indexes (See

Table 4.5 and Table 4.6).
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Table 4.5

Standard Regression of Flexibility Indexes on Self-Concept Clarity.

B t Sig.

SumCaps .06 .58 .57

SumAnx -41 -2.54 .01

SumDiff .03 18 .86

SumAvoid .02 15 .88
R =40 R*=.16

Adjusted R* = .13

As seen in Table 4.5, the flexibility indexes explained 16% of the variance in self-
concept clarity (R = .40, F' = 5.18, p<.01). As seen, when all the flexibility indexes
were entered together to the model, only the unique contribution of the sum of
anxiety scores was significant (f =-.41, r = -2.54, p<.01). The unique contribution of

the anxiety score to the total variance in self-concept clarity is equal to s =-22.

Table 4.6

Standard Regression of Flexibility Indexes on Self-Complexity.

i3 T Sig.

SumCaps 32 3.07 .01

SumAnx .09 58 57

SumDiff A1 .67 Sl

SumAvoid -.19 -1.31 .19
R=.33 R =.11

Adjusted R* = .08




68

As seen in Table 4.6, the flexibility indexes explained 11% of the variance in self-
complexity (R = .33, F = 3.38, p<.01). As seen, when all the flexibility indexes are
entered together to the model, only the unique contribution of the sum of capabilities
scores was significant (f =.33, t = 3.07, p<.01). The unique contribution of the

capabilities score to the total variance in self-complexity is equal to s’ = 27.

The results of the regression analyses indicated that, although the zero-order
correlations presented before showed that self-complexity was only related to the
capability index whereas self-concept clarity was related to all the flexibility indexes,
the unique contributions calculated by a standard regression analysis tend to support

the initial hypotheses.
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CHAPTER 5

STUDY 3

In Study 2, the relationship between the dimensions of self-concept structure and
behavioral flexibility was established in addition to the investigation of the
reliabilities and validities of the major instruments employed in this study. Study 3
aims to elaborate on the four behavioral patterns constructed by crossing of the two
dimensions examined in Study 2. The hypotheses regarding the differences between
those four groups were listed in Section 2.3.2. In order to test these hypotheses, 11

different measures were employed in this study.

Three measures of adjustment, self-esteem, depressive smptomatology and the
emotional stability dimension of the Big Five Model, were employed in order to
differentiate between functionally flexible and effacingly rigid individuals.
Functionally flexible group was expected to score highest on measures of adjustment
and lowest on depressive symptomatology, whereas the reverse was expected for the
effacingly rigid group. Stereotypically rigid and situationally flexible participants
were expected to be in between, however, stereotypically rigid pattern was expected

to be higher on indicators of psychological adjustment.
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Need for approval and locus of control measures were expected to differentiate
situationally flexible and effacingly rigid participants from functionally flexible and
stereotypically rigid ones. Effacing rigidity was expected to be especially high on
need for approval, whereas both effacingly rigid and situationally flexible individuals

were expected to show external locus of control compared to the other two groups.

Need for cognition, an indicator of cognitive rigidity, was expected to be low for
stereotypically and effacingly rigid individuals, while situationality, a measure of
situation-dependency, was expected to be very high for situationally flexible

individuals.

Openness to experience and extraversion dimensions of the Big Five Model were
expected to differentiate functionally and situationally flexible individuals from the
rigid groups. No prior expectations were noted for the agreeableness and

conscientiousness dimensions of the model.

All assessment tools employed in this study in order to measure above variables are

briefly explained in Section 5.2.

5.1. Participants

Two hundred and forty-two (139 females and 101 males) Middle East Technical
University students participated in the study on a voluntary basis. Mean age for

participants was 21,27 with a standard deviation of 1,78.
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5.2. Materials

Measures of self-complexity trait sort task (Linville, 1987), Self-Concept Clarity
Scale (Campbell et al., 1996), Rosenberg’s (1965) Self-Esteem Scale and Battery of
Interpersonal Capabilities (Paulhus & Martin, 1987), which were employed in the
second study were readministered to the participants in this study. In addition to
these measures, the participants were asked to complete Goldberg’s (1981) measure
of situationality, the Turkish version of the Need for Cognition Scale (Cacioppo and
Petty, 1984; Giilgoz and Sadowski, 1995), Locus of Control Scale (Dag, 2002), two
subscales (i.e., “concern about what others think” and “pleasing others”) from the
Sociotropy-Autonomy Scale (Beck, Epstein, Harrison & Emery, 1983; Sahin, Ulusoy
& Sahin, 1993), Depression subscale of the Brief Symptom Inventory (Derogatis,
1992; Sahin & Durak, 1994) and Ten Item Personality Measure (Gosling, Rentfrow
& Swann, 2003) in this study. Seven-point resonse sets were employed in all scales
except for the depression subscale of the Brief Symptom Inventory and Goldberg’s

situationality measure, which employed 5-point response sets.

5.2.1. Goldberg’s Measure of Situationality. Aforementioned measure of Goldberg
(1981)’s situationality unconfounds situational attributions from other middle
options, such as uncertain, neutral and ambiguous ones. Paulhus and Martin (1988)
employed this measure on 16 nodes of the interpersonal circumplex to assess
situational flexibility, by assigning a score of 1 for each “situational” response and a
score of O for all other responses. The Turkish form of this measure is presented in

Appendix E.
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Similar to the Battery of Interpersonal Capabilities (BIC), a Cronbach a internal
consistency measure is not an appropriate measure of reliability for the situationality
measure. However, Paulhus and Martin demonstrated that functional flexibility and
situational flexibility load on different factors when pooled data was factor analyzed
to test divergent validity. In order to test whether situationality can indeed be
separated from flexibility in a factor analysis as shown by Paulhus and Martin, a
principle components analysis was conducted on situationality and four indexes of
flexibility. As situationality and flexibility seem to be correlated as shown in Table
3.8, a direct oblimin rotation was employed. Results of the factor analysis revealed
two factors with eigenvalues over 1 (First factor, which can be called the flexibility
factor, explained 51.55% of the total variance with an eigenvalue of 2.55, and the
second factor, which can be called the situationality factor explained 21.21%,
eigenvalue = 1.06). The loading plot resulting from this analysis can be seen in
Figure 5.1. The structure outlined in the graph replicates the structure found by
Paulhus and Martin (1988). Thus, although the correlations between the measures do
not totally overlap, the overall structure revealed in this study seemed to replicate

Paulhus and Martin’s findings.
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Factor loading plot
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Figure 5.1

Factor Loadings for the Four Flexibility Indexes and the Situationality Index on

Situationality and Flexibility Factors

5.2.2. Need for Cognition Scale. Need for cognition is a construct that represents the
tendency to seek and enjoy deep thinking, even when it is not required by the
external situation (Cacioppo and Petty, 1982). Cacioppo and Petty (1984) developed
an 18-item short form of their original (1982) Need for Cognition Scale, which
showed high internal consistency (Chronbach o = .91) and test — retest reliability (r =
.88, p<.0001). The short form of the scale was adapted to Turkish by Giilgdz and
Sadowski (1995). The Turkish form of the scale revealed internal consistency
coefficients ranging from .69 to .78 and a temporal reliability of r (69) = .55
(p<.001). The factor structure of the Turkish form was close to the original form.
Although reliability coefficients are relatively low and no validation measure was
presented in this study, the psychometric qualities are still in the acceptable range for

the Turkish form of the Need for Cognition Scale (See Appendix F).
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5.2.3. Locus of Control Scale. Locus of control refers to the degree individuals
perceive reinforcement as contingent on their own behaviors versus as dependent on
external factors, such as other people, luck or chance (Rotter, 1966). Rotter’s original
Internal-External Locus of Control Scale was adapted to Turkish by Dag (1991).
However, a new scale measuring this construct was rendered necessary by the scale’s
reliance on two-choice response format and the lack of attention to important control
areas such as health. Dag (2002) developed a Turkish scale which employs a
multiple choice response format and represents control situations from many areas of
daily life such as health and governmental issues. The scale is comprised of 47 items
selected from an initial pool of 80. The internal consistency of these 47 items is o =
.91. The scale showed a structure of 5 meaningful factors; named “personal control”,
“belief in chance”, “meaninglessness of the effortfulness”, “belief in fate” and “belief
in an unjust world” by the researcher. In this study, only the 18 items that loaded on
the first factor were used, as a feeling of personal control over own behaviors and the
consequences of these behaviors is what is intended to be measured in this study.
This factor had a Cronbach a value of .87 and explained 12% of the total variance. It
also revealed high correlations with the belief in chance, meaningless of the
effortfulness, belief in fate and belief in an unjust world factors of the scale, ranging

from .55 to .81, showing that it is a good overall measure of locus of control. Higher

scores on this measure represent more internal locus of control (See Appendix G).

5.2.4. Sociotropy — Autonomy Scale (SAS). Originally developed by Beck, Epstein,
Harrison and Emery (1983), the SAS aims to measure two different personality

tendencies: Sociotropy, which represents a tendency to be dependent on others, and
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autonomy, which represents a tendency to be independent. The original scale shows
high internal consistency, with Cronbach o values in .89 - .94 range for sociotropy
and in .83 - .95 range for autonomy. Test-retest reliability changed between r = .65
and r = .88 for sociotropy and between r = .66 and r = .75 for autonomy. The scale
was adapted to Turkish by Sahin, Ulusoy and Sahin (1993). In the Turkish version,
the internal consistency measures for sociotropy and autonomy were &= .70 and o=
.81 respectively in a clinical sample, .83 and .81 respectively in a student sample. As
expected, sociotropy subscale showed significant correlations with Dysfunctional
Attitude Scale (r = .37, p<.001) and was functional in distingusihing clinical grups
from normal samples (¢ = 6.82, p<.01). Both subscales revealed three factors:
Concern about what others think, concern over separation and pleasing others for the
sociotropy subscale, and personal success, freedom and enjoying loneliness for the
autonomy subscale. In this study, SAS is employed as a measure of need for
approval and dependency on external feedback. Consequently, only the “concern
about what others think” and “pleasing others” factors of the sociotropy subscale
were used, making up a total of 17 items. The questions from the “concern about

what others think” and “pleasing others” factors were presented in Appendix H.

