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ABSTRACT

FUNCTIONALITY OF INSECURE ATTACHMENT IN CULTURAL CONTEXT
AS AN EARLY ALARM AND ESCAPE SYSTEM

Ph.D., Sakman, Ezgi
Department of Psychology

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Nebi Siimer

September 2016, 204 pages

The immense literature on attachment is dominated by an abundance of findings
highlighting the benefits of secure attachment and the adverse outcomes associated
with insecure attachment, yet nearly half of the population is consistently found to be
insecurely attached. One explanation to this conundrum argues that insecure
attachment may have adaptive advantages at the group level under conditions of
imminent threat (Social Defense Theory; Ein-Dor, Mikulincer, Doron, & Shaver,
2010). The present dissertation aims to extend the investigation of functionality of
insecure attachment by introducing the role of cultural context to explore possible
adaptive advantages of different forms of insecure attachment in different cultural
settings. The first study looked at cultural values and attachment orientations, and
found significant relationships between attachment avoidance and an
individualist/independent mindset, and attachment anxiety and a
collectivist/relational mindset in both collectivist (Turkish, N = 368) and
individualist (American, N = 350) cultural settings. The second study tested the
functionality of attachment insecurity in different cultural contexts within an

experimental setting with undergraduate participants (N = 164). The results provided
v



support to the hypotheses in showing that insecure attachment behaviors are
evaluated as more functional by the members of a culture as long as they are
compatible with the prevalent attachment orientation-cultural values relationship
within that particular cultural context. The findings were discussed in light of

previous work and cultural implications.

Keywords: functions of attachment insecurity, evolutionary accounts of insecure

attachment, social defense theory, cultural values, individualism-collectivism
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BIiR ERKEN UYARI VE UZAKLASMA SISTEMI OLARAK GUVENSIiZ
BAGLANMANIN KULTUREL BAGLAMDA ISLEVSELLIGI

Sakman, Ezgi
Doktora, Psikoloji Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Nebi Siimer

Eyliil 2016, 204 sayfa

Her ne kadar baglanma yazini giivenli baglanmanin yararlarina ve giivensiz
baglanmanin olumsuz sonuglarla iliskili olduguna isaret eden arastirma bulgulariyla
dolu olsa da, insanlarin neredeyse yaris1 giivensiz baglanmaktadir. Bu paradoksa
iliskin agiklamalardan birisi giivensiz baglanmanin tehdit altindaki grup i¢in uyumsal
avantajlari olabilecegini one siirmektedir (Sosyal Savunma Kurami; Ein-Dor,
Mikulincer, Doron, & Shaver, 2010). Bu tezin amaci, giivensiz baglanmanin
islevselligi arastirmalarini kiiltiirel baglamin olasi roliinii de katarak ve farkl
giivensiz baglanma ¢esitlerinin farkli kiiltiirel ortamlardaki olas1 uyumsalligin
inceleyerek gelistirmektir. Birinci ¢alismada kiiltiirel degerler ve baglanma
boyutlarini incelenmis ve hem toplulukgu (Tiirkiye, N = 368), hem de bireyci (ABD,
N =350) kiiltiirlerde baglanma kaginmasi ile bireycilik/bagimsizlikla ilintili degerler,
baglanma kaygisi ile de toplulukguluk/iliskisellikle ilintili degerler arasinda anlamli
iliskiler bulunmustur. Ikinci calismada ise giivensiz baglanmanin farkli kiiltiirel
baglamlardaki olasi islevselligi deney ortaminda lisans 6grencisi katilimcilarla (N =
164) test edilmistir. Sonuglar, beklendigi sekilde giivensiz baglanma davraniglarinin

s0z konusu kiiltiiriin baskin baglanma egilimi ve kiilttirel 6zellikleri ile uyumlu
vi



oldugu siirece o kiiltiiriin tiyeleri tarafindan daha islevsel olarak degerlendirildigini
gostermistir. Bulgular gecmis ¢alismalar ve kiiltiirel uygulamalar 1s181nda

tartisilmistir.
Anahtar Kelimeler: giivensiz baglanmanin islevleri, giivensiz baglanmanin

evrimsel yorumlamalari, sosyal savunma kuramu, kiiltiirel degerler, bireycilik-

topluluk¢uluk
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

We are brought to this world as helpless little creatures. We are tiny, almost
unable to move, and deprived of any inborn armor against the elements of nature.
What we are equipped with, though, is an innate mechanism to bond with the mature
members of our species, who can take care of us so that we have a chance at survival.
The relationships we form with these significant others are not of one kind. The early
experiences we have with them and the environment itself shape how we come to
experience close relationships and ultimately how we survive in this world. This
dissertation is about how these different forms of bonding may be of use under
different environmental circumstances. In the following sections, first the existing
findings on the subject will be briefly reviewed, and then the novel propositions of
the current research will be presented.

1.1. Attachment Theory: Theoretical Framework and the Paradox

Attachment theory is a pivotal framework in understanding how we form
intimate relationships with close others and regulate our behavior in reference to
these ties. The theory argues that both the early problem of survival for the immature
human infant and the later problem of affiliation and reproduction for the human
being are solved by the attachment behavioral system, an evolutionarily adaptive
regulatory device which adjusts proximity to supportive others, i.e., attachment
figures (Bowlby, 1969/1982, 1973, 1980). This system protects the self from
physical and psychological threats, and hence ensures the endurance and procreation
of the species.

The attachment system functions with individual differences stemming from
experiences with significant others. On the one hand, if the attachment figure is
consistent in providing the much needed sensitive caregiving, the individual develops

a sense of security and connectedness, i.e., attachment security and a positive



internal working model of the world — the feeling that others are dependable and
trustworthy, and that the individual can get help whenever s/he needs it. On the other
hand, if the attachment figure somehow fails to fulfill these basic attachment needs,
the individual can not feel the security she or he basically requires and attachment
insecurity ensues, which leads to a negative internal working model of the world —
the feeling that others are not dependable and trustworthy, and the individual cannot
get help whenever s/he needs it. Insecure attachment can result due to two distinct
mechanisms. First, when the attachment figure is constantly harsh, rejecting, and
unwilling to provide warm care, the individual deactivates the attachment system and
instead develops compulsive self-reliance to ensure survival with minimal help from
the unresponsive significant other, and as a result cultivates attachment avoidance,
where the individual realizes that s/he is alone to solve her/his problems. Second,
when the attachment figure is inconsistent, insensitive, or intrusive in caregiving, the
individual hyperactivates the attachment system and intensifies proximity seeking
attempts in order to maximize the chances of extracting more resources from the
unpredictable attachment figure, and consequently develops attachment anxiety,
where the individual realizes that s/he has to act in clingy ways in order to get
attention and help (see Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; Shaver & Mikulincer, 2002).

It was Mary Ainsworth and her colleagues (Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, &
Wall, 1978) who first conceptualized these different patterns of the attachment
behavioral system as distinct attachment styles, based on their laboratory studies with
infants, as secure (characterized by visible stress upon separation from the
attachment figure, which subsides immediately after reunion), avoidant
(characterized by not being stressed by separation from the attachment figure and
avoiding her on her return), and anxious (characterized by extreme stress during
separation from the attachment figure and ambivalent responses after reunion).

Hazan and Shaver (1987) argued that romantic love in adulthood is also an
attachment process and showed that just like infants, adults can be grouped into three
separate attachment styles - secure, avoidant, and anxious/ambivalent. For secure
adults, romantic experiences are typified by trust, friendship, and positive emotions.

A fear of closeness and lack of trust dominates the romantic encounters of avoidant
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adults and a preoccupation/desire to merge with the romantic partner is typical for
the anxious/ambivalent adults.

In an effort to propose an alternative to modeling attachment behavior in
categories, Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991) put forward a new framework of
measuring attachment as tendencies, where the model of self and model of others are
used as dimensions representing attachment orientations. The model of self refers to
the person’s evaluation of her/himself as worthy of love and support or not, and
measures the extent to which s/he is concerned with being rejected, abandoned, and
unloved by significant others, reflected in attachment anxiety. The model of others
refers to the person's appraisal of other people as trustworthy, available, reliable and
caring or not, and measures the extent to which s/he is uncomfortable with intimacy
and closeness, reflected in attachment avoidance (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991).
The crossing of these two dimensions generates four distinctive attachment patterns:
Individuals with a positive model of self (low on anxiety) and a positive model of
others (low on avoidance) are deemed to have a secure attachment style, where they
are comfortable with both intimacy and autonomy. Individuals who have a positive
model of self (low on anxiety) and a negative model of others (high on avoidance)
are deemed as having a dismissing attachment style, where they shield themselves
from rejection by avoiding close relationships and adopting a strong sense of
independence and self-sufficiency. Individuals with a negative model of self (high on
anxiety) and a positive model of others (low on avoidance) are deemed as having a
preoccupied attachment style, where they fight for the approval and acceptance of
cherished others. Lastly, individuals with have a negative model of self (high on
anxiety) and a negative model of others (high on avoidance) are deemed as having a
fearful attachment style, where they avoid close involvement with others and fear
intimacy (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991).

Bowlby’s attachment theory has led to an immense accumulation of research,
the attachment orientations have been linked to virtually any psychological construct,
and the common theme of this plethora of findings seems to be that secure
attachment is the “good” attachment style to have: Securely attached individuals

report higher life quality and happiness, they are more satisfied with life, more
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successful in initiating and maintaining close relationships, better at coping with
stress, they function better in academic and professional tasks both as individuals and
as parts of teams, they have stable high self-esteem, they are even healthier and live
longer. Conversely, research findings have consistently linked insecure attachment
with adverse outcomes, such as problematic close relationships, dysfunctional ways
of coping with stress, low life satisfaction and happiness, unsuccessful emotion
regulation and self-disclosure, low or unstable self-esteem, attenuated cognitive
functioning, academic, and professional performance, and even poor physical and
psychological health (see Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007 for a review).

Despite this apparent abundance of maladaptive consequences and lack of
advantages of insecure attachment, not only it subsists, it is actually quite prevalent:
Ample research shows that nearly half of the population exhibits insecure attachment
tendencies across stages of development, cultures, and measurement techniques (see
Hesse, 2008; van 1Jzendoorn & Sagi-Schwartz, 2008 for reviews). Taking the
evolutionary stand point of attachment theory into account, it seems odd that insecure
attachment would survive years of selection pressures and still be just as widespread
as secure attachment if it did not provide the human species with any adaptive
advantages. If it were as solely maladaptive as the enormous body of attachment
research has repeatedly shown, insecure attachment should have been eliminated
long ago, yet it is still alive and in abundance, even possibly on the rise (Konrath,
Chopik, Hsing, & O'Brien, 2014). Ein-Dor, Mikulincer, Doron, and Shaver (2010)
have recently pointed out to this interesting conundrum and called it the attachment
paradox.

The original form of the attachment theory focuses chiefly on the survival of
the infant from an evolutionary stand point and does not specify why avoidant and
anxious attachment may have evolved. Additionally, the mainstream attachment
research has mainly focused on the benefits of secure attachment as discussed above
and widely overlooked the possible adaptive values of insecure attachment by
associating it chiefly with adverse outcomes. However, some scholars have put
forward the idea that insecure attachment may carry adaptive value in the domains of

reproductive fitness and group survival (e.g., Belsky, Steinberg, & Draper, 1991;
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Chisholm, 1996; and Ein-Dor et al., 2010). These evolutionary accounts of the
attachment theory aim to answer the question of why different attachment patterns
have developed, rather than #ow (as traditional attachment research has done in the
past). In the present dissertation, first a brief account of these evolutionary
perspectives on how insecure attachment may have evolved to increase reproductive
fitness and group survival will be given, and then an extension to the group survival
perspective will be proposed.

1.2. Evolutionary Accounts for the Antecedents and Adaptive Value of

Attachment Insecurity

As mentioned before, attachment research is widely dominated by the notion
that secure attachment is the adaptive strategy to form intimate bonds, yet this
supposition did not go uncriticized. Hinde (1982; Hinde & Stevenson-Hinde, 1990)
was one of the first scholars to argue that the propensity to become insecurely
attached might have evolutionary advantages in adapting to certain niches and living
conditions (see also Main, 1990). Lamb, Thompson, Gardner, Charnov, and Estes
(1984) were also among the forerunners who questioned the adaptability of just one
evolutionary strategy and criticized the conception of secure attachment as the sole
adaptive strategy as a misunderstanding of evolutionary mechanisms and natural
selection. In line with these conjectures, two groups of scholars have systematically
theorized that insecure attachment may carry adaptive value under some certain
contexts, namely in the domains of reproductive fitness and group survival (e.g.,
Belsky, Steinberg, & Draper, 1991; Chisholm, 1996; and Ein-Dor et al., 2010).

1.2.1. A Reproductive Fitness Perspective: The Life History Models of

Attachment

The theoretical frameworks that put forward the idea that the attachment
system may have evolved not only to ensure survival in childhood, but also as a
mechanism that promotes reproductive fitness in adulthood vis-a-vis the conditions
of the environment (Belsky et al., 1991; Chisholm, 1996; see also Ellis, 2004;
Kirkpatrick, 1998; Zeifman & Hazan, 1997) are largely influenced by the life history
theory (Charnov, 1993; Stearns, 1992). The life history theory is an evolutionary

account for the variations in patterns of growth, maturation, reproduction, aging, and
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mortality. It posits that all organisms have finite resources and face the challenge of
allocating these scarce resources between the fundamental goals of survival/growth
and reproduction. The core trade-offs that individuals face are to decide whether to
reproduce now or in the future, whether to maximize the quality or the quantity of
the offsprings, and whether to invest more in mating or in parenting. The theory
predicts that natural selection favors those mechanisms which achieve the optimal
allocation of the resources among these competing goals in accordance with the
constraints set by the ecological setting; hence maximize reproductive success (see
Kaplan & Gangestad, 2005 for a review).