5.2.5. Brief Symptom Inventory (BSI). Brief Symptom Inventory (Derogatis, 1992)
is the 53-item short form of SCL-90-R. Like SCL-90-R, the inventory is composed
of 9 subscales and additional items. The subscales of the original form revealed
internal consistencies between a = .71 and a = .85 and test-retest reliabilities between
r = .68 and r = .91. The scale was adapted to Turkish by Sahin and Durak (1994)

with Cronbach a for the whole scale in the .95 - .96 range, and Cronbach a for the
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subscales ranging from .55 to .86. The scale also showed adequate validity. In this
study, only the 6 items representing the depression subscale of the inventory are used

(See Appendix I).

5.2.6. Ten Item Personality Inventory (TIPI). Gosling et al. (2003) note that
researchers are often faced with a trade-off between using long multi-item
questionnaires to guarantee high reliability and content validity and using shorter
measures which make it possible to measure a greater number of variables in the
same study and to attract more participants. Motivated by this practical need for
shorter instruments, Gosling and his collegues developed a ten-item measure of Big
Five model, employing two items (one reverse coded) for each Big Five dimension
(Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Emotional Stability and Openness
to Experience). Ten Item Personality Inventory (TIPI) dimensions showed quite high
correlations with the Big Five dimensions measured employing the 44-item Big Five
Inventory (BFI; John and Srivasta, 1999); r = .87 for extraversion, r = .70 for
agreeableness, r = .75 for conscientiousness, r = .81 for emotional stability and r =
.65 for openness to experience). The measure also showed test-retest reliability
estimates ranging from r = .62 (for openness to experience) to r = .77 (for
extraversion). The correlations computed between TIPI outside measures such as
Brief Loquaciousness Interpersonal Responsiveness Test (Swann & Rentfrow, 2001),
Social Dominance Orientation (Pratto et al., 1994), Rosenberg (1965) Self-Esteem
Scale, Beck (1972) Depression Inventory and Math Identification Questionnaire
(Brown & Josephs, 1999) were very close in magnitude with the correlations

computed between these same scales and the 44-item measure. The Turkish form of
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this short inventory was constructed by Sumer and Engin (2004). Overall, the scale
revealed the expected relationships between Big Five dimensions and measures such
as romantic anxiety, romantic avoidance, parental overprotection and rejection.
However, the relabilty and validity of the scale are currently being tested. Turkish

form of TIPI was presented in Appendix J.

5. 3. Results and Discussion

5.3.1. Descriptive statistics for the variables measured in the study. The means,
standard deviations, minimum and maximum values and o values obtained for the

major variables measured in this study were presented in Table 5.1.

Both the self-complexity and flexibility indexes revealed means and standard

deviations comparable in magnitude to those found in the second study.

The Chronbach o values were not computed for the flexibility and self-complexity
indexes, for which the Chronbach o coefficient is not an appropriate measure of
reliability. Moreover, as the TIPI, employed in this study as a measure of Five Factor
dimensions, is comprised of only two questions for each dimension, the a values for
this instrument were also not presented. As seen in Table 5.1, all the other

instruments employed in the study revealed high internal consistency.
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Table 5.1. Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max. o*
Self-Complexity Indexes
NASPECT 3.96 1.5 1.00 10.00
OL 30 18 0.00 92
SC-D (Dimensionality) 2.42 .88 Sl 5.25
Positive SC-D 343 35 2.41 4.20
Negative SC-D 3.02 .32 241 3.92
Phi .35 .14 .01 1.00
Flexibility Indexes
SumCaps 88.44 8.88 58.00 103.00
SumAnx 60.44 8.24 30.00 80.00
SumDiff 58.37 9.07 31.00 85.00
SumAvoid 62.20 8.70 32.00 104.00
Big Five Variables**
Extraversion 4.81 1.54 1.00 7.00
Conscientiousness 5.02 1.47 1.00 7.00
Openness to Experience 5.19 1.43 1.50 7.00
Emotional Stability 3.71 1.48 1.00 7.00
Agreeableness 5.01 1.12 2.00 7.00
Locus of Control 5.13 .62 3.35 6.55 .82
Need for Cognition 4.86 78 2.33 6.94 .87
Need for Approval 4.28 5 1.53 6.40 .81
BSI-Depression 1.14 .86 0.00 3.50 .85
Situationality 4.83 2.55 0.00 16.00
Self-Concept Clarity 4.63 1.12 1.50 6.92 .86
Self-Esteem 5.39 1.12 1.40 7.0 91

*o values not applicable for situationality, self-complextiy and flexibility indexes.

** o values not computed for Big Five variables as each dimension is comprised of

only 2 items.

Note. NASPECT: number of self-aspects, OL: overlap among self-aspects, Phi:
Compartmentalization, SumCaps: Sum of capabilities, SumAnx: Sum of anxiety
scores, SumDiff: Sum of difficulty scores, SumAvoid: Sum of avoidance scores.
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5.3.2. Correlations among the variables of the study. Correlations between the

major variables of this study are shown in Table 5.2.

The positive correlation between self-complexity and the number of self-aspects and
the negative correlation between compartmentalization and self-complexity found in
the second study were replicated in this study (r (242) = .71, p<.01 and r (242) = -
.87, p<.01 respectively). Although Rafaeli-Mor et al. (1999) demonstrated a positive
correlation between overlap measure and dimensionality statistic, the second study of
this thesis failed to replicate this finding. However, this positive correlation is

replicated in this study (r (242) = .44, p<.01).

On the relationship between the self-concept dimensions and flexibility indexes, a
similar pattern to the second study was observed. However, the significant negative
relationship between self-concept clarity and the avoidance index was not replicated
in this study, in addition to the greatly reduced magnitude of the correlation between
the same variable and the difficulty index (r = -.13, p<.05). Thus, the reliability of
the correlations between self-concept clarity and the difficulty and avoidance indexes

are questionable.



Table 5.2. Intercorrelations Among the Major Variables Employed in the Study.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19
1 1.00
2 -09  1.00
3 717 08  1.00
4 44* 13! .05 1.00
5 -877 13t -3t 260 1.00
6 27 .09 207 A2 =307 1.00
7 130 -18* -10 -.05 d40 0 -437 0 1.00
8 -13 0 -3t -1 -.05 A58 -557 647 1.00
9 -16'  -08 -12  -05 160 -277 58 517 1.00
10 -09  -222 11 .02 06 -30° 397 38 24> 1.00
11 .04 190 -1 .10 .03 -.01 .03 -.05 08  -14'  1.00
12 -05 158 -15t 06 11 .09 02 -.04 .04 .01 212 1.00
13 .05 -.01 .05 07 120 260 14t -12 -01 -09 -09 -0l 1.00
14 13! 22! .09 12 -11 192 16t -a16' 07 -217 237 -0l -07  1.00
15 -.09 11 .01 .03 150 -6 12 11 02 14! 03 190 -23% .09 1.00
16 -18" 34>  -16' 11 25 .03 -06 .03 .01 .04 .09 11 -.03 .01 .07 1.00
17 -04 30 .03 .08 13! .03 09  -10  -01 -18 .11 .16 .01 13! A8 23 1.00
18 .06 .09 15! .05 .00 192 2100 -19 -03 -26° 342 09 -.08 37715 -02 19 1.00
19 00 -477 01 -11 -07  -06 182  .151 .10 300 150 -6 03 =327 -120 =322 -39 -217 1.00
20 .04 49? .06 16! .04 217 226 -202 -18 307 277 207 .00 365 14' 362 317 24° -62?

" p<.05, * p<.01

Note. 1: Dimensionality, 2: Self-concept clarity, 3: Number of self-aspects, 4: Overlap, 5: Compartmentalization, 6: Sum of capabilities,
7: Sum of anxiety scores, 8: Sum of difficulty scores, 9: Sum of avoidance scores, 10: Need for approval, 11: Need for cognition, 12: Locus of

control, 13: Situationality, 14: Extraversion, 15: Agreeableness, 16: Conscientiousness, 17: Emotional stability, 18: Openness to experience, 19:

Depressive symptamatology, 20: Self-esteem

08
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The correlations among the Big Five dimensions were in the same direction and
comparable in magnitude to the correlation coefficients reported by Gosling et al.
(2003), except for the correlations of conscientiousness with extraversion and
agreeableness. The small positive correlations reported by Gosling et al. (2003) were

not replicated in this study.

The negative correlation between need for approval and the capabilities index, and
the positive correlations between need for approval and the other three flexibility
indexes indicate a negative link between functional flexibility and need for approval.
Although this finding seems contradictory to the findings of Paulhus and Martin
(1988), indicating no significant correlation between any of the flexibility indexes
and social desirability, it is consistent with the hypotheses of this study. Specifically,
it was proposed that need for approval is closely related to the deliberate control
dimension of behavioral flexibility, where a person who is high on this dimension

would be low on need for approval.

The sum of capabilities index is also positively related to extraversion and openness
to experience (r = .19, p<.01 for both). Extraversion also revealed weak negative
correlations with the anxiety and difficulty indexes (r = -.16, p<.05 for both).
Extraversion seems to be positively related to functional flexibility. Openness to
experience, however, is only related to the capabilities index of flexibility. Thus, this
variable is related to behavioral repertoire, but is independent of deliberate control

over this repertoire.



82

Situationality seems to be positively related to functional flexibility (r = .26, p<.01
for the capabilities index and r = -.14, p<.05 for the anxiety index). Paulhus and
Martin (1988) found no significant correlation between these two measures. In this
study, situationality was expected to characterize situationally flexible individuals,
who have a large number of behavioral capabilities. Thus, the positive correlation
between the capabilities index and situationality is in line with the propositions of the
study. However, situationality was at the same time expected to be negatively related
to the deliberate control dimension of behavioral flexibility. Hence, the negative
correlation between the situationality measure and the anxiety index casts doubt upon

the validity of the situationality index as a measure of situational flexibility.

5.3.3. Test of the hypotheses regarding the differences between four behavioral
patterns. In order to test the hypotheses regarding the expected differences between
the four behavioral patterns identified by two fundamental dimensions depicted in
Figure 2.2, the participants were classified into four groups according to their scores
on the two self-concept variables: Self-complexity and self-concept clarity.
NASPECTS, which exhibited highest internal consistency and test-retest reliability
among the self-complexity indexes, was employed as the measure of self-complexity
in this study. The groups representing the four proposed behavioral patterns were
formed by employing a K-Cluster with 4 groups. The centers of the final clusters
formed after 7 iterations and the number of participants in each cluster are presented

in Table 5.3.
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Table 5.3.

The Cluster Centers of the Four Behavioral Patterns.

Functional  Stereotypical Situational Effacing
N 74 62 34 68
Self-Concept Clarity 5.31 5.28 4.41 3.38
Self-Complexity 4.36 242 6.65 3.62

As a preliminary check, four ANOV As were performed in order to test whether these
four groups formed on the basis of self-concept variables actually differ on flexibility
variables as required by the proposed relationship between the self-concept structure
dimensions and the dimensions of behavioral flexibility. The first part of Table 5.4
shows the means of the four flexibility indexes for the four groups tested for
significance of differences by a post-hoc Duncan test. The difficulty and avoidance
indexes revealed no significant differences between the four groups. These two
indexes also failed to significantly predict self-concept clarity in Study 2 (Table 4.5,
p- 56), and thus, were deemed inappropriate as indexes of deliberate control
dimension. The capabilities index shows the expected pattern by separating the
flexible participants from rigid ones (F = 2.57, p<.05). Situationally flexible
participants show the widest behavioral repertoire (M = 82.71), while stereotypically
rigid participants are characterized by a relatively narrow repertoire (M = 72.94). As
expected, the anxiety index differentiates functionally flexible individuals (M =
58.00) from situationally flexible (M = 61.37) and effacingly rigid (M = 62.72) ones,
with the stereotypically rigid participants (M = 60.81) in between (F = 3.65, p<.01).
Thus, overall, the four clusters exhibit sufficient overlap with the flexibility patterns

as measure by the four indexes of behavioral flexibility.
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Table 5.4

Differences between the Four Behavioral Pattern Groups on the Variables

Hypothesized to be Related to Behavioral Flexibility and Self-Concept Structure.

Behavioral Pattern

Func. Flex.  Stereo. Rig. Situat. Flex.  Effac. Rig. F n

Flexibility
SumCaps 82.04 72.94° 82.71° 79.26% 2.57% .04
SumAnx  58.00° 60.81% 61.37° 62.72° 3.65%% .04
SumDiff  56.95 58.90 56.96 60.07 1.75 03
SumAvoid 60.68 63.18 61.68 63.21 1.35 02
NFA 4.19* 425 4.04* 4.53 4.06%% .06
NFC  4.78" 5.10° 5.02° 4.66° 3.81%% .05
LOC 5.13% 5.33° 4.93° 5.03° 3.88%% .04
Sit. 5.23 476 4.64 4.63 85 .00
BSI-D 80° 89° 1.23° 1.66° 15.99% 18
SE 5.82° 5.60° 5.49° 4.71° 15.03%% .16

Big Five
Extra. 4.98" 4.82% 5.05° 4.41° 2.07* .04
Agree. 4.99 5.04 4.90 5.04 15 .00
Cons. 533" 5.29° 4.46° 4.80" 4.14%% 04
Em. Stab. 417 3.72% 3.65% 3.28" 438%% 07
Op. Exp. 5.17 5.22° 5.88" 4.85° 4.08% 05

*p <.05, **p <.01

Note. Means with different superscripts within a row differ significantly by
using Duncan test at p < .05.

SumCaps: Sum of capabilities, SumAnx: Sum of anxiety scores, SumDiff:
Sum of difficulty scores, SumAvoid: Sum of avoidance scores, NFA: Need for
Approval, NFC: Need for Cognition, LOC: Locus of Control, Sit: Situationality,
BSI-D: Brief Symptom Inventory — Depression, SE: Self-Esteem, Extra:
Extraversion, Agree: Agreeableness, Cons: Conscientiousness, Em. Stab.: Emotional
Stability, Op. Exp.: Openness to Experience.
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A series of ANOVAs followed by post-hoc analyses using Duncan student test were
conducted in order to test whether four behavioral patterns formed on the basis of
cluster analysis differ on grounds of need for approval, need for cognition, locus of
control, situationality, depressive symptomatology, self-esteem and the Big Five
dimensions in accordance with the hypotheses presented in Sections 2.3.2 through

2.35.

All three measures of psychological adjustment employed in this study (i.e.,
depressive symptomatology, self-eseem and emotional stability from the Big Five
Inventory) revealed significant mean differences between the groups (F = 15.99,
p<.01; F =15.03, p<.01 and F = 4.38, p<.01 respectively). As expected, functionally
flexible individuals were distinguishable from other participants by the measures of
psychological adjustment. They reported low depressive symptomatology (M = .80),
high self-esteem (M = 5.82) and emotional stability (M = 4.17) scores. On the
contrary, effacingly rigid participants were low on psychological adjustment. They
had the highest depressive symptomatology (M = 1.66), lowest self-esteem scores (M
= 4.71) and lowest emotional stability (M = 3.28) among all the behavioral pattern

clusters.

Stereotypically rigid participants do not differ from functionally flexible participants
on any of the psychological adjustment measures. The same is true for the
situationally flexible participants, except for depressive symptomatology, on which
they score higher (M =1.23) than both functionally flexible and stereotypically rigid

(M = .89), but lower than effacingly rigid participants. These findings are consistent
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with the basic premise of this study that both stereotypically rigid and situationally
flexible individuals can function effectively and exhibit high levels of psychological

adjustment when appropriate conditions are provided.

The need for approval (F' = 4.06, p<.01), need for cognition (F = 3.81, p<.01) and
locus of control measures also revealed significant differences between the

behavioral patterns groups.

All the hypotheses of this study regarding functionally flexible and effacingly rigid
individuals were confirmed. As expected, functionally flexible individuals had low
need for approval (M = 4.19), high need for cognition (M = 4.78), internal locus of
control (M = 5.13). Moreover, they were extraverted (M = 4.98) and conscientious
(M = 5.33). Effacingly rigid individuals showed the reverse pattern on all these
variables (M = 4.53 for need for approval, M = 4.66 for need for cognition, M = 5.03

for locus of control, M = 4.41 for extraversion and M = 4.80 for conscientiousness).

As expected, stereotypically rigid individuals were low in need for approval (M =
4.25) and exhibited internal locus of control (M = 5.33). An unexpected result for
stereotypical rigidity was their high score on need for cognition (M = 5.10). They
also did not differ from neither functionally flexible (M = 5.17) nor effacingly rigid
(M = 4.85) individuals on openness to experience (M = 5.22). These findings cast
doubt upon the assumption that behavioral flexibility is accompanied by cognitive

rigidity.
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Situationally flexible participants had external locus of control, as expected.
However, they did not differ from functionally flexible and stereotypically rigid
individuals, and were significantly lower than effaingly rigid individuals on need for
approval (M = 4.04). More importantly, the ANOVA on the situationality measure
did not reveal significant differences between clusters on this measure. The
situationality measure was reported to be negatively correlated with self-esteem by
both Paulhus and Martin (1988; r (71) = -.28, p <. 05) and Golberg (1981; r (233) = -
40, p < .01). It can be seen from Table 5.2 that this study fails to replicate these
results. Situationality did not correlate with self-esteem and depression. Hence, the
possibility of a general measurement problem with the situationality measure should

not be disregarded.

The extraversion (F = 2.07, p<.05), conscientiousness (F = 4.14, p<.01), emotional
stability (F' = 4.38, p<.01) and openness to experience (F' = 4.08, p<.01) dimensions
of the Big Five Model significantly differed between the goups. No difference was

observed for the aggreeableness dimension.

Two unexpected findings about the situational flexibility cluster are the high scores
of this group on extraversion (M = 5.05) and openness to experience (M = 5.88), and
their low scores on conscientiousness (M = 4.46). It seems that having a large
number of interpersonal capabilities plays an important role in openness to
experience. However, the significant difference between functional flexibility (M =

5.17) and situational flexibility on this variable (F = 4.08, p<.01) suggests the
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presence of factors other than capabilities on the determination of openness to

experience. This issue will be discussed more elaborately in Section 6.2.2.

As seen from Table 5.4, although all ANOVAs except for those on situationality and
agreeableness revealed significant F' values, the effect sizes were small, with ;72
values between .02 and .07. The only exceptions to low effect sizes were those for

depressive symptomatology (5° = .18) and self-esteem (5° = .16).

In addition to the ANOVA'’s, a direct discriminant function analysis was conducted
using the four flexibility indexes, need for cognition, locus of control, need for
approval, self-esteem, depressive symptomatology, situationality and the Big Five
dimensions as the predictors of groups membership in four groups of flexibility.
Three discriminant functions were calculated with a combined X2(45) = 81.21,
p<.01). After the removal of the first function, the association between the groups
and the predictors were no longer significant. The first function accounted for 67%
of the explained between-group variability. As seen in Figure 5.2, the first
discriminant function separated the functionally flexible groups from the effacingly
rigid group, while the second discriminant function separates situational flexibility
from stereotypical rigidity. However, this second function is not significant. This
finding matches with previous findings which clearly indicate a difference between
functional flexibility and effacing rigidity, however, leave the differences between

stereotypical rigidity and situational flexibility a little blurred.
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Figure 5.2

Plots of Four Group Centroids on Two Discriminant Functions Derived from the

Major Variables of the Study.