The life history theory has inspired several scholars to speculate that the
quality of care parents provide their children with may serve as an early precursor of
the characteristics of the environment and shape the child’s attachment patterns along
with her or his psychological, somatic, and reproductive development, all tailored to
maximize adaptivity to that particular ecology. So, these life history models of
attachment do not regard variations in attachment security (e.g., insecure attachment)
as abnormalities, but as evolutionary adaptations to maximize reproductive success
in an ecologically sensitive manner. The models of Belsky and colleagues (1991) and
Chisholm (1996) are the chief life history models of attachment.

1.2.1.1. The Belsky and Colleagues Model

Extending Draper and Harpending’s (1982) idea that absence of the father
shapes the future reproductive strategy of the child, Belsky, Steinberg, and Draper
(1991) proposed a model that delineates how early familial experiences lead to
different developmental pathways guiding distinctive reproductive strategies in
adulthood, which are shaped to enhance reproductive fitness with respect to
ecological conditions. The model proposes that the social and ecological context
(e.g., environmental stress, inadequate resources, marital discord) affects parenting
(e.g., the sensitivity and responsiveness of caregiving, overall parenting investment),
which impacts the psychological and behavioral development of the child (e.g.,
attachment pattern and internal working models), which in turn influences the
somatic development (e.g., sexual maturation), which finally shapes the mating

strategy (e.g., short-term vs. long-term, high vs. low quality offspring) of her or him
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as an adult (Belsky et al., 1991). Belsky and colleagues (1991) argue that children
who learn in their familial environment that resources are scarce and/or
unpredictable, people are untrustworthy and relationships are unstable, develop
insecure attachment style, reach sexual maturity early, adopt a reproductive strategy
that favors early-onset, short-term, and multiple pair bonds, and offer low parental
investment to their offsprings. Conversely, children who have early experiences
which indicate that resources are constantly available, people are trustworthy and
relationships are rewarding, develop secure attachment style, sexually mature later,
employ a reproductive strategy that favors deferred, long-term and exclusive pair
bonds, and offer high parental investment to their offsprings.

Belsky and colleagues (1991) regard both strategies as biologically sound in
the sense that they both develop as adaptations to the conditions of the environment.
On the one hand, a short-term mating strategy with low parental investment,
characterized by insecure attachment, is more adaptive in an unstable environment
where resources are scarce and unpredictable as it maximizes the quantity of
offsprings, so that at least some of them may survive these harsh conditions, even if
they are not adequately cared for. On the other hand, a long-term mating strategy
with high-parental investment, characterized by secure attachment, is more adaptive
in a stable environment where resources are abundant and continuous as it
maximizes the quality of offsprings, so that they can utilize these favorable
conditions to optimally develop and prosper. As both strategies increase the chances
of long-term survival of the species in their respective ecologies, it is argued that
different attachment patterns may have evolved because they enhance reproductive
fitness under different ecological environments by promoting the development of
these contingent mating strategies (Belsky, 1999).

Belsky (1997) later refined the model to account for the different types of
insecure attachment. He clarified that insecure attachment mentioned in the original
model pertained mostly to dismissing/avoidant attachment and predicted that
avoidant attachment will be more prevalent in cultures where families are under
more stress and have fewer and more unpredictable resources as compared to

cultures with lower stress and plentiful resources (Belsky, 1997). He further argued
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that anxious attachment may have evolved as a means to enhance indirect
reproductive success by helper-at-the-nest behaviors, i.e., staying with the parents
and other family members and helping the reproductive success of kin; but this
conjecture has not received empirical support (Simpson & Belsky, 2008).

1.2.1.2. The Chisholm Model

While the Belsky and colleagues’ (1991) model emphasizes the trade-off
between the quantity versus the quality of the offsprings, Chisholm’s (1993, 1996)
revised and extended model concentrates on the trade-off between present
(immediate) versus future (delayed) reproduction. Chisholm (1993, 1996) argues
that one of the most important determinants of the choice between long-term and
short-term mating strategies is local mortality rates. According to his bet-hedging
theory, when mortality rates are high, the optimal reproductive strategy is to mate
early to produce at least some offsprings before dying prematurely; whereas delayed
reproduction can be adopted as the optimal reproductive strategy in an environment
with low mortality rates. With this long-term mating strategy the variance in the
number of surviving offsprings within each generation can be minimized, hence the
total number of descendants over multiple generations can be maximized.

Chisholm (1993, 1996) proposes that in addition to guiding mating strategies,
mortality rates serve as a barometer for the level of harshness of the local
environment and cue the children to develop adaptive attachment styles via the level
of parental investment. Chisholm (1996) argues that the correlates of high mortality
rates, such as poverty, hunger, diseases, war, etc. become sources of parental stress
which result in insensitive caregiving and in turn development of insecure attachment
in the child. Chisholm (1996) further differentiates between the two types of insecure
attachment and argues that avoidant attachment may have evolved as an adaptation
to parental unwillingness to invest, whereas anxious attachment may have evolved as
an adaptation to parental inability to invest. On the one hand, parental unwillingness
to invest in the offspring is argued to stem from the parent’s optimal reproductive
strategy in a harsh local ecology, which entails allocating resources to other
offsprings with greater reproductive value, or to the reproduction of new offsprings.

This leads to unresponsive and rejecting caregiving, which in turn causes avoidant
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attachment in the child. On the other hand, parental inability to invest in the offspring
is argued to be caused by inadequate or unpredictable resources, which in turn causes
insensitive and inconsistent caregiving, which leads to anxious attachment in the
child. These parents are not rejecting or emotionally distant but fail to provide
sensitive and consistent care due to a lack of necessary resources to do so. In
accommodating ecologies with low mortality rates, parents can be both willing and
able to invest in their offspring, hence can offer them sensitive and responsive
caregiving, which leads to secure attachment in the child.

In ecologies with low mortality rates, securely attached children enjoy longer
parental investment, hence they are able to allocate their resources to growth and
delay mating; when they do eventually reproduce, they seek long-term mates and
offer high parental investment themselves (Chisholm, 1996). In contrast, under harsh
environmental conditions, as avoidantly attached children are forced to become
independent at an early age by their rejecting parents, they allocate their scarce
resources to early-onset reproduction and adopt a short-term mating strategy. As far
as the anxiously attached children are concerned, Chisholm (1996) argues that they
do not cease their attempts to extract resources from their inconsistent parents, but
funnel these resources not to development but to earlier reproduction. Also within
this perspective, attachment security is not regarded as the sole functional attachment
orientation; but development of the appropriate attachment tendency is seen as an
adaptation to the local environment, which manifests itself in increased reproductive
fitness (Chisholm, 1993, 1996).

These life history models of attachment have received extensive empirical
support (for recent reviews, see James & Ellis, 2013; Simpson & Belsky, 2008;
Solak, Sakman, Stimer, & Schmitt, 2016). Most notably, studies have established the
association between harsh environmental conditions (e.g., pathogens, high mortality
rates, economic hardship, unpredictability, psychological stress) and rejecting and
insensitive parenting (see Hoff, Laursen, & Tardif, 2002 for a review), and hence
insecure attachment (e.g., Chisholm, 1999; Chisholm et al., 2005; Wiley & Carlin,
1999); and in turn between insecure attachment and short-term/immediate mating

strategy (e.g., Gangestad & Buss, 1993; Griskevicius, Delton, Robertson, & Tybur,
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2011; Koehler & Chisholm, 2007, 2009; Schmitt, 2008). The links between
insensitive parenting and insecure attachment, and insecure attachment and short
term mating strategies have also been firmly established (see Mikuliner & Shaver,
2007). In addition, longitudinal data have provided evidence that early onset and
risky sexual behavior is affected through the interrelated mechanisms pointed out by
the life history theory: Environmental harshness and unpredictability adversely
affects maternal sensitivity, and harsh rearing practices and lower quality of family
relationships predicts earlier pubertal maturation; all of which in turn predicts greater
adolescent sexual risk taking (Belsky, Schlomer, & Ellis, 2012; Belsky, Steinberg,
Houts, Halpern-Felsher, & the NICHD Early Child Care Research Network, 2010;
James, Ellis, Schlomer, & Garber, 2012; Zimmer-Gembeck & Helfand, 2008).

1.2.2. A Group Survival Perspective: The Social Defense Theory

The life history models made a seminal contribution to attachment research
by challenging the dominant notion that secure attachment is the only advantageous
orientation by positing that all attachment tendencies are evolutionary adaptations to
environmental conditions and lead to optimal fit - none is absolutely better than the
other, they are just better in specific contexts and worse in others. Yet, they arguably
left room for further exploration in the domain of functionality of attachment
insecurity, as they solely focus on the issue of reproductive fitness. If different
attachment styles are indeed evolved as adaptations to environmental conditions, in
addition to increasing reproductive fitness, they should also offer survival
advantages, as reproduction can not be achieved without ensured survival (Ein-Dor
et al., 2010). In fact, Bowbly’s (1969/1982) conceptualization of the attachment
system is closely linked to the fear system and is activated by cues of environmental
threats in an attempt to ensure survival. So arguably, in addition to enhancing
reproductive fitness, different attachment styles should offer adaptive advantages in
survival fitness under different environmental conditions. Moreover, even if insecure
attachment may increase reproductive fitness by gauging mating strategies to the
conditions of local ecologies, individuals with avoidant and anxious attachment still
suffer from the negative consequences discussed above. So, even if secure

attachment offers an evolutionary adaptation in reproduction, it is still maladaptive
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for the individual him or herself, hence it is plausible that the adaptive advantage of
insecure attachment may lie at another level of analysis than the individual level.

In an effort to fill these gaps in the solution to the attachment paradox and
complement the life history models of attachment in explaining the adaptive
functions of insecure attachment, Ein-Dor and colleagues (2010) put forward the
social defense theory (SDT), which incorporated the elements of adaptive advantage
in the domain of survival and the adaptive advantage for the group level into the
existing adaptationist framework of attachment insecurity.

In their theory, Ein-Dor and his colleagues (2010) proposed that both secure
and insecure attachment styles may have adaptive advantages and disadvantages
under certain circumstances, hence groups that are consisting of individuals with
different attachment tendencies have better survival chances as compared to groups
that are homogenous with respect to attachment orientations. In response to the
extensive research documenting the advantages of secure attachment and the lack of
evidence for the possible adaptive benefits of insecure attachment as discussed
above, Ein-Dor and colleagues (2010) put forward the idea that the evolutionarily
adaptive advantage of insecure attachment may lie at the group level rather than the
individual level, and this may be how insecure attachment has survived the course of
evolution. They base their argument on Hamilton’s (1964) kin selection theory and
Sober and Wilson’s (1998) multilevel selection theory, which suggest that an
individual’s total (inclusive) fitness is determined not only by his or her own
reproductive output, but also by the inclusion of the reproductive success of kin with
whom genes are shared. Hence, many social traits that may seem maladaptive at the
individual level but benefit the group of kin (e.g., altruism) are evolutionarily
adaptive because they increase the chances of survival of the group during group
selection. So, Ein-Dor and colleagues (2010) basically argue that insecure attachment
is still present because it has adaptive advantages at the group level even if it may be
maladaptive at the individual level.

According to the social defense theory, while attachment security is beneficial
to the group under normal circumstances, where members with secure attachment

function better in the coordination of group activities and work more efficiently with
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other group members (Rom & Mikulincer, 2003), the relative adaptive advantages of
attachment insecurity surface under conditions of emergent threat (Ein-Dor et al.,
2010). While the inherent sense of security and comfort individuals with secure
attachment enjoy is beneficial for them in vast contexts as discussed above, it may be
to their disadvantage when an imminent threat is present in the environment. The fact
that individuals with secure attachment are not particularly vigilant to threat cues and
tend to seek proximity to attachment figures when threat is perceived (e.g.,
Mikulincer, Gillath, & Shaver, 2002; and Mawson, 2012) may work against them
when an emergency necessitates early detection and fast escape: Their prevailing
sense of security may delay the detection of early cues of threat and their tendency to
be close to significant others may cause them to lose small windows of opportunity
for individual salvation. Studies of behavior during disasters such as fires, terrorist
attacks, explosions, etc. document that people who are in close physical proximity
with familiar others are less likely to perceive the initial ambiguous cues of threat
and react only when threat becomes eminent, refuse to evacuate until everybody gets
together, and tend to move as a group (e.g., Aguirre, Wenger, & Vigo, 1998; Koster,
Seitz, Treml, Hartmann, & Klein, 2011; Proulx, 2003; Sime, 1983, 1985). This
pattern of behavior, although in line with the predictions of attachment theory, may
increase the fatality risk for both the single individual and the group as a whole, as it
prolongs the evacuation process (Feinberg & Johnson, 2001). Taken together, this
evidence suggests that a group composed solely of securely attached people may be
at a disadvantage in an emergency situation due to a collective slower reaction to
threat cues and a dangerous refusal to escape to safety until everybody is together,
hence face lower chances of survival (Ein-Dor et al., 2010).

The social defense theory posits that in contrast to people with secure
attachment, individuals with insecure attachment may be of use in such dangerous
situations due to their predispositional reactions to threat (Ein-Dor et al., 2010). On
the one hand, people who are high on attachment anxiety are hypervigilant to threat
and stress cues due to their chronically hyperactivated attachment systems
(Mikulincer, Birnbaum, Woddis, & Nachmias, 2000; Mikulincer et al., 2002). This

chronic preoccupation with stress cues makes them more likely to monitor and detect
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physical or social threat signals more readily, quickly, and react to them more
intensely and vocally (Ein-Dor, Mikulincer, & Shaver, 2011a; Ein-Dor, Mikulincer,
& Shaver, 2011b; Ein-Dor & Perry, 2014; Ein-Dor & Perry-Paldi, 2014). The social
defense theory posits that these schemas and action tendencies may make anxiously
attached people good sentinels for the group, who detect early and ambiguous signs
of an imminent threat (e.g., unusual noises, crackles, smells, movement) and alert the
other members (Ein-Dor et al., 2010; Ein-Dor & Orgad, 2012). By doing so, they
may make up for the deficiency of securely attached members in recognizing the
threats on time and offer a group level adaptive advantage in survival.