The correlations between the predictor variables and the first two discriminant
functions are presented in Table 5.5. The correlations suggest that the best predictors
for distinguishing between functional flexibility and effacing rigidity (i.e., the first
discriminant function) are the psychological adjustment variables (i.e., self-esteem,
depressive symptomatoogy and emotional stability) and need for approval. Although
the second discriminant function does not significantly separate the groups, its
correlations with the predictors are presented to give an idea on which variables
might plausibly distinguish between situational flexibility and stereotypical rigidity.
As seen from the Table, the best variables to distinguish between these two groups
are the flexibility indexes (i.e., sum of capabilities, sum of anxiety scores, sum of

difficulty scores and sum of avoidance scores) and locus of control.
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Table 5.5

Correlations of Predictor Variables with Discriminant Functions

Predictor Variable Function 1 Function 2

SumCaps =27 42%

SumAnx 31 -.43*

SumAvoid .16 -.30%

Need for Cognition -.13 -.35%

Locus of Control -.12 -.55%
Need for Approval A4% -.07
Self-Esteem -.83% .02
Extraversion -.29 12
Agreeableness .04 .01
Conscientiousness -.28 -.24
Emotional Stability -45% .05
Openness to Experience -.17 .20
Situationality -.14 A1
Depression 84%* 23

* Largest absolute correlation between each variable and any discriminant function.

A total of 94 cases (48%) were classified correctly by this analysis, compared to 54
cases (28%) that would be correctly classified by chance alone. The classification
procedure worked especially well for functional flexibility, classifying 43 of the 65
cases in this category (66% as compared to the 33% chance level) and effacing
rigidity, classifying 30 of the 57 cases correctly (53% as compared to the 29%
chance level). The procedure also provided better -classification for the
stereotypically rigid (33% as compared to the 27% chance level) and situationally

flexible (14% as compared to the 11% chance level) groups, however, the
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contribution of the analysis over chance levels was relatively small for these two

groups.

Overall, the results indicate that the functionally flexible and effacingly rigid groups
can be clearly distinguished from each other. Although some differences have been

found for the other two groups, the findings require more clarification.

5.3.4. Test of the mediational role of flexibility between self-concept structure
and self-esteem. A final hypothesis of this study was that behavioral flexibility
mediates the relationship between self-concept structure and self-esteem. Structural
equation modeling was employed to test this hypothesis (Figure 5.2). NASPECTS
was employed as a measure of self-complexity and the anxiety index, was used as an

index of deliberate adjustment.

The independence model testing the hypothesis that variables are uncorrelated with
each other was rejected (;(2 (10, N = 242)= 157.55). However, the goodness of fit
statistics (CFI = .69, RMSEA = .42) signal poor model fit for the hypothesized

model.
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Figure 5.3 Path Model Depicting the Capabilities and Anxiety Indexes of Behavioral

Flexibility as Mediators between Self-Concept Structure and Self-Esteem.

A redrawing of the path model with only the significant paths is depicted in Figure
5.3. As seen in the Figure, only the path from self-concept clarity to self-esteem
through the anxiety index remains significant. However, the indirect effect of self-

concept clarity on self-esteem is very low (f = .04, p<.05).
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Figure 5.4 Redrawing of the Path Model after the Omission of Insignificant Paths.

The total effect of the anxiety index on self-esteem is significant (f = -.14, p<.05),
while the total effect of self-concept clarity on the same variable is f = .50, p<.05. As
a result, the hypothesis that behavioral flexibility acts as a mediator between self-
concept structure and psychological adjustment was rejected. The only mediation
effect occurs between self-concept clarity and self-esteem with the anxiety index of
flexibility as the mediator, and the indirect effect computed from this path is

relatively weak (Effect size = .02).
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CHAPTER 6

GENERAL DISCUSSION

In this study, a model linking self-concept structure variables to patterns of
behavioral flexibility was tested. A preliminary analysis of the model, together with
reliability and validity analyses for the instruments employed with Turkish samples
for the first time, was conducted in the second study. The third study aimed to test

the whole model.

6. 1. The Dimensions of Self-Concept Structure and Behavioral Flexibility

The proposition of the model that the differentiation dimension of self-concept
structure is linked to the repertoire dimension of behavioral flexibility, while the
integration dimension is linked to the deliberate control dimension was largely
supported. Self-complexity was found to be consistently linked to the sum of
capabilities index in the two studies. Self-concept clarity yieded negative correlations
with the other three indexes of flexibility, however, the correlation with the
avoidance index was not consistent. This could be a result of the fact that the
avoidance index measures a different situation than the other two indexes. The

measures of anxiety and difficulty indexes capture a situation where the person has
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engaged in a certain type of behavior, and they ask the subjective experience in the
exhibition of the given behavior. The avoidance index, on the other hand, measures a
situation where the behavior is not supposed to be exhibited. Therefore, while the
first two indexes measure deliberate control over internal states, the avoidance index
measures a passive kind of deliberate control over an external situation, where the

situation is not manipulated, but only avoided.

As mentioned, the capabilities index is supposed to determine the quantity of
flexibility (i.e., whether a person is behaviorally flexible or rigid), whereas the
deliberate control index is supposed to determine the quality of flexibility (i.e.,
whether the person actively controls the exhibition of behaviors or leaves this control
to the external situation) in the model tested in this study. Thus, for a person
exhibiting a certain number of capabilities, the anxiety and difficulty indexes
determine the quality of exhibition. However, the avoidance index does not provide
such information as it defines a situation where those capabilities are not exhibited.
Similarly, Paulhus and Martin (1988) note that avoidance situations in coping with
anxiety sometimes lead to the point that no anxiety is experienced as all anxiety-
arousing situations are carefully avoided. This leaves the function of the avoidance
index blurred, as such a strategy is characterized by high behavioral restriction and
control, whereas avoidance index is expected to be negatively correlated with
deliberate control over behaviors. Hence, the avoidance index may not be a good

measure of deliberate control.
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6. 2. Findings Regarding Patterns of Behavioral Flexibility

6. 2. 1. Functional Flexibility

As expected, functionally flexible individuals were found to be high in self-esteem
and low in depressive symptoms. However, although the means demonstrated that
functionally flexible group was highest in self-esteem and lowest in depression, the
difference between functionally flexible and stereotypically rigid individuals was not
significant. A similar pattern was observed for emotional stability, where
functionally flexible participants scored significantly higher than the effacingly rigid
participants, but stereotypically rigid participants did not differ from either group

significantly.

The similarity between functionally flexible and stereotypically rigid individuals
appears to stem from their well-defined self-concepts. According to Baumgardner
(1990), certainty about one’s own attributes provides the ability to capitalize on these
attributes in certain situations. Smith et al. (1996) also note that people with high
self-concept clarity tend to choose more active strategies when coping with stress.
However, the basic expectation in this study was that, having a greater number of
self-aspects should provide the individual additional resources in dealing with the
environment. For instance, Renaud and McConnell (2002) argued that individuals
with higher self-complexity have a significant advantage in the suppression of self-
relevant negative thoughts as they experience less rebound effect after the active

suppression process involving unrelated self-aspects. This inability to disengage
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oneself from the negative self-relevant information also seems to be similar to the
concept of dysphoric rumination (Lyubomirsky and Nolen-Hoeksema, 1993).
Dysphoric rumination is characterized by a persistent self-focus, especially following
negative life events, and a belief that ruminative self-focus results in increased
insight about the self accompanied by an unwillingness to engage in distracting
activities that could reduce the existing negative mood. Thus, rumination results in
extended periods of pessimism about interpersonal problems and the future

(Lyubomirsky and Nolen-Hoeksema, 1995), leading to perpetuation of depression.

Similarly, an inability to distract oneself from negative self-aspects by focusing on
other aspects of one’s life, or failing to efficiently use this strategy for a sufficient
period of time as a result of rebound effects, could result in rumination and
lengthened depressive episodes in individuals with low self-complexity. However,
this negative effect of self-simplicity was not supported in this study. This failure to

observe the expected effects could be a result of two factors.

First of all, despite its advantages in providing distraction to reduce negative mood
and depressive thoughts, self-complexity has important disadvantages on decision-
making. Niedenthal, Cantor and Kihlstrom (1985) suggest that prototype-matching,
that is, examining the match between the self and an imagined situation and trying to
maximize this similarity while choosing among available situations, is a widely-used
decision-making strategy. Self-concept clarity provides an obvious advantage in the
employment of this strategy, as it helps the individual with more clear information on
the “self” side of this comparison (Setterlund and Niedenthal, 1993). An individual

who is sure of her/his own attributes is better able to analyze the similarities and
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dissimilarities between a decisional option and the self. The advantage of people with
clear self-concepts in using this strategy creates a more active decision-making style

and greater satisfaction with own decisions.

On the other hand, self-complexity results in a clear disadvantage in the employment
of this active decision-making strategy, because the consequences of any decision
seem to match at least one part of the complex self. Confirming this, Setterlund
(1994) found that increased self-complexity was associated with longer decision-
making time, with participants rating their decisions as more difficult and less
satisfying. As a result, these problems in active decision-making and the resulting
view of own decisions as unsatisfactory, may wipe out some of the positive effects of
self-concept clarity in functionally flexible individuals, bringing them closer to

stereotypically  rigid individuals in well-being and self-esteem.

Secondly, as noted in Section 2.2.5, stereotypically rigid individuals can theoretically
perform as well as functionally flexible individuals under relatively simple and stable
environments. A clear knowledge of their own capabilities and the situations in
which they can function easily may provide the stereotypically rigid individuals with
an ability to make proactive decisions and avoid the complex and unstable
environments altogether. The prototype-matching paradigm described above is a
good example for this advantage of stereotypically rigid individuals: With their well-
defined and simple self-concepts they can easily maximize situation-self similarity
and prefer simple and stable environments in which they function easily. Thus, it can

be argued that self-concept clarity is more important than self-complexity in the
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determination of well-being and adjustment. This finding suggests that a simple
flexibility — rigidity division is not sufficient for the explanation of the relationship

between well-being and interpersonal flexibility.

6. 2. 2. Situational Flexibility

Situational flexibility was expected to be characterized by high situationality scores,
external locus of control and a high need for approval. Only the locus of control
measurement exhibited the expected result unequivocally. The situationally flexible
individuals were lower in need for approval compared to the effacingly rigid group,
and they did not differ from the functionally flexible and stereotypically rigid groups
on this measure. Thus, although the situationally flexible individuals have external
locus of control, the reason for this feeling is not a tendency to feel obligated to
please other or an anxiety over social disapproval. In their study investigating the use
of mechanical decision aids, Kaplan, Reneau and Whitecotton (2001) have
demonstrated that individulas with external locus of control tended to rely more
heavily on the decision aids. This finding indicates that the need for external
information observed in individuals with external locus of control does not stem
from a need for social approval, as the reliance on external decision aids can be
observed even under unsocial decision making situations and with mechanical aids.
Thus, these individuals may be searching for external clues simply because they lack
the internal information about their own capabilities and identity, and feel the need

for outside information in making decisions.
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An interesting finding on situationally flexible individuals is their high openness to
experience. It is plausible that openness to new experiences is related to the
personality capabilities a person exhibits, as these capabilities will help smooth
functioning under novel conditions. However, situationally flexible individuals score
significantly higher than the functionally flexible group who exhibit a comparably
high number of capabilities. Thus, openness to experience should also be related to

the clarity of self-knowledge and deliberate adjustment.

A plausible explanation could again be related to the decision-making paradigm
presented in the previous section. As both functionally and situationally flexible
individuals have complex self-concepts, making self-situation matches under
decision-making situations becomes more difficult (Setterlund, 1994). This makes
both groups more open to a greater number of novel options, as any option may
match a part of their complex self-concept. For the functionally flexible individuals,
the clear self-concept helps to eliminate some of these choices by providing
mismatch information for options that do not match any part of the complex self-
concept. For the situationally flexible individuals, however, the complex and
unintegrated structure of the self-concept makes it harder for such mismatch
information to be created. Thus, it becomes harder for new options to be rejected and

the individuals remains open to new experiences.

Conscientiousness is a broad variable known to enclose qualities like impulse control
and ability to delay gratification, orderliness, industriousness, decisiveness,

planfulness, propensity to follow rules and norms, and conventionality (Roberts,
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Bogg, Walton, Chernyschenko & Stark, 2004). Especially conventionality and the
tendency to follow norms are not consistent with the above view of situationally
flexible individuals as open to new experiences. Moreover, many of the other
behaviors outlined by the conscientious personality type, such as industriousness,
planfulness and delay of gratification, require strict control of behaviors, which

cannot be exhibited by situationally flexible individuals.

These findings reveal a relatively neutral view of situationally flexible individuals.
Although they report higher depressive symptomatology compared to functionally
flexible and stereotypically rigid individuals, they do not differ from these two
groups on self-esteem. They are extraverted and open to new experiences. This
makes it clear that, except for the additional daily stress they may face because of
their tendency to continuously engage in new experiences, situationally flexible
individuals can function quite well when appropriate conditions are provided.
However, the problems with the situationality measure that could not be clarified in
this study leaves this behavioral pattern questionable. Further studies are required to
clearly define situational flexibility and to specify the conditions under which this

behavioral pattern functions best.

6. 2. 3. Stereotypical Rigidity

Stereotypically rigid individuals were expected to be low in need for cognition and in

openness to experience; a profile which favors the status quo. They were also
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expected to be high in psychological adjustment, either equal to or just following

functionally flexible individuals on these dimensions.

Surprisingly, stereotypically rigid individuals did not differ from functionally
flexible individuals on any of the measures indicating psychological adjustment (i.e.,
self-esteem, depressive symptoms and emotional stability) or on any of the variables
indicating cognitive openness (i.e., need for cognition and openness to experience).
Under stable environmental conditions, the first result was expected. However, the
finding that stereotypically rigid individuals scored quite high on need for cognition,
and did not differ from any of the other groups on openness to experience is not
consistent with the assumption that behavioral rigidity would be accompanied by at
lest some degree of cognitive rigidity. However, in their review of cognitive and
behavioral rigidity, Schultz and Searleman (2002) argue that rigidity can be defined
in a number of steps. The first of these steps includes the formation of a mental or
behavioral set, while the second step involves the perseveration of these sets in the
face of pressure to change. More importantly they note that “a person who quickly
forms a mental set should also be likely to quickly form a behavioral set” (p. 170),
and that the speed of set formation and set perseveration are positively correlated
such that the quick formation of a set signals the likelihood of stronger preservation.
Thus, behavioral rigidity and cognitive rigidity should be related in some way. This
brings about the question of whether stereotypical rigidity really differs from
functional flexibility as a behavioral pattern as these two patterns do not differ on the
expected measures. However, as seen inTable 5.4, these two patterns indeed differed

on the critical measures that are supposed to indicate behavioral flexibility: The
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measure of sum of capabilities. Thus, we can say that functional flexibility and
stereotypical rigidity do represent two different behavioral patterns, however, the

behavioral and cognitive implications of this difference are yet to be specified.

6. 2. 4. Effacing Rigidity

Effacing rigidity was expected to be accompanied by high depressiveness, low self-
esteem, external locus of control, low emotional stability and high need for approval.
Overall, the results supported the majority of these expectations. Effacingly rigid
individuals were found to be low in emotional stability and self-esteem, high in
depressive symptoms and were characterized by external locus of control. They also
had the lowest need for cognition and highest need for approval scores among all the

groups.

Effacing rigidity, by definition, seems to be close to mild depressive orientation in
characteristics. Unipolar depression was found to be characterized by elevated levels
of rigidity compared to both healthy individuals (Von Zerssen, Asukai, Tsuda, Ono,
Kizaki & Cho, 1997) and to individuals with panic disorder (Sakado, Sato, Uehara,
Sato, Sakado & Kumagai, 1997). This rigidity is observed on both cognitive and
behavioral levels. On the cognitive side, depressive episodes are marked by stringent
self-standards typified by perfectionism, strong social dependence (Vertogradova,
Bannikov & Konkov, 1997) and an inability to disengage from negative self-focued
thoughts (Lyubomirsky & Nolen-Hoeksema, 1993). On the behavioral side, the

ruminative tendencies are accompanied by a lack of energy, an unwillingness to
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engage in novel and distracting activities (Lyubomirsky & Nolen-Hoeksema, 1993,
1995), and self-destructive behaviors that can extent to suicide (Skogman, Alsen &
Ojehagen, 2004). Thus, the “rigidity” label seems to match well with the depressive

cognitive and behavioral style.

Lowered extraversion and emotional instability are two other characteristics that
typify depressive episodes (Vertogradova, Bannikov & Konkov, 1997). Extraversion,
on the one hand, may be lowered by the view of the self as valueless and in need for
protection (Baumeister, 1993). The defensive orientation of these individuals may
make them prone to isolation. On the other hand, a tendency for lowered extraversion
may perpetuate ruminative tendencies and play a role in the extension of depressive
episodes. Lowered extraversion and social dependence mark the “effacing” side of
effacingly rigid individuals, where the individual seeks isolation because of her/his
negative view of the self and defensive orientation, but at the same time seeks the

approval of others whom s/he views as the only source of self-esteem.

As a result, from an adjustment point of view, while all other groups of participants
were expected to function well under at least some situations, these persistent
dysfunctional attitudes (Weissman & Beck, 1978) are expected to erect an obstacle

for effacingly rigid subjects to demonstrate psychological adjustment.
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6. 3. Limitations of the Study and Suggestions for Future Research

Like many other social psychological studies, this study has been conducted on a
student sample, representing a very well-educated, probably more individualistic
minority of the population with a very restricted age range. Thus, the generalizability
of the results to the population remains a question, together with the very feasibility
of conducting this research in another sample from this population, with 45-minute

questionnaires, asking sophisticated questions regarding self-knowledge.

Secondly, in Study 3, the formation of the four behavioral pattern groups was based
on the two dimensions of self-concept structure, an indirect measure of group
membership. This methodology was theoretically assumed to provide a good
approximation to real group membership, however, a direct assessment of group
membership or the dimensions of flexibility would obviously produce more reliable
results. Thus, questionnaires assessing group membership to the four behavioral

patterns directly need to be developed for better measurement in future studies.

Another limitation of the study is the self-report methodology that is employed to
measure behavioral variables and the related problem of common method variance.
The difference between behavioral and cognitive flexibility was highlightened in
Chapter 2 of this study. However, the use of purely self-report methodology to infer
levels in these behavioral variables is questionable, as the ability of individuals to
analyze their own behaviors can be biased by factors such as limited experience in

situations requiring given behaviors and social desirability effects.
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The use of pure self-report methodology also limits the ability to test some aspects of
the model. For instance, it was noted that stereotypically rigid individuals could
function as well as functionally flexible individuals as long as stable and simple
environmental conditions are provided. The fact that the two groups do not differ on
any of the adjustment variables was explained by the possibility that stereotypically
rigid individuals could be picking up environmental niches that match their specific
qualities and could avoid complex, dynamic environments in a large part of their
lives. As stereotypically rigid individuals will actively avoid dynamic environments
in naturalistic conditions, this hypothesis could be best tested under a controlled
laboratory environment, where the dynamism and the complexity of the environment
are systematically manipulated. Similarly, situations under which stereotypically
flexible individuals could function well might be specified with such methodology.

Hence, follow-up studies  clarifying  these  points are  needed.