On the other hand, people who are high on attachment avoidance are self-
reliant, self-protective, pragmatist, and chronically inclined to flee (e.g., Mikulincer
& Shaver, 2007). The social defense theory suggests that these qualities of people
with high attachment avoidance make them more likely to develop rapid fight-or-
flight reactions to danger in order to protect themselves without waiting for help from
anyone else and be quick to detect escape routes as they are always inclined to be on
the lookout for a way out (Ein-Dor, Mikulincer, & Shaver, 2011a; Ein-Dor,
Mikulincer, & Shaver, 2011b; Ein-Dor & Perry-Paldi, 2014). These cognitive
schemas and action tendencies are argued to be beneficial also for the rest of the
group as people are likely to follow these avoidant members through the escape
routes they discovered or created. Hence, the individuals with high attachment
avoidance produce a group level adaptive advantage by creating a way out to safety
for the other secure members who are too preoccupied with uniting with their
significant others to look for evacuation strategies (Ein-Dor et al., 2010).

Considering the adaptive advantages of these schemas and action tendencies
of people with anxious and avoidant attachment styles in face of a danger, social
defense theory puts forward the idea that groups that are heterogeneous with respect
to their members’ attachment orientations, i.e., groups that consist of both secure,
anxious, and avoidant members, have better chances of survival as compared to
homogenous groups that are solely composed of members with secure attachment

(Ein-Dor et al., 2010). The theory posits that this group level evolutionarily adaptive
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advantage of insecure attachment is what kept it intact in face of selection pressures
in spite of its individual level maladaptivities (Ein-Dor et al., 2010).

The social defense theory has received empirical support at both cognitive
and behavioral levels. In a series of studies, Ein-Dor, Mikulincer, and Shaver (2011a)
tested the cognitive accessibility of the sentinel and rapid fight-or-flight schemas
with respect to attachment orientations. The results of these studies indicated that
participants high on attachment anxiety were more likely to produce stories in line
with the sentinel script (e.g., noticing ambiguous signs of threat before others,
warning others about the threat) in a hypothetical scenario of impending threat, and
show faster, deeper, and more schema-biased processing of information and memory
biases congruent with this script. In contrast, participants scoring higher on
attachment avoidance tended to make up stories characterized by the rapid fight-or-
flight script (e.g., reacting quickly without depending on others’ actions and waiting
for their help), and display more schema-based memories, more rapid recognition
and deeper processing of information congruent with this script. In a more recent
study, Ein-Dor and Perry-Paldi (2014) asked the participants to choose their most
likely first reaction in hypothetical danger scenarios. The results showed that
whereas participants high in attachment anxiety reported yelling and threatening to
scream (sentinel response) as a more likely response to threat, the ones high in
attachment avoidance indicated that they would tend to attack or threaten to attack
(fight response), or run away (flight response) more. Overall, these results suggest
that while people with high attachment anxiety have accessible and well-organized
mental schemas containing monitoring and detecting potential threats, and respond to
them by vocalizing; people with high attachment avoidance have working knowledge
on how to rapidly preserve the self without lengthy deliberation. Hence, these
findings provide evidence for the existence of sentinel and rapid fight-or-flight
response tendencies of people with insecure attachment at the cognitive level.

Ein-Dor, Mikulincer, and Shaver (2011b) also tested the predictions of the
social defense theory at the behavioral level. The study gathered participants in
groups of three at the laboratory and created a threat situation, which was staged as

real but in fact was bogus. The results of the study showed that the participants with
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higher attachment anxiety were more likely to be the first ones to detect this threat
and the participants with higher attachment avoidance were more likely to be the first
ones to run away from it. Moreover, the study indicated that groups that were
heterogeneous with respect to the attachment tendencies were both faster and more
effective in detecting the threat and dealing with it. These results suggest that the
sentinel and rapid fight-or-flight schemas also operate at the behavioral level and
affect how people with attachment insecurities respond to situations of threat, and
that groups which are heterogeneous with respect to attachment are more
advantageous under conditions of threat, owing to their members who are vigilant to
detect the threat and quick to react to it. These significant relationships between
chronic attachment orientations and mental schemas and actions tendencies
concerning insecure attachment have also been shown to go above and beyond the
effects of state and trait anxiety (Ein-Dor & Perry-Paldi, 2014) and personality
factors (Ein-Dor et al., 2011a, 2011b). The adaptive advantages of group
compositions that are heterogeneous with respect to attachment also extend beyond
conditions of threat, a recent study documented that student project teams comprised
of members with heterogeneous attachment tendencies perform better on both
objective outcomes and measures of the members’ subjective perceptions of team
functioning (Lavy, Bareli, & Ein-Dor, 2015).

1.3. Extending the Social Defense Theory: Introducing Cultural Context

Ein-Dor and his colleagues’ (2010) social defense theory is quite innovative
and thought provoking in the sense that it offers a fresh perspective of survival
advantage to the functionality of insecure attachment. From the lenses of this
theoretical framework, insecure attachment can be viewed as an early alarm and
escape system that signals the adversities in the local environment and aids human
beings in developing the necessary adaptations for these conditions to ensure survival
and procreation. The theoretical and practical significance of casting light on the
long-neglected possible adaptive advantages of insecure attachment notwithstanding,
the social defense theory could arguably benefit from incorporating the issue of
cultural context in its framework. With its current form, the social defense theory

does not acknowledge the cultural differences in attachment, especially the potential

15



role of culturally adaptive functions of certain attachment orientations, which could
be viewed as a rather important drawback considering the fact that one of the most
important points of debate in attachment research has been how emotional bonds
form and function within different cultural contexts. Fittingly, the empirical research
on the attachment theory did actually initiate as a cross-cultural endeavor with Mary
Ainsworth’s seminal field observations in Uganda, a non-Western society
(Ainsworth, 1967). Cross-cultural research on attachment has repeatedly shown that
attachment security emerges as a universal norm (see van [Jzendoorn and Sagi-
Schwartz, 2008 for a review). Yet, recent intercultural studies have documented that
the patterns of insecure attachment in fact vary greatly across cultures: Whereas
attachment anxiety emerges as a relatively common pattern in collectivist cultures,
attachment avoidance seems to be more prevalent in individualist cultures (e.g., Sagi,
van lJzendoorn, & Karie-Koren, 1991; Schmitt, 2010; Schmitt et al., 2004; van
[Jzendoorn & Kroonenberg, 1988). As a paradigm that aims to explain the
functionality of insecure attachment, the social defense theory should acknowledge
this discrepancy in the distribution of insecure attachment across cultures and
incorporate this phenomenon into its framework. Arguably, the adaptive value of
different forms of insecure attachment in different cultural settings and how and why
these forms are perpetuated by different cultures merit the theory's attention because
better adaptation to culture also offers survival advantage, as adaptation to local
environment and adaptation to culture share similar dynamics. So, exploring how
different forms of insecure attachment can increase adaptation to culture could help
shed more light on how attachment insecurity is functional and hence has been able
to stand years of selection pressures.

1.3.1. Culture and Attachment Insecurity

Building on her extensive observations in Uganda, Mary Ainsworth
incorporated the cultural argument into attachment research for the first time. She put
forward the idea that even though the need to become attached to caregivers is a
universal phenomenon, its patterns and specific behaviors (e.g., proximity seeking,
sensitivity) may exhibit cultural variation (Ainsworth, 1967; Ainsworth & Marvin,

1995). Cultural differences with respect to antecedents and consequences of
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attachment security have also been noted in studies conducted in different areas of
the world, such as Puerto Rico (Harwood, Miller, & Irizarry, 1995) and Kenya
(LeVine & Norman, 2001). In addition to these efforts to stress cultural variations in
attachment, the harshest cultural critique of attachment theory was put forward by
Rothbaum, Weisz, Pott, Miyake, and Morelli (2000). In their well-known article,
Rothbaum and colleagues (2000) criticized mainstream attachment research for being
“culturally blind” and viewing the patterns of relatedness solely through the lenses of
individualist Western cultures and their realities, constructs, and values. They
challenged the universality of the three core hypotheses of the attachment theory, and
argued that what constitutes sensitive/responsive parenting, social competence, and
secure base may change from culture to culture by citing a number of attachment
studies conducted in the collectivist Japanese culture (Rothbaum et al., 2000). This
cultural critique stirred vigorous argument regarding the universality and culture
specificity of attachment processes. The current state of the literature indicates that
research evidence amounting from different cultures do indeed point to universal
associations between sensitivity and security, security and later social competence,
and secure base and learning; yet the nature of sensitive/responsive care, social
competence, and learning can entail different practices in different cultures (see
Posada et al., 1995; Posada et al., 2013; Rothbaum & Morelli, 2005; Rothbaum,
Morelli, & Rusk, 2011; van IJzendoorn & Sagi-Schwartz (2008).

Even though the universality debate is resolved for the most part, considering
that culture imposes very specific living conditions, including child-rearing practices,
it is also reasonable to expect variations in the distributions of attachment styles
across cultures. After all, as Bowlby (1969) puts it himself, the attachment bond is
shaped by the intricate “long history of interpersonal relations within... the values
and practices of her [the mother's] culture” (p. 342). Van [Jzendoorn and Sagi-
Schwartz’s (1999, 2008) analysis acknowledges the effects of these diverse
sociocultural contexts in which attachment relationships develop, and that these
different cultural niches impose different adaptive behavioral tendencies on the child
to survive. Considering the normativity hypothesis (i.e., the majority of the children

display secure attachment tendencies), variations in attachment styles across cultures
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are to be expected especially with respect to the distribution of different types of
insecure attachment.

The two reported exceptions to the normativity hypothesis emerged in
samples from Northern Germany (Grossman, Grossman, Spangler, Suess, & Unzner,
1985) and an Israeli Kibbutz community (Sagi et al., 1985), where the majority of the
participants were reported to have avoidant and anxious-ambivalent patterns of
attachment, respectively. Both instances have been attributed to cultural conceptions
towards child-rearing. Grossmann, Grossmann, and Keppler (2005) argued that the
general cultural belief that crying is good for an infant and responding to cries would
spoil the child, which predominated the German child-rearing practices for quite
some time, may be responsible for the predominance of avoidant attachment style in
this Northern German sample. Aviezer and Sagi (1999) also thought that the Israeli
practice of kibbutzim, where children were taken care of by professional caregivers
in communal sleeping arrangements and had limited time to spend with their parents,
could be the underlying reason of the predominating anxious-ambivalent attachment
style found in these samples. These two exceptions to the normativity hypothesis
lend support to the idea that cultural values and practices may be important
determinants in the development of attachment insecurity.

Moreover, although the vast majority of the cross-cultural findings in
attachment recently lend support to the normativity hypothesis, many studies also
point out that the patterns of insecure attachment differ across cultures as mentioned
above, with attachment anxiety more common in collectivist cultures and attachment
avoidance more common in individualist cultures. One theoretical framework that
might aid in explaining why this is the case and how different forms of insecure
attachment may have different adaptive values in different cultural contexts is the
“culture-fit hypothesis”, which puts forward the idea that the form of insecure
attachment which is prevalent within a culture leads to less adverse outcomes
(Friedman et al., 2010). Friedman and colleagues (2010) have found that attachment
avoidance, but not attachment anxiety, poses a greater risk factor for negative
outcomes, such as heightened relationship conflict, less perceived relationship

support and investment, and poorer relationship satisfaction in collectivist cultures,
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as compared to individualist cultures. Rothbaum, Rosen, Ujiie, and Uchida (2002)
have also argued that since dependence is relatively functional in collectivist
cultures, where close relatedness is valued, attachment anxiety should not be seen as
abnormal or maladaptive in such contexts. Consistent with these conjectures, studies
conducted with Turkish samples also revealed that attachment avoidance, but not
attachment anxiety, negatively predicts a number of key outcome variables, such as
maternal sensitivity (Selguk et al., 2010), secure attachment to parents (Siimer &
Kagit¢ibasi, 2010), marital satisfaction (Harma & Stimer, 2016), and friendship
quality in middle childhood (Stimer, 2015); hence poses a specific risk factor in a
collectivist culture that values closely-knit relatedness. In contrast, anxious
attachment has been associated with adverse outcomes in individualist Western
societies (Rothbaum et al., 2002). These findings bear a crucial implication for
research: The type of insecure attachment which is less prevalent within a culture
holds more predictive power for outcome behaviors as compared to the congruent
style of attachment insecurity which is predominant in that culture.

One cause for the different patterns of insecure attachment across cultures
may lie at the different sociohistorical factors that shape the independence vs.
interdependence orientations of the people (Hofstede, 2001; Markus & Kitayama,
1991). Model of self scores tend to be higher in the individualistic North American
and Western European cultures, whereas model of other scores are lower, which
corresponds to dismissing attachment (Schmitt et al., 2004). In contrast, model of
self scores are lower with higher model of other scores in the collectivistic East
Asian cultures, making preoccupied attachment more prevalent (Schmitt et al.,
2004). Schmitt and colleagues (2004) also identified national levels of attachment
anxiety to be negatively correlated with measures of individualism (Hofstede, 2001).
These differences may be linked to cultural variations: Collectivist cultures promote
an interdependent self-construal, where dependence on others’ opinions and
approval, being part of a greater whole is widely emphasized, and people tend to
view themselves with respect to their relationships with others (Markus & Kitayama,
1991; Triandis, 1989). This cultural context conceivably leads to higher model of

others tendencies as compared to model of self tendencies, hence a preoccupied
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attachment style. Conversely, individualist cultures which foster an environment of
independence and self-sufficiency, where individuals view themselves as disjoint
agents acting independently from others and tend to develop an independent self-
construal (Markus & Kitayama, 1991), may lead to higher scores in model of self,
therefore dismissing attachment style. Arguably, attachment anxiety, typified by a
desire to be enmeshed with significant others is relatively compatible with the
intimate characteristic of collectivist cultures; whereas attachment avoidance,
characterized by a tendency to keep others at a distance and rely on oneself is more
adaptive in individualist cultures where materialistic values predominate.

Another key difference among cultures that is of importance to the scope of
social defense theory is the distinct communication patterns which predominate the
cultural atmosphere. High-context communication, a style of communication that
involves heavy reliance on the use of implicit and indirect messages, where the true
meanings are hidden within the socio-cultural context, has been identified to be more
prevalent in collectivist cultures; in contrast, low-context communication, which
involves the use of explicit and direct messages, is more prevalent in individualist
cultures (Gudykunst, Ting-Toomey, & Chua, 1988; Hall, 1976). Members of the
collectivist cultures are more likely to pay closer attention to the context (e.g.,
emotional expressions, touching, distance between bodies, eye contact, and level of
voice) during communication as compared to their counterparts in individualist
cultures. A particular culture’s level of directness during communication also affects
its members’ preference for communicative styles: In low-context cultures, where a
more direct and upfront mode of interaction is preferred, a straightforward mode of
behavior is perceived as the norm for personal interactions. On the other hand, in
high-context cultures, where an indirect mode of interaction is more prevalent, a
direct or confrontational mode of communication is perceived as highly threatening
and disturbing (Gudykunst et al., 1988). Therefore, more indirect, ambiguous, and
implicit forms of communication are preferred within the high-context cultures in an
effort to avoid direct confrontation and save face. Supporting this conjecture, Ting-
Toomey (1985) and Chua and Gudykunst (1987) reported that members of low-

context cultures use confrontational/solution-orientated strategies in conflict
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situations more as compared to the members of high-context cultures, who tend to
rely on non-confrontational and indirect communication strategies more heavily. The
communicative styles of cultures also have implications for child rearing and
maternal sensitivity. While a typical sensitive caregiver in a low context/individualist
culture responds only when the infant shows his/her needs clearly (i.e., reactive
sensitivity); sensitive caregivers from high context/collectivist culture cultures tend
to rely on situational cues (i.e., context) to understand their infants' needs, and take
proactive measures to calm their children (i.e., proactive sensitivity) instead of
waiting for their children to manifest obvious signs of discomfort (e.g., LeVine et al.,
1996; Keller et al., 2004; Rothbaum, et al., 2000; Trommsdorff, Cole, & Heikamp,
2012). Building on these fundamental differences in the communicative styles of
different cultures, it can be argued that attachment anxiety may have relatively higher
adaptive advantage in the high-context collectivist cultures. A constant
preoccupation with the message source and a hypervigilance to extract the covert
meaning in the implicit messages predominantly used in that cultural context may aid
the anxiously attached individuals in understanding the true meaning of the high-
context communication. In a similar vein, attachment avoidance may offer higher
adaptive advantage in the low-context individualist cultures, where it may aid the
individuals to be fine with being blunt in communicating their messages to other
people without being overly concerned about others’ feelings; hence making sure
that their needs are well communicated in a context where directness is needed for
effective interaction.

Overall, even though the innate tendency to become attached seems to be a
universal norm, cultural context emerges as a vital source of input for the culture-
specific attachment behaviors, especially in patterns of attachment insecurity.
Different attachment tendencies are arguably both a product of the constraints
imposed by specific cultural contexts and a tool to survive in them.

Building on the culture-fit hypothesis, the present research adds a novel
hypothesis to the social defense theory: The different mental schemas and action
tendencies associated with different types of insecure attachment may have different

adaptive advantages in different cultural contexts. In particular, since anxious
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attachment is more prevalent in collectivist cultures and avoidant attachment is more
prevalent in individualist cultures, it is argued that the anxiously attached people’s
mental schemas and action tendencies associated with the sentinel script will be more
adaptive in the collectivist/interdependent cultural context; whereas the mental
schemas and action tendencies associated with the rapid fight-or-flight script of
people with avoidant attachment will be more adaptive in the
individualist/independent cultural context.

On the one hand, the sentinel behaviors of anxiously attached people are
proposed to be more adaptive in the collectivist/interdependent cultural context
mainly because such behavior would not be incongruous to the predominating
cultural atmosphere, where people are already predisposed to looking to each other
for cues to determine appropriate behavior in ambiguous situations due to high-
context, and where it is considered normal to frequently warn people and meddle in
their affairs due to fuzzy interpersonal boundaries and smaller personal space. In
collectivist cultures characterized by high-context, people need close personal
contact to access the implicit information that is not overtly communicated within the
society and reduce the uncertainty arising from this covert form of encounter (e.g.,
Georgas et al., 2001). As direct communication, open criticism, and confrontation are
regarded as sources of conflict and hence avoided in collectivist cultures, the
members of these cultures are left devoid of the social psychological benefits of these
behaviors, such as building self-knowledge and engaging in social comparison. This
deprivation may be partially remedied by the hypervigilance of the culture’s
anxiously attached members who are chronically predisposed to be on the lookout
and search for informational cues to down-regulate their own anxiety. From a
developmental perspective, being raised by an inconsistent caregiver makes
anxiously attached people chronically unsure of their environment, so they constantly
search for situational cues that might aid them in reducing the tension that arises due
to uncertainty. In early years, this hypervigilance manifests itself in the relationship
with parents, which is characterized by constant help seeking, clinging, and extreme
protest to separation. The same pattern continues into adulthood, as individuals high

on attachment anxiety keep seeing their attachment figures as unreliable and
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insufficiently responsive, and hence hyperactivating their attachment system by
engaging in exaggerated attempts, such as intense monitoring of the relationship
partners, extreme efforts to maintain proximity, and engaging in clinging/controlling
behaviors, to down-regulate their own anxiety by trying to extract as much
information as possible from the environment regarding the attachment figure they
are uncertain about (see Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). These characteristics of
anxiously attached people overlap with the characteristic of collectivist cultures,
which are also chronically unsure due to the predominating covert communication
styles. The anxiously attached members’ chronic hypervigilance may act as a
valuable information extractor amidst the vague high-context of collectivist cultures,
and hence be highly adaptive. The present research proposes that the sentinel
behavior of anxiously attachment people may be a case in point: In
collectivist/interdependent cultural contexts where open communication is not
prevalent, anxiously attached members’ predisposition to monitor and communicate
threat cues will be more culturally adaptive.

On the other hand, the pragmatic and selfish rapid fight-or-flight behavior of
avoidant individuals, cultivated in a familial atmosphere of early rejection, are
proposed to be more harmonious in individualist/independent cultural contexts,
where such acts that emphasize individuality, competence, competitiveness, and
personal salvation are congruent with the culture’s general outlook that values
independence and clear-cut interpersonal borders. The early experiences of
avoidantly attachment individuals with their parents have taught them that they
cannot rely on their significant others for help in times of need, so they have learned
to avoid further rejection by deactivating their attachment system and maintaining a
high psychological, social, and emotional distance from their attachment figures.
This defensive exclusion of affect continues into adult romantic relationships and
manifests itself in avoidant behaviors, such as ignoring attachment needs and
avoiding intimacy, self-disclosure, and interdependence (see Mikulincer & Shaver,
2007). These distancing strategies are argued to be more functional in the low-
context of individualist cultures, which are characterized by direct communication,

overt messages, and open confrontation that leave little room for the need to depend
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on the other members of the culture for detecting and interpreting subtle cues in the
social environment. So, the sentinel behavior of anxiously attached individuals will
be more dysfunctional in such a cultural context because they are more likely to be
considered as intrusive and as violations to personal space, interpersonal boundaries,
and individuality. So within the present research, it is argued that in
individualist/independent cultural contexts, where values such as self-reliance,
running for one’s own life without waiting for others, and not tying one’s salvation to
anyone else are cherished, the egotistical rapid fight-or-flight behavior of avoidantly
attached people will be more culturally adaptive.

1.4. Overview of the Present Research: General Aims and Hypotheses

Although the adaptive advantages of insecure attachment have been studied
in the contexts of reproductive fitness and group survival, and although it has been
shown that the forms of attachment insecurity vary among cultures; the possible
adaptive value of different forms of insecure attachment in different cultural settings,
and how and why these forms are perpetuated by different cultures remain chiefly as
uncharted territory in attachment research. To the best of the author’s knowledge, no
studies to date have investigated the direct links between attachment orientations and
cultural values; and no studies have tested whether different forms of attachment
insecurity fulfill any adaptive functions under different cultural contexts. The present
dissertation aims to fill these gaps by focusing on how different forms of attachment
insecurity may be linked to different cultural mindsets and how different forms of
attachment security may be functional in diverse cultural contexts.

Arguably, functionality of a certain behavior or tendency can be extrapolated
from its prevalence and consequences. Prevalence is an indirect indicator of
functionality because if a certain behavior does not serve any adaptive functions, it
will be adopted by less and less people in course of time and hence lose prevalence.
In other words, if a certain behavior/tendency is more prevalent as compared to
others, it is most likely because it serves some purpose. Another indicator of
functionality is how favorable people judge a certain behavior in terms of outcomes.
Because a functional behavior protects the individual from adverse outcomes and

increases the likelihood of encountering favorable outcomes, members of a culture
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code indirect links between the said behavior and outcomes, as they observe these
repeated patterns. This coding manifests itself in the subsequent judgments of people
regarding this behavior. Hence, if a certain behavior is judged as favorable by the
members of a culture in terms of outcomes, it is highly likely that this behavior has
served some adaptive function in the past.

Building on this line of thinking, in order to investigate the possible adaptive
functions of attachment insecurity vis-a-vis culture, the present research will first
examine whether there indeed exist any significant relationships between attachment
orientations and cultural constructs. It is hypothesized that different forms of
attachment insecurity will be related to different cultural values and constructs, based
on the first indicator of functionality, i.e., prevalence. Building on previous findings,
it is expected that the prevalent form of insecure attachment will be significantly
related to the prevalent cultural norms. Specifically, it is hypothesized that
attachment avoidance will emerge as significantly related to indicators of an
individualist/independent mindset and anxiety will emerge as linked to a
collectivist/interdependent mindset.

Next, to see if the aforementioned relationships actually serve any adaptive
functions for the members of a specific culture, different types of insecure
attachment will be investigated for any specific functions in different cultural
contexts, based on the second indicator of functionality, i.e., evaluations in terms of
outcomes. It is hypothesized that the mental schemas and action tendencies
associated with insecure attachment will be judged as more favorable by the
members of a culture, i.e., be more culturally adaptive, as long as they are in line
with the prevalent attachment orientation-cultural values relationship within that
particular cultural context. More specifically, it is expected that sentinel behaviors
associated with anxious attachment will be evaluated as more functional in a
collectivist/interdependent cultural context, and rapid fight-or-flight behaviors
associated with avoidant attachment will be evaluated as more functional in an
individualistic/independent cultural context.

The specific aims and hypotheses of the studies conducted to test these

general predictions will be described in full detail in the following chapters.
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CHAPTER 2

STUDY 1: An Investigation of the Relationships between Attachment

Orientations and Cultural Constructs

2.1. Aims and Hypotheses of the Study

As discussed previously, although it has been previously established that
different forms of insecure attachment exhibit different levels of prevalence in
different cultures (see Schmitt, 2010; van [jzendoorn & Sagi, 2008), no studies to
date have investigated the direct links between attachment orientations and cultural
values, tendencies, and mindsets, as can be defined as cultural indicators. The aim of
the Study 1 is to fill this gap and conduct an investigation of the possible
relationships between attachment dimensions and several cultural indicators. In order
to depict the links between attachment tendencies and cultural constructs both
independently of and in relation to cultural setting, the study employed a cross-
cultural methodology to investigate the possible effects across two different cultures
- namely the Turkish culture, which could be mainly characterized as collectivist,
and the American culture, which is typically individualist (Hofstede, 2001).

The overall expectation from this preliminary study is to find significant
relationships between attachment orientations and cultural indicators. It is
hypothesized that different forms of attachment insecurity will be related to different
cultural values independently of cultural setting. Specifically, it is expected that
attachment avoidance will emerge as significantly related to indicators of an
individualist/independent mindset and attachment anxiety will emerge as linked to a
collectivist/relational mindset in both samples (Hypothesis 1). Yet, it is also expected
that the effect of cultural setting will be evident in the strength of the said
relationships. Specifically, it is hypothesized that the link between attachment
anxiety and a collectivist/relational mindset will be stronger in the collectivist

Turkish sample, whereas the relationship between attachment avoidance and an
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individualist/independent mindset will be stronger in the individualist American
sample (Hypothesis 2).

2.2. Method

2.2.1. Participants

The Turkish sample of the first study consisted of 368 adults, who were
recruited among the users of Facebook. The participation was on a solely voluntary
basis. The age range of this community sample varied from 18 to 72 years with a
mean of 37.47 (SD = 12.38) (see Table 2.2.1). Two hundred and twenty eight (62%)
participants were female and 140 (38%) participants were male. Only three (0.80%)
participants were secondary school graduates, 51 (13.90%) and 185 (50.30%)
participants were high school and university graduates, respectively, and 129
(35.10%) participants reported they held a masters or PhD diploma. Twenty nine
(7.90%) participants reported a low level of income, 264 (71.70%) and 75 (20.40%)
participants said they had middle and high levels of income, respectively.

For the American sample, initially 392 participants were recruited through the
Amazon’s Mechanical Turk marketplace (MTurk). Participation to the study was
limited to workers in the United States. Four attention check questions (e.g., “It is
important in surveys to make sure that people are actually reading the questions,
please mark the I agree button for this item”) were embedded within the normal
items of the scales throughout the survey and participants who failed in two or more
of these attention checks were excluded from the sample. Forty two participants
(10.71%) were excluded based on this criterion, leaving a total of 350 participants in
the final sample. The participants were paid $0.50 for their participation.