As mentioned, another problem with the present study could be the fact that the
questionnaires were presented in the same order to all participants. Especially for the
second study, in which it took about 45 minutes to complete the form, the quality of
the responses to the last scales in the questionnaire form could have suffered from
fatigue effect. Thus, a counter-balanced form of presentation could be more

appropriate for future studies.

Apart from the sequence of presentation, no methodological and theoretical reason
could be suggested in this study for the insignificant relationship between

situationality and situational flexibility. Moreover, although some possibilities were
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suggested, some of the findings regarding stereotypical rigidity were also
unexpected. While functional flexibility and effacing rigidity seem to be closer to the
traditional view of “pure flexibility” and “pure rigidity”, situational flexibility and
stereotypical rigidity appear in the transition area, having both functional and
dysfunctional qualities. For instance, stereotypically rigid individuals are expected to
function well under well-structured, stable environments with their clear self-
concepts and high self-esteem. Situationally flexible individuals, on the other hand,
are expected to adjust well to dynamic and unstructured situations with their large
behavioral repertoire and openness to new experiences. As a result, future research
on the area should focus specifically on clarifying the nature of these two behavioral

patterns.

6. 4. Conclusion

This study has tested the relationship between self-concept structure and patterns of
behavioral flexibility, by offering a model outlining four new patterns of flexibility
together with their links to self-concept differentiation and integration. The claim
that self-concept differentiation is linked to the number of behavioral capabilities a
person possesses, while self-concept integration is linked to deliberate control over
the exhibition of these capabilities has been confirmed. Thus, new behavioral
implications of the differentiation and integration dimensions of self-concept

structure have been revealed by the findings of this study.
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One of the basic contributions of the study to the literature was a clarification on the
complex structure of behavioral flexibility. A basic premise of the model was that
behavioral flexibility could not be taken as a unidimensional construct, with
flexibility on one end and rigidity on the other. This suggestion was also confirmed
by findings that indicated the relationship between flexibility and adjustment to be
more complex than outlined by the traditional view on the issue. The model
presented in this study, where some types of rigidity may be functional under certain
conditions, whereas some types of flexibility may be dysfunctional, provides a better
fit with the social cognitive model where psychological adjustment is viewed as a
dynamic equilibrium between flexibility and rigidity (Fiske & Taylor, 1991) as
compared to the traditional model viewing flexibility as functional and rigidity as

dysfunctional.

Overall, the findings have demonstrated the offered model to fit the data to a great
extent, however, future research is needed in order to explain some of the unexpected
results found in the study and to better understand the nature of the behavioral

patterns offered in the study.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A

INSTRUCTIONS READ TO PARTICIPANTS FOR THE SELF-

COMPLEXITY TRAIT-SORT TASK

Bu caligmanin amaci sizin kendinizi tanimlama ve tanitma biciminizi anlamaktir.
Oniiniizde 44 adet kart bulunmaktadir. Yonergeyi okumayi bitirdigimde kartlara goz

atabilirsiniz. Her kartta bir kisilik 6zelliginin ad1 yazilidir.

Simdi liitfen kendinizi, nasil bir kisi oldugunuzu ve ne gibi kisilik 6zellikleri
tagidigimiz1 diisiiniin. Bir cogumuzun yasami farkli yonlerden olusur: Farkli yerlerde
bulunur, farkli roller icine girer, farkli insanlarla iliski i¢inde olur, farkli islerle
ugrasiriz. Simdi Oniiniizdeki kartlardan, her biri yasaminizin farkli bir yoniinde
kendinizi tarif eden gruplar olusturmanizi istiyorum. Gruplan size anlamli gelen
herhangi bir sekilde olusturabilirsiniz. Ornegin, “6grenci olarak ben”, “basketbol
oynayan ben”, “sevgilimle iligskilerimde ben”, “evdeki ben” gibi kendinizi
tanimlamada Onemli oldugunu diisiindiigiiniiz gruplar olusturabilirsiniz. Ancak
unutmaymn ki her gruptaki sifatlar yasaminizin o yoniindeki davrams, diisiiniis,

yaklagim tarzinizi tanimlamalidir.
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Olusturacaginiz gruplarin sayis1 kisiden kisiye degisecektir; bazilarimiz benligimizi
bir cok farkli yonden olusuyor gibi tanimlariz, bazilarimiz icin ise benlik
yonlerimizin sayis1 ¢ok daha azdir. Her grupta kullanacagimiz sifatlarin sayis1 da
tamamen size bagli. Gruplar1 olustururken Oniiniizdeki sifatlarin hepsini kullanmak
zorunda degilsiniz; baz1 sifatlar sizi yasamimizin hi¢ bir yoniinde tanimlamiyor

olabilir.

Baz1 ozellikleriniz yagaminizin birden ¢ok yonii i¢in gecerli olabilir; yani ayn1 sifati
birden cok grupta kullanmak isteyebilirsiniz. Bu amacla oniiniize 10 adet bos kart
koyulmustur. Tekrar kullanmak istediginiz sifatin adin1 ve numarasin1 bu kartlardan
birine yazarak gruplarinizda kullanabilirsiniz.

Tabii ki insan kendini tanimlarken boyle sonsuz sayida grup olusturabilir. O nedenle
sizden bekledigimiz kisiliginizin 6nemli, belirtilmedigi takdirde benlik taniminizin

eksik kalmasina neden olacak yonlerini diisiinmeniz.

Kartlar1 gruplama isini bitirdikten sonra liitfen anketinzin ilk sayfasini agin. Buradaki
her bir siitun olusturdugunuz gruplardan birini temsil etmektedir. Her gruba
koydugunuz sifatlarin yanindaki rakamlarn bu siitunlara kaydedin. Isterseniz
gruplariniza isim verebilirsiniz; ancak bunu yapmak zorunda deglsiniz. Ornegin
olusturdugunuz bir grupta diiriist, comert, sinirli/asabi sifatlar1 bulunuyorsa ilk siituna

alt alta 1,6,16 yazin.

Baslamadan 6nce son bir ka¢ hatirlatma: Az Once belirttigim gibi tiim sifatlar

kullanmak zorunda degilsiniz ve bir sifat1 birden fazla grupta kullanabilirsiniz.
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Olusturacaginiz grup sayist size bagli. Bu islem genellikle 20 dakika kadar
siirmektedir; ancak herkesin bu iglemi tamamlamasi farkli zaman alacaktir, o yiizden
baskalar1 bitirmis bile olsa liitfen kendinizce tatmin edici bir sonuca ulasana kadar
devam edin.

Bu islem hakkinda bir sorunuz var mi?

Simdi liitfen kartlara tek tek bakimiz ve herhangi bir sifatin anlami konusunda

aciklamaya ihtiya¢ duyarsaniz sorunuz.
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TURKISH FORM OF THE SELF-CONCEPT CLARITY SCALE

Hic uygun degil

Hemen hemen hig
uygun degil

Pek uygun degil

Ne uygun ne

uygun degil

Biraz uygun

Hemen hemen
tamamen uygun

Tamamen uygun

1. Kendime iliskin inanglarim
siklikla birbirleriyle catisir.

—

[\

w

3

2. Kendim hakkinda bir giin bir
goriis, baska bir giin ise farkl
bir goriisiim olabilir.

3. Kisiligimi nasil tanimladigim
sorulsa, yapacagim tanim bir
giinden digerine degisebilir.

4. Kendim hakkindaki
goriislerim ¢ok sik degisiyor
gibi.

5. Ge¢miste nasil bir kisi
oldugumu diisiindiigiimde,
gercekte nasil biri oldugumdan
emin degilim.

6. Bazen, gercekten
goriindiigiim gibi birisi
olmadigimi hissediyorum.

7. Kisiligimin farkl yonleri
arasinda pek celiski yoktur.

8. Bazen bagkalarini1 kendimi
tanidigimdan daha iyi
tanidigimi diisiiniiyorum.

9. Nasil bir kisi oldugumu
merak etmekle cok zaman
geciririm.

10. istesem bile bagka birine,
gercekten nasil biri oldugumu
anlatabilecegimi sanmiyorum.
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11. Genelde, kim ve nasil bir
kisi oldugum konusundaki
goriislerim agiktir.

12. Benim icin, bir konu
hakkinda karara varmak
oldukca gii¢, ciinkii ne
istedigimi gercekten
bilmiyorum.
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TURKISH FORM OF THE ROSENBERG SELF-ESTEEM SCALE

Hig¢ uygun degil

Hemen hemen hig

uygun degil

Pek uygun degil

Ne uygun ne

uvgun degil

Biraz uygun

Hemen hemen

tamamen uygun

Tamamen uygun

1. Kendimi en az diger
insanlar kadar degerli
buluyorum.

—

o

W

)]

~J

2. Baz1 olumlu 6zelliklerim
oldugunu diisiiniiyorum.

3. Genelde kendimi basarisiz
bir kisi olarak gorme
egilimindeyim.

4. Ben de diger insanlarin
bircogunun yapabildigi kadar
bir seyler yapabilirim.

5. Kendimde gurur duyacak fazla
sey bulamiyorum.

6. Kendime karsi olumlu bir
tutum i¢indeyim.

7. Genel olarak kendimden
memnunum..

8. Kendime karsi daha fazla
saygi duyabilmeyi isterdim

9. Bazen kesinlikle kendimin
bir ise yaramadigini
diistiniiyorum.

10. Bazen kendimin hic de
yeterli bir insan olmadigimi
diigiiniiyorum.
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APPENDIX D

TURKISH FORM OF THE BATTERY OF INTERPERSONAL

CAPABILITIES

Asagida 16 farkli davranis tarzi icin aym sorular tekrarlanmistir. {lk soru genelde
nasil davrandigimzi degil, geregi halinde belli bir davranis1 ne derece
gosterebildiginizi sormaktadir. Diger sorularsa bu davranist gosterdiginizdeki
hisleriniz ve bu davranmis1 gerektiren durumlara yonelik tutumunuzla ilgilidir. Liitfen
sorulan altlarinda verilen 6lgeklerde sizin igin gecerli olan rakami daire icine alarak
yanitlayiniz.