The age range of this community sample varied from 19 to 74 years with a
mean of 38.86 (SD = 12.60). Two hundred and three (58%) participants were female
and 147 (42%) participants were male. Only three (0.90%) and seven (2.00%)
participants were primary and secondary school graduates, 138 (39.40%) and 151
(43.10%) participants were high school and university graduates, respectively, and
51 (14.60%) participants reported they held a masters or PhD diploma. One hundred
and thirty six (38.90%) participants reported a low level of income, while 206

27



(58.90%) and eight (2.30%) participants said they had middle and high levels of

income, respectively.

Table 2.2.1. Demographic Characteristics of the Turkish and American Samples

Mean SD Range
TR UsS TR Us TR US
Age 37.47 38.86 12.38 12.60 18-72 19-74
Frequency Percentage
TR UsS TR Us
Sex
Female 228 203 62% 58%
Male 140 147 38% 42%
Education
Primary School 0 3 0.00%  0.90%
Secondary School 3 7 0.80%  2.00%
High School 51 138 13.90% 39.40%
University 185 151 50.30% 43.10%
Masters or PhD 129 51 35.10% 14.60%
Income
Low 29 136 7.90%  38.90%
Medium 264 206 71.70%  58.90%
High 75 8 20.40%  2.30%
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2.2.2. Materials and Procedure

The ethics committee approval was secured from the METU UEAM (Human
Participants Ethics Committee) before starting the data collection process (see
Appendix A). The study was conducted online, the participants were provided with a
hyperlink which directed them to the online study hosted by the Qualtrics data
collection service. The participants were asked to fill out questionnaires along with a
demographic information form after they approved the informed consent form (see
Appendix B).

2.2.2.1. Experiences in Close Relationships Questionnaire (ECR)

In order to measure the participants’ adult attachment orientations, the
experiences in close relationships questionnaire scale (ECR; Brennan, Clark, &
Shaver, 1998) was used. The ECR comprises of two 18-item scales, one measuring
attachment avoidance (e.g., “I prefer not to show others how I feel deep down”) and
the other measuring attachment anxiety (e.g., “I worry about being rejected or
abandoned”). The attachment avoidance subscale reflects an individual’s discomfort
with closeness and the attachment anxiety subscale reflects an individual’s concern
about abandonment. The participants were asked to rate the items on a 7-point Likert
scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). The ECR has been adapted to
Turkish, examined in terms of its factor structure in Turkish samples, shown to have
good construct validity (Siimer, 2006). In the current samples, both subscales were
found to be internally consistent, the Cronbach‘s alpha was calculated as .90 for the
avoidance subscale and .87 for the anxiety subscale in the Turkish sample; and .94
for the avoidance subscale and .95 for the anxiety subscale in the American sample.
According to principal component analysis, the two factor solution of the scale was
valid and the factors explained 36.32% and 53.13% of the total variance in the
Turkish and American samples, respectively.

2.2.2.2. Independence versus Interdependence Values

In order to measure the participants’ endorsement of independence and
interdependence values, the short version of the Schwartz Values Survey (Schwartz
& Boehnke, 2004), which comprises of 18-items selected by Kam, Zhou, Zhang, and

Ho (2012) was used. The participants were asked to rate how important these values
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are for them on a 7-point Likert scale. (1 = not important, 7 = very important). The
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sample items included “freedom”, “self-respect”, and “choosing own goals” for the
independence values subscale; and “sense of belonging”, “family security”, and
“loyalty” for the interdependence values subscale. The scale has been adapted to
Turkish by Alper (2016). In the current samples, both subscales were found to be
internally consistent, the Cronbach‘s alpha was calculated as .70 for the
independence values subscale and .78 for the interdependence values subscale in the
Turkish sample; and .76 for the independence values subscale and .84 for the
independence values subscale in the American sample. According to principal
component analysis, the two factor solution of the scale was valid and the factors
explained 36.48% and 51.89% of the total variance in the Turkish and American
samples, respectively.

2.2.2.3. Harmony Control Scale

The harmony control scale (Morling & Fiske, 1999) was used to measure the
participants’ tendency to accept the agency in spiritual and social forces and assume
an interdependent self-concept. Harmony control can be conceived as a measure of
interdependent/relational mindset. The scale comprises of 21 items, sample items
include “I accept the present because I know it’s the will of some higher power”, “I
feel secure knowing my friends will take care of me, should I need it”, “Most of my
own needs are met when I meet other people’s needs”. The participants were asked
to rate the items on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree).
The harmony control scale has been adapted to Turkish by Alper (2016). In the
current samples, the scale was found to be internally consistent and the Cronbach‘s
alpha was calculated as .79 in the Turkish sample, and .83 in the American sample.
According to principal component analysis, 51.42% and 59.26% of the total variance
was explained in the Turkish and American samples, respectively.

2.2.2.4. Desirability of Control Scale

The desirability of control scale (Burger & Cooper, 1979) was used to
measure the level of need participants have to exert individual control over the events
in their lives. Desirability of control can be conceived as a measure of

independent/individualist mindset. The scale comprises of 20 items, sample items
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include “I prefer a job where I have a lot of control over what I do and when I do it”,
“I enjoy having control over my own destiny”, “When I see a problem, I prefer to do
something about it rather than sit by and let it continue”. The participants were
asked to rate the items on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly
agree). The desirability control scale has been adapted to Turkish by Egrigézli
(2002). In the current samples, the scale was found to be internally consistent and the
Cronbach‘s alpha was calculated as .80 in the Turkish sample, and .83 in the
American sample. According to principal component analysis, 25.08% and 30.20%
of the total variance was explained in the Turkish and American samples,
respectively.

2.2.2.5. Individualism-Collectivism Scale (INDCOL)

The individualism-collectivism scale (Singelis, Triandis, Bhawuk, & Gelfand,
1995) measures the participants’ individualist versus collectivist orientations by
adding the concept of power distance/hierarchy. The scale consists of 40 items and
has four subscales, namely horizontal individualism, vertical individualism,
horizontal collectivism, and vertical collectivism. Horizontal individualism taps into
individuals’ and cultures’ need for independence and uniqueness, but status
differences are not emphasized (e.g., “One should live one’s life independently of
others™). Vertical individualism measures the extent to which individuals or cultures
value competition, winning, and status (e.g., “It annoys me when other people
perform better than I do”). Horizontal collectivism measures the emphasis placed on
group goals and equality (e.g., “The well-being of my co-workers is important to
me”’). Finally, vertical collectivism measures the extent to which hierarchical
differences are valued in addition to group goals (e.g., “I would sacrifice an activity
that I enjoy very much if my family did not approve of it”). The participants were
asked to rate the items on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly
agree). The INDCOL has been adapted to Turkish, examined in terms of its factor
structure in Turkish samples, and shown to have good construct validity (Wasti &
Erdil, 2007). In the current samples, all four subscales were found to be internally
consistent, the Cronbach‘s alpha was calculated as .76 for the horizontal

individualism subscale, .77 for the vertical individualism subscale, .71 for horizontal
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collectivism subscale, and .76 for vertical collectivism subscale in the Turkish
sample; and .83 for the horizontal individualism subscale, .83 for the vertical
individualism subscale, .79 for horizontal collectivism subscale, and .85 for vertical
collectivism subscale in the American sample. According to principal component
analysis, the four factor solution of the scale was valid and the factors explained
37.46% and 44.23% of the total variance in the Turkish and American samples,
respectively.

2.2.2.6. Circumplex Scales of Interpersonal Values (CSIV)

The circumplex scales of interpersonal values inventory (Locke, 2000) was
used to assess the participants’ agentic and communal values. The original CSIV has
eight 8-item subscales, for the purposes of this study only 3 subscales, namely
agentic, communal, and agentic and communal were adapted to Turkish by following
translation and backtranslation procedures, and then administered to the sample. The
factor analyses revealed that a two factor solution best fits the data, so two subscales,
namely agentic and communal were used as variables. The participants were asked to
rate the extent to which the items were important to them in interpersonal situations
on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = not important, 5 = extremely important). Sample items
include “I appear confident”, “They acknowledge when I am right”, and “They show
me respect” for the agentic subscale; and “I feel connected to them”, “They stay with
me when things aren't going well”, and “They show concern for how I am feeling”
for the communal subscale. Agentic values can be conceived as a measure of
independent/individualist mindset, while communal values can be conceived as a
measure of interdependent/relational mindset. In the current samples, both subscales
were found to be internally consistent, the Cronbach‘s alpha was calculated as .72 for
the agentic subscale and .86 for the communal subscale in the Turkish sample; and as
.84 for the agentic subscale and .89 for the communal subscale in the American
sample. The total variance explained was 36.55% and 44.30% in the Turkish and

American samples, respectively.
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2.3. Results

In order to test the first hypothesis, which states that different forms of
attachment insecurity will emerge as related to different cultural values
independently of cultural setting, and specifically predicts that attachment avoidance
will be significantly related to indicators of an individualist/independent mindset and
attachment anxiety will be linked to a collectivist/relational mindset in both samples,
first a series of bivariate and canonical correlation, and hierarchical regression
analyses were conducted separately for the two samples. In the following sections,
first a brief outlook of the Turkish and American samples will be given, and then the
results of these analyses will be separately presented for both samples.

2.3.1. An Outlook of the Turkish and American Samples

The two samples were first investigated for within culture differences in
terms of attachment avoidance and anxiety. It was found that, as expected, the
Turkish participants reported significantly higher levels of attachment anxiety (M =
3.75) than attachment avoidance (M= 2.78) (¢ (367) = 18.88, p <.001). No
significant differences between attachment avoidance (M = 3.46) and anxiety (M =
3.52) were found in the American sample (¢ (349) =-1.01, p = .315).

Next the two samples were investigated for between culture differences in
terms of the major study variables. As depicted in Table 2.3.1, on the one hand, as
expected, the American sample reported significantly higher attachment avoidance
(M= 3.46) as compared to the Turkish sample (M = 2.78) (F (1, 716) =70.46, p <
.001); on the other hand, the Turkish sample reported significantly higher attachment
anxiety (M = 3.75) as compared to the American sample (M = 3.52) (F (1, 716) =
6.57, p = .011). The Turkish participants also scored significantly higher on
independence values (M = 5.88), desirability of control (M = 70.42), horizontal
collectivism (M = 5.36), agentic (M = 3.61) and communal values (M = 4.08) as
compared to the American participants (M = 5.53; M= 60.90; M=4.72; M=3.48; M
=3.76) (F (1,716) =44.83, p <.001; F (1, 716) = 238.58, p < .001; F (1, 716) =
111.66, p <.001; F (1, 716)=7.93, p =.005; F (1, 716) = 57.02, p < .001,

respectively).
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Table 2.3.1. Cultural Differences on the Major Study Variables

Turkish Sample American Sample
(n=368) (n=350)

Variables M SD M SD F
Avoidance 2.78 98 3.46 1.17 70.46%**
Anxiety 3.75 1.00 3.52 1.30 6.57*
Indep Values 5.88 .65 5.53 .76 44 83***
Interdep Values 5.76 78 5.67 .93 1.74
Harmony Cont 3.90 75 3.89 .83 .06
Des Cont 70.42 8.10 60.90 8.42 238.58%**
Hor Ind 5.57 .70 5.52 77 .64
Vert Ind 3.82 1.07 3.84 1.10 .06
Hor Coll 5.36 71 4.72 .89 111.66%**
Vert Coll 4.45 .86 4.53 .95 1.49
Agentic 3.61 .53 3.48 .69 7.93%*
Communal 4.08 48 3.76 .65 57.02%**

*p <.05, ¥¥p <.01, ¥**p <.001

Variables: attachment avoidance, attachment anxiety, independence values, interdependence
values, harmony control, desirability of control, horizontal individualism, vertical individualism,
horizontal collectivism, vertical collectivism, agentic values, communal values
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2.3.2. Results from the Turkish Sample

2.3.2.1. Bivariate Correlation Analyses for the Turkish Sample

Bivariate correlational analyses yielded significant negative relationships
between attachment avoidance and independence (» =-.17, p = .001) and
interdependence values (» =-.15, p = .004), harmony control ( =-.12, p = .026) and
desirability of control (» =-.19, p <.001), horizontal individualism (r =-.13, p =
.010) and collectivism (r = -.24, p <.001), and communal values (» =-.14, p = .010)
(see Table 2.3.2.1). Attachment related anxiety was positively related to
interdependence values (» = .15, p = .003), harmony control (» = .23, p <.001),
vertical individualism (r = .11, p =.040), horizontal (» = .11, p =.029) and vertical
collectivism (» = .29, p <.001), and agentic (» = .24, p <.001) and communal values
(r = .24, p <.001); and negatively related to desirability of control (r = -.26, p <
.001).

Independence and interdependence values were significantly positively
related to each other (» = .30, p <.001). Independence values also emerged as
significantly positively related to desirability of control (» = .35, p <.001), horizontal
(r=.34, p <.001) and vertical individualism (r = .27, p <.001), horizontal
collectivism (r = .22, p <.001), and agentic (» = .32, p <.001) and communal values
(r=.18, p <.001). Interdependence values was significantly positively related to
harmony control (» = .39, p <.001), vertical individualism (» = .13, p = .015),
horizontal (» = .45, p <.001) and vertical collectivism (r = .48, p <.001), and agentic
(r=.21, p<.001) and communal values (» =.29, p <.001).

Harmony control was negatively related to desirability of control (r =-.24, p
<.001), and positively related to vertical individualism (» = .11, p = .044), horizontal
(r=.44, p <.001) and vertical collectivism (r = .49, p <.001), and agentic (»=.15, p
=.003) and communal values (» = .30, p <.001). Desirability of control was
negatively related to vertical collectivism (» = -.15, p = .004), and positively related
to horizontal (r = .52, p <.001) and vertical individualism (» =.17, p =.001), and
agentic values (r = .23, p <.001).