1. Durum gerektirdiginde baskin/dominant davranmayi ne derece becerebilirsiniz
(basarabilirsiniz)?

Hic¢ beceremem Cok iyi beceririm
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Baskin/dominant davranmak sizi ne derece rahatsiz eder?

Hic rahatsiz etmez Cok rahatsiz eder
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Baskin/dominant davranmak sizin i¢in ne derece zordur?

Hic zor degil Cok zor
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Baskin/dominant davranmanizi gerektiren durumlardan ne derece kaginirsiniz?
Hic¢ kacinmam Cok kaciirim
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

2. Durum gerektirdiginde hirsh davranmay1 ne derece becerebilirsiniz
(basarabilirsiniz)?

Hi¢ beceremem Cok iyi beceririm

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hirsh davranmak sizi ne derece rahatsiz eder?

Hic rahatsi1z etmez Cok rahatsiz eder
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hirsh davranmak sizin i¢in ne derece zordur?

Hic zor degil Cok zor
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Hirsh davranmanizi gerektiren durumlardan ne derece kaginirsiniz?
Hic¢ kacinmam Cok kacinirim
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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3. Durum gerektirdiginde disadoniik davranmay1 ne derece becerebilirsiniz
(basarabilirsiniz)?

Hi¢ beceremem Cok iyi beceririm

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Disadoniik davranmak sizi ne derece rahatsiz eder?

Hic rahatsiz etmez Cok rahatsiz eder

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Disadoniik davranmak sizin i¢in ne derece zordur?

Hic zor degil Cok zor

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Disadoniik davranmanizi gerektiren durumlardan ne derece kaginirsiniz?

Hic¢ kacinmam Cok kacinirim
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

4. Durum gerektirdiginde girgin/girisken davranmay1 ne derece becerebilirsiniz
(basarabilirsiniz)?

Hic¢ beceremem Cok iyi beceririm
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Girgin/girisken davranmak sizi ne derece rahatsiz eder?

Hic rahatsiz etmez Cok rahatsiz eder
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Girgin/girisken davranmak sizin i¢in ne derece zordur?

Hig zor degil Cok zor
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Girgin/girisken davranmaniz1 gerektiren durumlardan ne derece kaginirsiniz?

Hic¢ kacinmam Cok kaciirim
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

5. Durum gerektirdiginde yumusak bash davranmay1 ne derece becerebilirsiniz
(basarabilirsiniz)?

Hic¢ beceremem Cok iyi beceririm

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Yumusak bash davranmak sizi ne derece rahatsiz eder?

Hic rahatsiz etmez Cok rahatsiz eder
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Yumusak bash davranmak sizin i¢in ne derece zordur?
Hig zor degil Cok zor
1 2 3 4 5 6 7



126

Yumusak bash davranmanizi gerektiren durumlardan ne derece kaginirsiniz?
Hi¢ kacinmam Cok kaginirim
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

6. Durum gerektirdiginde insanlara sicak davranmay1 ne derece becerebilirsiniz
(basarabilirsiniz)?

Hi¢ beceremem Cok iyi beceririm

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Insanlara sicak davranmak sizi ne derece rahatsiz eder?

Hic rahatsiz etmez Cok rahatsiz eder

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Insanlara sicak davranmak sizin icin ne derece zordur?

Hic zor degil Cok zor

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Insanlara sicak davranmaniz1 gerektiren durumlardan ne derece kacimirsiniz?

Hic¢ kacinmam Cok kacinirim
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

7. Durum gerektirdiginde diger insanlara giivenmeyi ne derece becerebilirsiniz
(basarabilirsiniz)?

Hi¢ beceremem Cok iyi beceririm
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Diger insanlara giivenmek sizi ne derece rahatsiz eder?

Hic rahatsiz etmez Cok rahatsiz eder
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Diger insanlara giivenmek sizin i¢in ne derece zordur?

Hic zor degil Cok zor
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Diger insanlara giivenmenizi gerektiren durumlardan ne derece kagimirsiniz?

Hic¢ kacinmam Cok kaciirim
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

8. Durum gerektirdiginde al¢akgoniillii davranmay1 ne derece becerebilirsiniz
(basarabilirsiniz)?

Hi¢ beceremem Cok iyi beceririm
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Alcakgoniillii davranmak sizi ne derece rahatsiz eder?
Hic rahatsi1z etmez Cok rahatsiz eder
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Alcakgoniillii davranmak sizin i¢in ne derece zordur?

Hig zor degil Cok zor
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Alcakgoniillii davranmanizi gerektiren durumlardan ne derece kaginirsiniz?

Hi¢ kacinmam Cok kaginirim
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

9. Durum gerektirdiginde pasif/boyun egici davranmay1 ne derece becerebilirsiniz
(basarabilirsiniz)?

Hic¢ beceremem Cok iyi beceririm
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Pasif/boyun egici davranmak sizi ne derece rahatsiz eder?

Hic rahatsiz etmez Cok rahatsiz eder
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Pasif/boyun egici davranmak sizin i¢in ne derece zordur?

Hic zor degil Cok zor
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Pasif/boyun egici davranmanizi gerektiren durumlardan ne derece kaginirsiniz?
Hi¢ kacinmam Cok kaginirim
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

10. Durum gerektirdiginde tembel davranmay1 ne derece becerebilirsiniz
(basarabilirsiniz)?

Hic¢ beceremem Cok iyi beceririm
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Tembel davranmak sizi ne derece rahatsiz eder?

Hic rahatsiz etmez Cok rahatsiz eder
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Tembel davranmak sizin i¢in ne derece zordur?

Hic zor degil Cok zor
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Tembel davranmanizi gerektiren durumlardan ne derece kaginirsiniz?

Hi¢ kacinmam Cok kacginirim
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

11. Durum gerektirdiginde ice doniik davranmay1 ne derece becerebilirsiniz
(basarabilirsiniz)?

Hic¢ beceremem Cok iyi beceririm
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Ice doniik davranmak sizi ne derece rahatsiz eder?

Hic rahatsi1z etmez Cok rahatsiz eder
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Ice doniik davranmak sizin icin ne derece zordur?

Hig zor degil Cok zor
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
ice doniik davranmanizi1 gerektiren durumlardan ne derece kaginirsiniz?

Hic¢ kacinmam Cok kaciirim
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

12. Durum gerektirdiginde mesafeli/diger insanlar1 takmaz sekilde davranmayi ne
derece becerebilirsiniz (basarabilirsiniz)?

Hic¢ beceremem Cok iyi beceririm

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Mesafeli/diger insanlar1 takmaz sekilde davranmak sizi ne derece rahatsiz eder?
Hic rahatsiz etmez Cok rahatsiz eder
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Mesafeli/diger insanlar1 takmaz sekilde davranmak sizin icin ne derece zordur?
Hig zor degil Cok zor
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Mesafeli/diger insanlar1 takmaz sekilde davranmanizi gerektiren durumlardan ne
derece kagimirsimz?

Hi¢ kacinmam Cok kaginirim
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

13. Durum gerektirdiginde kavgaci davranmayi ne derece becerebilirsiniz
(basarabilirsiniz)?

Hic¢ beceremem Cok iyi beceririm

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Kavgaci davranmak sizi ne derece rahatsiz eder?

Hic rahatsiz etmez Cok rahatsiz eder
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Kavgaci davranmak sizin i¢in ne derece zordur?

Hig zor degil Cok zor
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Kavgaci davranmanizi gerektiren durumlardan ne derece kaginirsiniz?
Hi¢ kacinmam Cok ka¢inirim
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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14. Durum gerektirdiginde insanlara soguk davranmayi ne derece becerebilirsiniz
(basarabilirsiniz)?

Hi¢ beceremem Cok iyi beceririm
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Insanlara soguk davranmak sizi ne derece rahatsiz eder?

Hic rahatsiz etmez Cok rahatsiz eder
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Insanlara soguk davranmak sizin icin ne derece zordur?

Hic zor degil Cok zor
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Insanlara soguk davranmamzi gerektiren durumlardan ne derece kaginirsiniz?

Hic¢ kacinmam Cok kacinirim
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

15. Durum gerektirdiginde ¢cikarimz diisiinerek/hesap¢i davranmay1 ne derece
becerebilirsiniz (basarabilirsiniz)?

Hi¢ beceremem Cok iyi beceririm

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Cikarmmz diisiinerek/hesapc¢i davranmak sizi ne derece rahatsiz eder?

Hic rahatsiz etmez Cok rahatsiz eder
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Cikarmmz diisiinerek/hesapc¢i davranmak sizin igin ne derece zordur?

Hig zor degil Cok zor
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Cikarimz diisiinerek/hesapc¢i davranmanizi gerektiren durumlardan ne derece
kacmirsiniz?

Hic¢ kacinmam Cok kaciirim
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

16. Durum gerektirdiginde kibirli davranmay1 ne derece becerebilirsiniz
(basarabilirsiniz)?

Hic¢ beceremem Cok iyi beceririm

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Kibirli davranmak sizi ne derece rahatsiz eder?

Hic rahatsi1z etmez Cok rahatsiz eder
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Kibirli davranmak sizin i¢in ne derece zordur?
Hig zor degil Cok zor
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Kibirli davranmaniz1 gerektiren durumlardan ne derece kaginirsiniz?
Hi¢ kacinmam Cok kaginirim
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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APPENDIX E
TURKISH FORM OF THE GOLDBERG SITUATIONALITY MEASURE

Asagidaki sifatlarin sizi ne derece tanimladigini yandaki dlgekte belirtiniz.

5 s =
= | 2 | 7 5
= | § | 2 :
g g = £ E
£ 8 = B g
:E g |5 | 2 |8
e 3 < | g =
|z |2 % |z
174} - =
¥ 5 a <
Baskin/dominant 0 1 2 3 4
Hirsh 0 1 2 3 4
Disadoniik 0 1 2 3 4
Girgin/girisken 0 1 2 3 4
Uyumlu 0 1 2 3 4
Sicak 0 1 2 3 4
Diger insanlara giivenen 0 1 2 3 4
Alcakgoniillii 0 1 2 3 4
Pasif/boyun egici 0 1 2 3 4
Tembel 0 1 2 3 4
Icedoniik | O 1 2 3 4
Mesafeli/diger insanlar1 takmaz 0 1 2 3 4
Kavgaci 0 1 2 3 4
Soguk 0 1 2 3 4
Cikarim dsiinen/hesapci 0 1 2 3 4
Kibirli 0 1 2 3 4
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TURKISH FORM OF THE NEED FOR COGNITON SCALE
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Hic uygun degil

Hemen hemen hi¢

uygun degil

Pek uygun degil

Ne uygun ne

uygun degil

Biraz uygun

Hemen hemen
tamamen uygun

Tamamen uygun

1. Karmasik problemleri basit
problemlere yeglerim.

—

[\

w

3

2. Cok diisiinmeyi gerektiren
bir igin sorumlulugunu almak
hosuma gider.

3. Diisiinmek benim i¢in bir
eglence bicimi degildir.

4. Diisiinme yetenegimi
zorlayacak bir sey
yapmaktansa, az diisiinmeyi
gerektirecek seyleri tercih
ederim.

5. Bir mesele hakkinda dern
diisiinmemi gerektirecek
durumlari 6nceden sezip
onlardan uzak durmaya
calisirim.

6. Bir sorunu kafamda uzun
sure yogun bir bicimde
tartismak hosuma gider.

7. Sadece durumun gerektirdigi
kadar derin diigiiniiriim.

8. Uzun siireli islere kafa
yormaktansa kiiciik, giinliik
meseleler hakkinda diisiinmeyi
yeglerim.

9. Nasil yapildigint 6grendikten
sonar fazla diisiinmeyi
gerektirmeyecek isleri tercih
ederim.
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10. Isimde, diisiinme
yetenegime giivenerek
yiikselme fikri bana gekici gelir.

11. Sorunlara yeni ¢oziimler
bulmay1 gerektiren isler bana
zevk verir.

12. Yeni diistince bigimleri
ogrenmek bana pek heyecan
vermez.

13. Yasamimin ¢ozmem
gereken bulmacalarla dolu
olmasini yeglerim.

14. Soyut diisiinme eylemi bana
cekici gelir.

15. Orta 6nemde, fazla
diisiinme gerektirmeyen bir is
yapmaktansa, kafa calistirmami
gerektiren, zor ve 6nemli bir isi
tercih ederim.

16. Cok zihinsel ¢caba
gerektirmis bir isi
tamamlayinca tatminden ziyade
rahatlama duygusu hissederim.

17. Bence bir nesnenin
kendisinden beklenen isi
gormesi onemlidir, isi nasil ve
neden gordiisii benim ilgimi
cekmez.

18. Kisisel olarak beni
etkilemeleri s6z konusu olmasa
bile bir ¢cok degisik konuda
diistintiriim.
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PERSONAL CONTROL FACTOR OF THE LOCUS OF CONTROL SCALE

Hic uygun degil

Hemen hemen hi¢

uygun degil

Pek uygun degil

Ne uygun ne

uygun degil

Biraz uygun

Hemen hemen

tamamen uygun

Tamamen uygun

1. Hastaliklar cogunlukla
insanlarin dikkatsizliginden
kaynaklanir. (17)*

—
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2. Talihsizlik olarak nitelenen
durumlarin ¢ogu, yetenek
eksikliginin, ihmalin,
tembelligin ve benzeri
nedenlerin sonucudur. (18)

3. Insan yasaminda olabilecek
seyleri kendi kontrolii altinda
tutabilir. (19)

4. Insanin ne yapacag:
konusunda kararli olmasi
kadere giivenmesinden daima
daha iyidir. (21)

5. Insan kendisini ilgilendiren
bir ¢ok konuda kendi basina
dogru kararlar alabilir. (27)

6. Bir insanin bagina gelenler
temelde kendi yaptiklarinin
sonucudur. (28)

7. Halk yeterli cabay1 gosterse
siyasal yolsuzluklar1 ortadan
kaldirabilir. (29)

8. Saglikli olup olmamay1
belirleyen esas sey insanlarin
kendi yaptiklar1 ve
aligkanliklaridir. (31)

9. Insan kendi yasamina
temelde kendisi yon verir. (32)
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10. insanlarin talihsizlikleri
yaptiklar1 hatalarin sonucudur.
(33)

11. Insanlarla yakin iliskiler
kurmak tesadiiflere degil ¢caba
gostermeye baghdir. (34)

12. insan bugiin yaptiklariyla
gelecekte olacaklari
degistirebilir. (36)

13. Kazalar dogrudan dogruya
hatalarin sonucudur. (37)

14. Insan kendine iyi baktigi
siirece hastaliktan kaginabilir.
(4D

15. Kararlilik bir insanin
istedigi sonuglar1 almasinda en
onemli etkendir. (43)

16. Insanlara dogru seyi
yaptirmak bir yetenek isidir;
sansin bunda pay1 ya hig
yoktur, ya ¢ok azdir. (44)

17. Insan kendi kilosunu,
yiyeceklerini ayarlayarak
control altinda tutabilir. (45)

18. Biiyiik ideallere ancak
calisip cabalayarak ulasilabilir.
(47)

*The numbers in parentheses represents item numbers in the original scale.
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OTHERS” FACTORS OF THE SOCIOTROPY - AUTONOMY SCALE

Hic uygun degil

Hemen hemen hi¢

uygun degil

Pek uygun degil

Ne uygun ne

uygun degil

Biraz uygun

Hemen hemen

tamamen uygun

Tamamen uygun

1. Kendimi diger insanlara hep
iyi davranmak zorundaymis
gibi hissederim. (1)**

—

[\

w

3

2. Diger insanlarin duygularini
incitmekten korkarim. (5)*

3. Insanlara “hay1” demek bana
zor gelir. (7)*

4. Insanlar zayif yonlerimi,
hatalarimi bilirlerse, beni
sevmeyecekler diye
endiselenirim. (11)°

5. Digerlerini memnun etmek
icin kendime ters diisen seyler
yapmam. (15)*

6. Diger insanlarin beni
sevmeleri onemli basarilar elde
etmemden daha 6nemlidir.

an°

7. Bir lokantada tek bagima
aksam yemegi yemek beni
rahatsiz eder. (18)°

8. Diger insanlarin
yanindayken, benden ne
beklediklerinden emin

olamazsam rahatsiz olururm.
24)°
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9. Eger bir arkadagim beni uzun
sure aramazsa, beni unuttugunu
diisiinerek endiselenirim. (27)°

10. Beni sevmediklerini
diisiindiigiim insanlarin yaninda
rahatsiz olurum. (29) b

11. Diger insanlarin
hoslanmayacagim diisiinerek
sOyleyecegim seyleri dikkatlica
secerim. (33) b

12. Biri benim dig goriiniistimii
elestirdiginde diger insanlarin
da beni cekici bulmayacaklarini
diistiniiriim. (38)"

13. Yeni tanistigim bir kisinin
beni begendigini ya da
sevdigini anlayamazsam
rahatsiz olurum. (44) b

14. Bagkalarini rahatsiz ettigimi
diisiinmek bana kaygi verir.
46)*

15. Diger insanlarla birlikte
oldugumda, onlarin benimle
birlikte olmaktan hoglanip
hoslanmadiklarini anlamak i¢in
ipuglari ararim. (50)°

16. Herhangi bir kisinin bana
kizdigim iisiinsem de 6ziir
dilemek istemem. (52)*

17. Digerlerinden farkli olmak
beni rahatsiz eder. (56)*

*The numbers in parentheses represents item numbers in the original scale.
*Ttems measuring concern for what others think
® Items measuring pleasing others
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DEPRESSION SUBSCALE OF THE BFIEF SYMPTOM INVENTORY

Asagidaki belirtiler sizde son bir haftadir ne kadar var?

Hi¢ yok | Biraz Orta Epey Cok
var derecede var | fazla var
var
1.Yasaminiza son verme 0 1 2 3 4
diistinceleri
2.Yalmzlik hissetmek 0 1 2 3 4
3.Hiuziinlii, kederli hissetmek. 0 1 2 3 4
4 Hicbir seye ilgi duymamak. 0 1 2 3 4
5.Gelecekle ilgili umutsuzluk 0 1 2 3 4
duygulari.
6.Kendinizi degersiz gormek / 0 1 2 3 4
degersizlik duygulari.
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APPENDIX J
TURKISH FORM OF THE TEN-ITEM PERSONALITY INVENTORY

Burda size uyabilecek ya da uymayabilecek bir takim kisilik dzellikleri siralanmastir.
Liitfen her 6zellik grubunun yanina sizi ne kadar tanimladigini belirten bir rakam
yazin. Ikililerden biri size daha fazla uysa bile liitfen iki 6zelligin bir arada ne kadar
uydugunu belirtin.

1 = Cok uzak

= Orta miktarda uzak
= Biraz uzak

= Ne uzak ne yakin

= Biraz yakin

= Orta miktarda yakin
= Cok yakin

NN W

Bu ozellikler beni tanimlamava:

1. ___ Disadoniik, heyecan dolu.

2. _____ Tenkid eden, miinakasay1 seven.
3. _____ Giivenilir, disiplinli.

4. _____ Endiseli, cabuk iiziilen.

5. _____ Yeni yasantilara acik, ¢ok yonlii.
6. __ Ice kapanik, sessiz.

7. __ Sevecen, sicak.

8. ____ Dagmik, dikkatsiz.

9. ____ Sakin, duygusal bakimdan dengeli.

10. Geleneksel, yaratici olmayan.