Agentic and communal values were significantly positively related to each

other (r = .60, p <.001). Agentic values also emerged as positively related to
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horizontal (r = .29, p <.001) and vertical individualism (» = .42, p <.001), and
horizontal (» =.21, p <.001) and vertical collectivism (» = .23, p <.001). Communal
values were also positively correlated to horizontal (» = .16, p = .002) and vertical
individualism (» = .18, p <.001), and horizontal (» = .38, p <.001) and vertical
collectivism (r = .24, p <.001).

Horizontal individualism was positively correlated to vertical individualism (»
=.20, p <.001) and horizontal collectivism (» = .13, p = .015). Vertical individualism
was positively correlated to vertical collectivism (» = .23, p <.001). Horizontal

collectivism was positively correlated to vertical collectivism (» = .48, p <.001).

Table 2.3.2.1. Bivariate Correlations between the Major Study Variables in the
Turkish Sample

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
Avoidance
Anxiety .09
Indep Values - 17** -.04

Interdep Values -.15%*  15%*%  30%*
Harmony Cont  -.12% 23%% .06 39%*

Des Cont S 19FF L 26%* 5%k 00 -24%*

Hor Ind - 13%* -09  34%*  -05 -10  .52%*

Vert Ind .09 1% 27%% 13%* A1* Q7 20%*

Hor Coll -24%%* 1% 22%F 45%% 44%* .09 3% .04

Vert Coll .04 20%* .00 AREE 49%x  _15%* .06 .23%* 48%*

Agentic -.01 24%% 0 3xx 0 QIFE - (ISFK 0 3FF - Q0%k 4Dk D wx - D3k
Communal S 14%F 4% % 1 8FEF 9%k 3(Q** .06 d6¥* 18¥*  38F¥F  24%*  60**

*p <.05, ¥*p <.01, ***p <.001

Variables: attachment avoidance, attachment anxiety, independence values, interdependence values, harmony
control, desirability of control, horizontal individualism, vertical individualism, horizontal collectivism,
vertical collectivism, agentic values, communal values
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2.3.2.2. Canonical Correlation Analyses for the Turkish Sample

After the simple bivariate correlations, the relationships between the study
variables were specifically investigated via a series of canonical correlation analyses
in order to systematically examine non-overlapping multivariate variance between
the two variable sets, namely cultural constructs and attachment orientations
dimensions. Canonical correlation analyses were ran between the set of cultural
constructs variables (Set 1), including independence and interdependence values,
harmony control, desirability of control, horizontal and vertical individualism,
horizontal and vertical collectivism, and agentic and communal values; and the set of
attachment orientations variables (Set 2), represented by attachment avoidance and
attachment anxiety. The results of the canonical correlation analyses are presented in
Table 2.3.2.2.

The analysis revealed two significant canonical correlations of .46 and .36
between Set 1 and Set 2 along two dimensions (Wilks’ 4 = .69, ¥*(20) = 134.28, p <
.001, and Wilks’ . = .87, y*(9) = 48.45, p < .001, respectively). The canonical
loadings were interpreted conservatively by using a cutoff criterion of .40. As shown
in Table 2.3.2.2, the first significant canonical function was described by desirability
of control (-.66), vertical collectivism (.58), and agentic values (.43) in the cultural
constructs set; and it was described by both attachment avoidance (.52) and
attachment anxiety (.90) in the attachment orientations set. These results suggested
that higher levels of vertical collectivism and agentic values, and lower levels of
desirability of control are related to higher levels of both attachment avoidance and
anxiety. The second canonical function was described by interdependence values (-
.61), harmony control (-.63), horizontal collectivism (-.77), and communal values (-
.69) in the cultural constructs set; and by attachment avoidance (.86) and anxiety (-
.43) in the attachment orientations set, indicating that higher levels of
interdependence values, harmony control, horizontal collectivism, and communal
values are associated with lower levels of attachment avoidance but higher levels of
attachment anxiety.

Canonical redundancy analysis yielded that the first and the second cultural

constructs functions explained 11.40% and 5.80% of the non-overlapping (unique)
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variance in the attachment orientations dimensions. Thus, the two cultural constructs
functions together accounted for 17.20% of the unique variance in the attachment
orientations dimensions. In contrast, the first attachment function accounted for the
3.00% and the second function accounted for the 2.90% of the unique variance in the
cultural constructs dimension. Thus, the two attachment functions together accounted
for 5.90% of the unique variance in the cultural constructs dimensions. These results
showed that the cultural constructs are stronger predictors of the attachment

dimensions rather than vice versa.
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Table 2.3.2.2. Canonical Correlation Analyses for Cultural Constructs and
Attachment Orientations in the Turkish Sample

Canonical Variate Pairs

Variable 1 2

Cultural Constructs (Set 1)

Independence Values -23 =37
Interdependence Values 15 -.61
Harmony Control 31 -.63
Desirability of Control -.66 -12
Horizontal Individualism -.30 -.20
Vertical Individualism .29 .07
Horizontal Collectivism -.01 =77
Vertical Collectivism 58 -33
Agentic Values 43 -.38
Communal Values -32 -.69

Percent of Variance .14 23

Redundancy .03 .03

Attachment Orientations (Set 2)

Attachment Avoidance .52 .86
Attachment Anxiety .90 -43
Percent of Variance .54 46
Redundancy 11 .06
Canonical correlations A6FF* 36¥**
Squared canonical correlations 21 13

Note. Canonical loadings > .40 are in boldface.
*p <.05, **p < .01, ***p <.001
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2.3.2.3. Hierarchical Regression Analyses for the Turkish Sample

In the hierarchical regression analyses, following the procedures described by
Aiken and West (1991), first the independent variables were mean-centered and two-
way interaction terms were computed via multiplying centered variables with each
other. Sex and age were entered to the hierarchical regression analyses in the first
step to control for their effects, attachment anxiety and avoidance were entered in the
second step, and finally the two-way interaction term of attachment anxiety and
avoidance was entered in the third step. The standardized regression coefficients (5),
explained variance of each step (R? Change), and total explained variances (Adjusted
R?) are presented in Table 2.3.2.3.

Attachment avoidance emerged as a significant predictor of independence
values in the final step (f =-.16, p = .002). Both attachment avoidance and anxiety
were found to be significant predictors of interdependence values (5 =-.17, p = .001;
p=.18, p <.001), with a negative and positive effect, respectively. Harmony control
was predicted by both attachment avoidance (f = -.15, p = .004) and anxiety (f = .23,
p <.001). Desirability of control was negatively predicted by both attachment
avoidance (f =-.18, p =.001) and anxiety (f = -.24, p <.001). Attachment avoidance
also emerged as a significant predictor of horizontal individualism (f =-.12, p =
.022). Both vertical and horizontal collectivism were found to be positively related to
attachment anxiety (f = .30, p <.001; § = .14, p = .008). The strongest relationship
was identified between attachment avoidance and horizontal collectivism (S = -.25, p
<.001). On the one hand, agentic values emerged as positively related to attachment
anxiety (f = .22, p <.001); on the other hand, communal values were significantly
predicted by both avoidance (f = -.16, p = .001) and anxiety (5 = .22, p <.001). As
depicted in Table 2.3.2.3, the interaction of attachment avoidance and anxiety did not

emerge as a significant predictor of any of the dependent variables.
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2.3.2.4. Non-Linear Quadratic Regression Analyses for the Turkish
Sample

In addition to the linear regression analyses conducted to investigate the
potential relationships between attachment dimensions and the outcome variables, a
set of non-linear quadratic regression analyses were also employed in order to
explore if any non-linear relationships between the aforementioned variables exist.
The rationale behind these analyses was the fact that although neither extreme
dependence nor interdependence is functional, regardless of culture; moderate levels
of attachment anxiety and avoidance would be more representative and functional in
collectivistic and individualistic contexts, respectively. In these additional non-linear
quadratic regression analyses, the centered attachment anxiety and avoidance scores
were squared and entered into the hierarchical regression analysis at the last step,
after controlling for the effects of age and sex in the first step, and attachment
anxiety and avoidance in the second step. The standardized regression coefficients
(6, explained variance of each step (R? Change), and total explained variances
(Adjusted R?) are presented in Table 2.3.2.4.

The results revealed that in addition to the linear relationships between
attachment avoidance and anxiety and interdependence values (5 = -.19, p = .001; S
= .23, p <.001), a significant non-linear relationship between attachment anxiety and
interdependence values also existed (8 = -.17, p = .001). In order to understand the
nature of this quadratic relationship, a curve was plotted between the variables. As
depicted in Figure 2.3.2.4.1, moderate levels of attachment anxiety emerged as
related to higher levels of interdependence values; while low and high levels were
related to lower levels of this outcome variable.

Harmony control was also predicted by both attachment avoidance (f = -.15,
p = .004) and anxiety (# = .26, p <.001) in linear relationships in the expected
directions, in addition to a significant quadratic relationship with attachment anxiety
(6 =-.12, p =.029). In a similar manner to interdependence values, moderate levels
of attachment anxiety emerged as related to higher levels of harmony control (see
Figure 2.3.2.4.2).
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In addition to the negative linear relationships between attachment avoidance
and anxiety and horizontal individualism (5 =-.12, p =.022; g =-.13, p =.020), a
significant non-linear relationship between attachment anxiety and horizontal
individualism was also identified (5 = .13, p = .015). The curve plot between the two
variables showed that only low and high levels of attachment anxiety were related to
higher levels of horizontal individualism; while moderate levels of attachment
anxiety were related to lower levels of this outcome variable (see Figure 2.3.2.4.3).

Vertical collectivism was also predicted by attachment anxiety in both a
linear (f = .34, p <.001) and a non-linear relationship (8 = -.16, p = .003). The plot
of the quadratic relationship revealed that, as in the other measures of
interdependence, moderate levels of attachment anxiety were related to higher levels
of vertical collectivism; while low and high levels of attachment anxiety were related

to lower levels of this outcome variable (see Figure 2.3.2.4.4).
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Table 2.3.2.4.

Non-Linear Quadratic Regression Analyses for the Turkish Sample

Independence Interdepend Harmony  Desirability — Horizontal Vertical ~ Horizontal ~ Vertical ~ Agentic Communal

Values ence Values Control of Control Ind Ind Coll Coll Values Values
Variables B B B B B B B B B B
Sex -.04 -.14%* -.09 -.01 -.09 2% -13* .04 -.09 - 23x**
Age -12* 9% -.04 .04 -.10 -.10 .06 A2* -.13* - 25%**
F 2.97* 9.35*** 2.19 .24 3.90* 3.93* 3.23* 3.33* 5.13** 26.41***
R?Change .02 .05 .01 .00 .02 .02 .02 .02 .03 A3
Adjusted R? .01 .04 .01 .00 .02 .02 .01 .01 .02 A2
Sex -.05 -.14** -.09 -.03 -.10 A13* -.13* .06 -.08 - 22%x*
Age -11* 21F** -.02 .03 -.10 -.10 .07 14%* -11* - 23***
Avoidance -.16** -.18%** -.14%* -17** -.13* .09 - 25%** .01 -.04 -.16**
Anxiety -.04 A7 23FF* - 247 -.10 10 A13%* 30%*F* 22%F* Q2%
F 4.29** 10.66*** 7.65*** 9.47*** 4.56** 3.72** 9.31%** 11.00***  7.55%** 21.78***
R2Change .03 .06 .07 .09 .03 .02 .08 .09 .05 .07
Adjusted R? .04 .10 .07 .09 .04 .03 .08 .10 .07 .19
Sex -.06 -.15%* -.10 -.03 -.09 A2* -.14* .04 -.08 - 22%F*
Age -12* 9% -.04 .03 -.08 -.10 .06 A2* -12* - 23%**
Avoidance -.16%* -.19%** -.15%* -17** -.12* .09 - 26%*F* .00 -.03 -16**
Anxiety -.04 23*F* 26%** - 24%** -.13* .07 A5 34F** 21%x* VA ekl
Avoidance Squared -.08 -.01 -.04 .03 .06 -.09 -.07 -.09 -.10 -.04
Anxiety Squared -.04 -17%* -12* .01 A13* .05 -.09 -.16** .00 .02
F 3.30** 9.13*** 6.09*** 6.37*** 4.36*** 3.12** 7.15%** 9.65*** 5.66*** 14.62*%**
R? Change .01 .03 .01 .00 .02 .01 .01 .03 .01 .00
Adjusted R2 .04 12 .08 .08 .05 .03 .09 A2 .07 .18
*p <.05, **p < .01, ***p <.001



Interdependence Values

O Observed
— Quadratic

7,00

&,00

5,00

4,00

3,00

2,00 T T T T T T T
-3,00 -2,00 -1,00 00 1,00 2,00 3,00 4,00

Attachment Anxiety

Figure 2.3.2.4.1. The Quadratic Relationship between Attachment Anxiety and
Interdependence Values

Harmony Control

O Observed
5,004 o o —— Quadratic
o o
o 2 (o ]
Og Cg 5 &3 o © 0O
Qo
5,00 o o (o} 2 8 oo °

oo
2,00 []
[¢]
o]
1,00 T T T T T T T
3,00 2,00 1,00 oo 1,00 2,00 3,00 400

Attachment Anxiety

Figure 2.3.2.4.2. The Quadratic Relationship between Attachment Anxiety and
Harmony Control

45



Horizontal Individualism

O Observed
7,005 — Quuadratic
00
5,004
4,00
(o]
& o
[s]
3,00 T T T T T T T
-3,00 =200 41,00 00 1,00 2,00 3,00 400
Attachment Anxiety
Figure 2.3.2.4.3. The Quadratic Relationship between Attachment Anxiety and
Horizontal Individualism
Vertical Collectivism
0 Observed
7,005 — Quadratic

&,00

5,00

400

3,00

2,00

1,00 T T T T T T T
3,00 2,00 41,00 0o 1,00 2,00 3,00 4,00

Attachment Anxiety

Figure 2.3.2.4.4. The Quadratic Relationship between Attachment Anxiety and
Vertical Collectivism

46



2.3.3. Results from the American Sample

2.3.3.1. Bivariate Correlation Analyses for the American Sample

Bivariate correlational analyses yielded significant positive relationships
between attachment avoidance and attachment anxiety (r = .34, p <.001), and
vertical individualism (r = .12, p =.023); and strong significant negative
relationships between attachment avoidance and interdependence values (r =-.26 p <
.001), harmony control (r =-.37, p <.001), horizontal (r =-.43, p <.001), and
vertical (r =-.19, p <.001) collectivism, and communal values (r = -.28, p <.001)
(see Table 2.3.3.1). Attachment related anxiety was also found to be strongly
positively related to vertical individualism (r = .28, p <.001) and collectivism (r =
11, p =.032), and agentic (r = .21, p <.001) and communal values (r = .22, p <
.001); and negatively related to desirability of control (r =-.13, p =.017) and
horizontal individualism (r = -.13, p = .018).

Independence and interdependence values were significantly positively
related to each other (r = .30, p <.001). Independence values also emerged as
significantly positively related to desirability of control (r = .41, p <.001), horizontal
(r=.39, p<.001) and vertical individualism (r = .25, p <.001), and agentic (r = .48,
p <.001) and communal values (r = .31, p <.001). Interdependence values was
significantly positively related to harmony control (r = .49, p <.001), horizontal (r =
.60, p <.001) and vertical collectivism (r = .59, p <.001), and agentic (r =.14,p =
.011) and communal values (r = .36, p <.001); and it was negatively correlated with
vertical individualism (r =-.12, p =.023).

Harmony control was negatively related to desirability of control (r =-.21, p
<.001) and horizontal individualism (r = -.18, p = .001); and positively related to
horizontal (r = .50, p <.001) and vertical collectivism (r = .48, p <.001), and agentic
(r =.14, p =.007) and communal values (r = .33, p <.001). Desirability of control
was negatively related to vertical collectivism (r = -.14, p = .009); and positively
related to horizontal (r = .63, p <.001) and vertical individualism (r = .34, p <.001),
and agentic (r = .43, p <.001) and communal values (r = .17, p = .001).
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Agentic and communal values were significantly positively related to each
other (r =.67, p <.001). Agentic values also emerged as positively related to
horizontal (r = .38, p <.001) and vertical individualism (r = .44, p <.001).
Communal values were positively correlated to horizontal (r = .13, p = .015) and
vertical individualism (r = .16, p = .003), and horizontal (r = .41, p <.001) and
vertical collectivism (r = .31, p <.001).

Horizontal individualism was positively correlated to vertical individualism (r
= .23, p <.001), and negatively correlated to vertical collectivism (r = -.16, p =.003).
Horizontal collectivism was strongly correlated to vertical collectivism (r =.70, p <
.001).

Table 2.3.3.1. Bivariate Correlations between the Major Study Variables in the
American Sample

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
Avoidance
Anxiety 34F**
Indep Values .01 .05
Interdep Values -.26*** .02  .30***
Harmony Cont  -.37*** .02 06 .49%**
Des Cont -.05 -13*  41%* - 03 -21%F*
Hor Ind .03 -13*  39%** - 03  -18** G3***
Vert Ind 2% 28**k phFRx L 12% -.03  34FF*k 23Fx*
Hor Coll - 43%F* .01 .09  .60*** 50***  -06 -.05 -.09
Vert Coll -19%xx 11* 02 59FFx ABFRx _14** - 16%* .04 70***
Agentic -.10 21FF* AR 14* A4FF A3FRR 38FF* 44%Fx 07 .06
Communal - 28%F* %%k ZIxHA ZeFrA 3FRA 17FF 13*F 16*F ALRY 31RRR g7

*p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001

Variables: attachment avoidance, attachment anxiety, independence values, interdependence values, harmony control,
desirability of control, horizontal individualism, vertical individualism, horizontal collectivism, vertical collectivism,
agentic values, communal values
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2.3.3.2. Canonical Correlation Analyses for the American Sample

The canonical correlation analysis revealed two significant canonical
correlations of .58 and .45 between Set 1, including cultural constructs variables, and
Set 2, including attachment orientations variables, along two dimensions (Wilks’ A =
53, y2(24) = 215.11, p < .001, and Wilks’ 4 = .80, y3(11) = 77.92, p < .001,
respectively). The canonical loadings were interpreted conservatively by using a
cutoff criterion of .40. As shown in Table 2.3.3.2, the first significant canonical
function was described by interdependence values (.50), harmony control (.68),
horizontal (.78) and vertical collectivism (.46), and communal values (.71) in the
cultural constructs set, and it was described by only attachment avoidance (-.85) in
the attachment orientations set. These results suggested that lower levels of
interdependence values, harmony control, horizontal and vertical collectivism, and
communal values are related to higher levels of attachment avoidance. The second
canonical function was described only by vertical individualism (-.63) in the cultural
constructs set, and by both attachment avoidance (-.53) and attachment anxiety (-.98)
in the attachment orientations set, indicating that higher levels of vertical
individualism are associated with higher levels of both attachment avoidance and
attachment anxiety.

Canonical redundancy analysis yielded that the first and the second cultural
constructs functions explained 12.60% and 12.60% of the non-overlapping (unique)
variance in the attachment orientations dimensions. Thus, the two cultural constructs
functions together accounted for 25.20% of the unique variance in the attachment
orientations dimensions. In contrast, the first attachment function accounted for the
6.10% and the second function accounted for the 1.50% of the unique variance in the
cultural constructs dimension. Thus, the two attachment functions together accounted
for 7.60% of the unique variance in the cultural constructs dimensions. These results
showed that the cultural constructs are stronger predictors of the attachment

dimensions rather than vice versa.
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Table 2.3.3.2. Canonical Correlation Analyses for Cultural Constructs and
Attachment Orientations in the American Sample

Canonical Variate Pairs

Variable 1 2

Cultural Constructs (Set 1)

Independence Values .03 =11
Interdependence Values .50 .09
Harmony Control .68 14
Desirability of Control -.04 .28
Horizontal Individualism -.18 .24
Vertical Individualism .06 -.63
Horizontal Collectivism .78 .20
Vertical Collectivism 46 -13
Agentic Values .38 -34
Communal Values 71 -29

Percent of Variance 19 .07

Redundancy .06 .02

Attachment Orientations (Set 2)

Attachment Avoidance -.85 -.53
Attachment Anxiety 21 -.98
Percent of Variance .38 .62
Redundancy A3 A3
Canonical correlations 5g*** 45***
Squared canonical correlations .33 .20

Note. Canonical loadings > .40 are in boldface.
*p <.05, **p < .01, ***p <.001
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2.3.3.3. Hierarchical Regression Analyses for the American Sample

In the hierarchical regression analyses, first all variables were mean centered,
sex and age were entered to the hierarchical regression analyses in the first step to
control for their effects, attachment anxiety and avoidance were entered in the second
step, and finally the two-way interaction term of attachment anxiety and avoidance
was entered in the third step. The regression analyses yielded substantially higher
beta values than zero-order correlations for almost all of the variables, pointing to the
existence of a suppression effect. So, separate hierarchical regression analyses for
attachment avoidance and anxiety were run to investigate for any predictive power of
these variables after the effects of sex and age are controlled for. The standardized
regression coefficients (f), explained variance of each step (R? Change), and total
explained variances (Adjusted R?) are presented in Table 2.3.3.3 for those regression
analyses where no suppressors were identified.

Attachment avoidance was found to be a significant predictor of
interdependence values (8 = -.25, p <.001) and harmony control (8 = -.37, p <.001)
in the final step with strong negative effects. Both attachment avoidance and anxiety
were found to be significant predictors of vertical individualism (8 = .10, p =.050; g
= .22, p <.001), both with positive effects. The strongest relationship was identified
between attachment avoidance and horizontal collectivism (8 = -.42, p <.001).
Attachment avoidance also emerged as significant predictor of vertical collectivism
(6 =-.18, p = .001). Attachment anxiety was found to be significantly related to
horizontal individualism (5 = -.14, p = .017) and communal values (5 = .16, p = .003)

with negative and positive effects, respectively.
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Table 2.3.3.3. Hierarchical Regression Analyses for the American Sample

Interdependence Harmony Vertical Horizontal Vertical
Values Control Individualism Collectivism Collectivism
Variables B B B B B
Sex - 17** -.16** 20%** -.10 -.02
Age 16%* -.01 -25%** 13 .09
F 10.52*** 4.31* 21.21%** 4.96** 1.67
R? Change .06 .02 A1 .03 .01
Adjusted R? .05 .02 10 .02 .00
Sex - 17** -.15** 20%** -.10* -.02
Age 14%* -.04 - 25%** .09 .08
Avoidance - 25%F* - 37> .10* - 42xx* -.18**
F 15.68*** 21.60*** 15.55%** 28.98** 5.18**
R2Change .06 13 .01 A7 .03
Adjusted R 11 .15 A1 19 .04
*p < .05, **p <.01, ***p <.001
Horizontal Vertical Communal
Individualism Individualism Values

Variables p B B
Sex .09 20%** -22%**
Age .02 - 25%** -.19%**
F 1.46 21.21%** 14.87%**
R2Change 01 A1 .08
Adjusted R? .00 10 07
Sex .09 20%*F* - 22%F*
Age -.03 - 17** -12*
Anxiety -.14* 22%F* 16**
F 2.90* 20.42%** 13.06***
R2Change .02 .04 .02
Adjusted R .02 14 .09

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < 001
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2.3.3.4. Non-Linear Quadratic Regression Analyses for the American
Sample

In the additional non-linear quadratic regression analyses, the centered
attachment anxiety and avoidance scores were squared and entered into the
hierarchical regression analysis at the last step, after controlling for the effects of age
and sex in the first step, and attachment anxiety and avoidance in the second step.
Much like the linear regression analyses, the non-linear regression analyses also
yielded substantially higher beta values than zero-order correlations for almost all of
the variables, pointing to the existence of a suppression effect. The standardized
regression coefficient (), explained variance of each step (R? Change), and total
explained variance (Adjusted R?) are presented in Table 2.3.3.4 for the only
dependent variable where no suppression effect was identified, which was horizontal
individualism.

The results of this analysis revealed that in addition to the negative linear
relationship between attachment anxiety and horizontal individualism (8 =-.16, p =
.008), there also existed significant non-linear relationships between this outcome
variable and both attachment avoidance (5 = .15, p =.020) and attachment anxiety (5
=.17, p =.002). In order to understand the nature of these quadratic relationships,
curves were plotted between the aforementioned variables. As depicted in Figures
2.3.3.4.1 and 2.3.3.4.2, only low and high levels of both attachment avoidance and
attachment anxiety were related to higher levels of horizontal individualism; while
moderate levels of both attachment avoidance and attachment anxiety were related to

lower levels of this outcome variable.
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Table 2.3.3.4. Non-Linear Quadratic Regression Analyses for the American
Sample

Horizontal

Individualism
Variables B
Step 1
Sex .09
Age .02
F 1.46
R? Change .02
Adjusted R? .02
Step 2
Sex .08
Age -.04
Avoidance .08
Anxiety - 17%*
F 2.73*
R2Change .03
Adjusted R .04
Step 3
Sex .10
Age -.05
Avoidance .05
Anxiety -.16**
Avoidance Squared .15*
Anxiety Squared 17**
F 5.68***
R2Change .02
Adjusted R? .05

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < 001
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2.3.4. Tests for Significant Differences between the Correlation
Coefficients from Both Samples

In order to test the second hypothesis, which predicts that the link between
attachment anxiety and a collectivist/relational mindset will be stronger in the
collectivist Turkish sample, whereas the relationship between attachment avoidance
and an individualist/independent mindset will be stronger in the individualist
American sample, the correlation coefficients between attachment dimensions and
cultural constructs from both samples were tested for statistically significant
differences following the methods of Cohen and Cohen (1983). The results indicated
that the negative correlation coefficients between attachment avoidance and harmony
control, horizontal collectivism, and communal values in the American sample (r = -
.37,p<.001; r=-43,p<.001; r =-.28, p <.001) were significantly higher than
those in the Turkish sample (r =-.12, p =.026; r = -.24, p < .001; r = -.14, p = .010)
(z=3.57,p<.001;z=2.87,p<.01;z=1.96, p<.05). Inturn, the positive
correlation coefficient between attachment anxiety and vertical collectivism in the
Turkish sample (r = .29, p <.001) emerged as significantly higher than that in the
American sample (r = .11, p =.032) (z = 2.51, p < .05).

2.3.5. Moderated Regression Analyses on Both Samples

In the final set of analyses, both the Turkish and the American samples were
combined into one data set to investigate both cultural and universal relationships
between attachment dimensions and cultural constructs. In order to account for the
effects of the two different cultures, a dummy coded variable, named culture, was
created, and the participants from the Turkish sample was coded as 1 and the
participants from the American sample was coded as 2. In the analyses, first all
variables were mean centered, sex and age were entered to the hierarchical regression
analyses in the first step to control for their effects, attachment anxiety and avoidance
and culture were entered in the second step, and finally the two and three-way
interaction terms of attachment anxiety and avoidance and culture were entered in
the third step. The regression analyses yielded substantially higher beta values than

zero-order correlations for some of the variables, pointing to the existence of a
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suppression effect, so the analyses for these variables were not interpreted. The
standardized regression coefficients (5), explained variance of each step (R? Change),
and total explained variances (4djusted R?) are presented in Table 2.3.5 for those
regression analyses where no suppressors were identified. Finally, in order to depict
the significance and patterns of interactions, simple slope tests were employed and
interactions between the variables were plotted by generating simple regression
equations of a given dependent variable at low (i.e. one standard deviation below the
mean) versus high (i.e. one standard deviation above the mean) levels of the
independent variable, following the methods of Aiken and West (1991).

In the first group of regression analyses, independence values was
investigated as the criterion variable. As illustrated in Table 2.3.5, attachment
avoidance (# = -.09, p = .030) and culture (8 = -.21, p <.001), were found to be
significantly related to independence values in the final step, with negative effects.
The two-way interaction effect of attachment avoidance and culture on independence
values was also found to be significant (8 = .08, p =.033). In order to depict the
significance and patterns of this interaction, a simple slope test was employed and
the interactions were plotted. The simple slope test revealed that level of attachment
avoidance did not have a significant effect on independence values in the American
sample (t (714) = .17, ns); yet, in the Turkish sample, higher levels of attachment
avoidance emerged as significantly related to lower levels of independence values (t
(714) = -2.99, p = .003) (see Figure 2.3.5.1).

Both attachment avoidance (f = -.24, p < .001) and anxiety (5 =.19, p <.001)
significantly predicted interdependence values in the combined sample, with
negative and positive effects, respectively. The two-way interaction effect of
attachment avoidance and anxiety on interdependence values was also found to be
significant (# = .09, p = .026). The simple slope test revealed that higher levels of
attachment avoidance was significantly related to lower levels of interdependence
values for both low (t (714) = -7.35, p <.001) and high levels of attachment anxiety
(t(714) = -2.54, p = .011) (see Figure 2.3.5.2).
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Harmony control was significantly predicted by attachment avoidance (5 = -
.28, p <.001), anxiety (5 = .19, p <.001), and culture (8 = .08, p =.029). The two-
way interaction effect of attachment avoidance and culture (8 =-.12, p =.001) and
the three-way interaction of all independent variables (5 = .09, p = .036) on harmony
control were also found to be significant. The simple slope test for the two-way
interaction revealed that in both cultures, higher levels of attachment avoidance was
significantly related to lower levels of harmony control (t (714) = -2.10, p =.036; t
(714) =-7.49, p < .001) (see Figure 2.3.5.3). In order to depict the significance and
patterns of the three-way interaction, two simple slope tests were employed and the
interactions were plotted. The first simple slope test revealed that in the Turkish
sample, higher levels of attachment anxiety was significantly associated with higher
levels of harmony control only when attachment avoidance was low (t (710) = 4.28,
p <.001) (see Figure 2.3.5.4). The second simple slope test revealed that in the
American sample, higher levels of attachment anxiety was significantly associated
with higher levels of harmony control only when attachment avoidance was high (t
(710) = 3.89, p <.001) (see Figure 2.3.5.5).

Whereas vertical individualism was only predicted by attachment anxiety (£ =
.16, p =.001); vertical collectivism was predicted by both attachment avoidance (f =
-.12, p =.003) and anxiety (5 = .29, p =.001), and also culture (5 = .08, p = .049).
The two-way interactions between attachment avoidance and anxiety (5 = .10, p =
.024), and avoidance and culture (5 =-.12, p = .001) were also found to be
statistically significant. The simple slope tests revealed that higher levels of
attachment avoidance predict lower levels of vertical collectivism for low levels of
attachment anxiety (t (714) = -4.68, p <.001) (see Figure 2.3.5.6) and for the
American culture (t (714) = -3.75, p <.001), but not the Turkish culture (see Figure
2.3.5.7).

Horizontal collectivism was also strongly predicted by all independent
variables: It was found to be positively related attachment anxiety (5 = .17, p <.001),
and negatively related avoidance (f = -.36, p < .001) and culture (5 =-.26, p <.001).

The two-way interaction between avoidance and culture also emerged as a significant
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predictor of horizontal collectivism (5 = -.11, p =.001). The simple slope test
revealed that higher levels of attachment avoidance predict lower levels of horizontal
collectivism in both cultures (t (714) = -4.13, p <.001; t (714) = -9.55, p < .001) (see
Figure 2.3.5.8).

In the last group of regression analyses, communal values were also
positively predicted by attachment anxiety (8 = .25, p <.001), and negatively
predicted by avoidance (f = -.27, p <.001) and culture (# = -.16, p < .001). The two-
way interaction between avoidance and culture also emerged as a significant
predictor of communal values (5 = -.12, p = .001). The simple slope test again
revealed that higher levels of attachment avoidance predict lower levels of communal
values in both cultures (t (714) =-2.16, p =.031; t (714) =-6.11, p < .001) (see
Figure 2.3.5.9).
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Table 2.3.5. Moderated Regression Analyses on Both Samples

Indep Interdep Harmony Vertical Horizontal Vertical Comm

Values Values Control Ind Coll Coll Values
Variables B B B B B B B
Sex -.04 - 16%** -13** A7 -12%* .01 - 22%**
Age -11%* AT7HF* -.02 - 18*** .07 1% - 21%x*
F 5.33** 19.76*** 6.22** 21.98*** 6.98** 4.67* 39.23***
R? Change .02 .05 .02 .06 .02 .01 10
Adjusted R .01 .05 .01 .06 .02 .01 10
Sex -.03 - 16*** - 13x** A7 - 11%* .01 - 21%x*
Age -.10** 21FF* .01 - 14%*x* 2% A7 - 15%**
Avoidance (Avo) -.07 - 27%** =31 .07 -.38*** -.16%** -29%**
Anxiety (Anx) .00 18%** 18%** 16%** 167+ 2TFx* 24
Culture (Cult) - 21%%* .04 A1%* .01 - 24%** 1% - 14%**
F 11.44***  21.10%**  17.75***  14.20***  54.83*** 13.14***  50.02***
R2Change .06 .08 .09 .03 .26 .07 .16
Adjusted R .07 12 A1 .08 27 .08 26
Sex -.03 - 16*** - 13x** A7 -11%* .02 - 21xx*
Age -.10* 21FF* .00 - 14%** 2% 6% - 15%**
Avoidance (Avo) -.09* - 24%** -.28*** .07 -.36%** -.12%* =27
Anxiety (Anx) -.01 19*** 19*** 16*** A7 29%** 25***
Culture (Cult) =21 .01 .08* .01 -.26%** .08* -.16%***
Avo X Anx .01 .09* .00 .03 .05 10* .03
Cult X Avo .08* -.05 -12%* -.03 - 11%* -12%* - 12%**
Cult X Anx .02 -.01 -.04 .04 .03 -.06 .03
Cult X Avo X Anx .00 .07 .09* -.02 .03 .07 .02
F 7.01%**  1412***  12,68***  8.15***  32.86***  11.00*** 30.03***
R? Change .01 .02 .03 .00 .02 .04 .02
Adjusted R? .07 14 .13 .08 .29 A1 27

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001

Variables: attachment avoidance, attachment anxiety, culture, independence values, interdependence values,
harmony control, vertical individualism, horizontal collectivism, vertical collectivism, communal values
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2.3.6. Overview of the Results

The overall results of the first study indicated that significant relationships
between attachment orientations and cultural constructs indeed exist, and hence lent
support to the first hypothesis stating how people think about their close relationships
and their cultural mindsets can be associated in meaningful ways. Supporting the
general hypothesis, the results pointed to significant relationships between
attachment avoidance and an individualist/independent mindset, and attachment
anxiety and a collectivist/relational mindset in both collectivist (Turkish) and
individualist (American) cultural settings. The frequency and percentage of
significant effects in the expected direction, null effects, and effects in the opposite
direction are summarized in Table 2.3.6.

Specifically, attachment avoidance has been negatively linked to
interdependence, harmony control, horizontal collectivism, and communal goals, in
both Turkish and American samples. Avoidance has also been positively linked to
vertical individualism and negatively linked to vertical collectivism in the American
sample; and positively linked to agentic values in the Turkish sample. Attachment
anxiety, on the other hand, has emerged as positively related to vertical collectivism
and communal goals, and negatively related to desirability of control in both Turkish
and American samples. Attachment anxiety also emerged as positively related to
interdependence values, harmony control, and horizontal collectivism in the Turkish
sample, and negatively related to horizontal individualism in the American sample.
Taken together, overall, these results suggest that attachment avoidance is positively
linked to individualist/independent values and negatively related to
collectivist/relational values, and that attachment anxiety is negatively linked to
individualist/independent values and positively related to collectivist/relational
values, regardless of cultural setting, and hence offer support for the first hypothesis.

In support of the second hypothesis, cultural context emerged as a significant
factor in determining the strength of the above-mentioned universal relationships
between attachment dimensions and cultural values: The positive relationship

between attachment anxiety and collectivist values was identified to be stronger in
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the Turkish sample, while the negative relationship between attachment avoidance

and collectivist values was identified to be stronger in the American sample.

Table 2.3.6. Overview of the Results

Turkish Sample Attachment Avoidance Attachment Anxiety Overall
Corr Can Corr Regr Corr  Can Corr Regr

Indep - 0 - 0 0 0

Interdep + + + + + +

Harm Cont + + + + + +

Des Cont - - - + + +

Hor Ind - 0 - 0 0 0

Vert Ind 0 0 0 - 0 0

Hor Coll + + + + + +

Vert Coll 0 - 0 + + +

Agentic 0 + 0 - - -

Communal + + + + + +
Number of "+"s 4 5 4 4333% 6 6 6  60,00% 51,67%
Number of "0"s 3 3 3 30,00% 2 3 3 26,67% 28,33%
Number of "-"s 3 2 3 2667% 2 1 1 1333% 20,00%

American Sample Attachment Avoidance Attachment Anxiety Overall

Corr  Can Corr  Regr Corr  Can Corr  Regr

Indep 0 0 0 0 0 0

Interdep + + + 0 0 0

Harm Cont + + + 0 0 0

Des Cont 0 0 0 + 0 0

Hor Ind 0 0 0 + 0 +

Vert Ind + + + - - -

Hor Coll + + + 0 0 0

Vert Coll + + + + 0 0

Agentic 0 0 0 - 0 0

Communal + + 0 + 0 +
Number of "+"s 6 6 5 56,67% 4 0 2 20,00% 38,33%
Number of "0"s 4 4 5 43,33% 4 9 7 66,67% 55,00%
Number of "-"s 0 0 0 0,00% 2 1 1 13,33% 6,67%

Variables: independence values, interdependence values, harmony control, desirability of control, horizontal
individualism, vertical individualism, horizontal collectivism, vertical collectivism, agentic and communal values

Analyses: Correlation, Canonical Correlation, Hierarchical Regression
"+": Effect in the expected direction

"0": No significant effect
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CHAPTER 3

STUDY 2: An Experimental Investigation of the Functionality of Insecure
Attachment

3.1. Aims and Hypotheses of the Study

In line with the overreaching aim of the present dissertation, which is to
investigate the possible adaptive functions of attachment insecurity vis-a-vis culture,
Study 1 explored whether there are any relationships between romantic attachment
orientations and cultural values, and showed that there indeed exists such an
association. In an effort to explore if this relationship also serves any real-life
functions for the members of a culture, an experimental study was conducted next.
The aim of this second study is to investigate whether different types of insecure
attachment serve any specific functions in different cultural contexts. As a
preliminary measure of functionality, the study used evaluations of group members
of different attachment behaviors in different cultural contexts. The overreaching
hypothesis is that the mental schemas and action tendencies associated with insecure
attachment will be evaluated as more functional by the members of a culture, i.e., be
more culturally adaptive, as long as they are in line with the prevalent attachment
orientation-cultural values relationship within that particular cultural context. More
specifically, building on the results of Study 1, it is hypothesized that sentinel
behaviors associated with anxious attachment will be evaluated as more functional in
a collectivist/relational cultural context, and rapid fight-or-flight behaviors associated
with avoidant attachment will be evaluated as more functional in an
individualistic/independent cultural context. To simulate real life insecure attachment
behaviors, the present study employed several stories depicting sentinel and rapid
fight-or-flight behaviors and asked the participants to evaluate the characters and

behaviors in these stories in terms of functionality.
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3.2. Pilot Study

Since the above mentioned scenarios were created for this study and would be
used for the first time, first a pilot study was conducted to test their reliability.

3.2.1. Method

3.2.1.1. Participants

The pilot study was conducted with 28 undergraduate psychology students of
TOBB University of Economics and Technology. The participants were rewarded
with partial course credit for their contribution.

3.2.1.2. Materials and Procedure

After the ethics committee approval was secured from the METU UEAM
(Human Participants Ethics Committee) (see Appendix C), the study was conducted
in class, the participants were asked to read the scenarios and fill out questionnaires
about these scenarios after they signed the informed consent form (see Appendix D).

The participants read four short vignettes in total, all depicting different threat
situations and the reactions of the characters to these hazards. Two of the vignettes (1
and 3) depicted a character engaging in typical anxious/sentinel behavior in face of
danger, and the other two (2 and 4) depicted a character engaging in typical
avoidant/rapid fight-or-flight behavior in the threat situations.

After reading each scenario, the participants were asked to rate the extent to
which they evaluated that particular scenario as logical and consistent, thought that
people like the characters in the scenario also exist in real life, and thought that
events like the ones depicted in the scenario also happen in real life on a 7-point
Likert scale. Next, two alternative endings were presented for each scenario. The
participants were asked to read these alternatives and then to rate the extent to which
they thought these endings were meaningful, logical, and consistent with the
scenario, again on a 7-point Likert scale. The participants were also asked to describe
the main character of each scenario, who engaged in typical anxious/sentinel, or
avoidant/rapid fight-or-flight behavior, with a few words. Finally, the participants
were asked to note if they had any comments, recommendations, or criticisms, and if

they see anything as problematic in general.
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3.2.2. Results

3.2.2.1. Quantitative Analyses

The answers given to the first three questions about the scenario were
averaged to obtain an overall evaluation score for each scenario. As depicted in
Table 3.2.2.1, the participants gave fairly favorable evaluations to all scenarios in
terms of logicality and real-life likeness of characters and events.

First of all, the scenarios were investigated for any significant differences in
terms of evaluations via a series of pair wise one sample t-tests. The results showed
that only the second scenario (M = 5.46) was evaluated as significantly more logical
than the forth scenario (M = 4.71) (t (27) = 2.73, p = .011), all the other scenarios
were deemed as equally logical (see Table 3.2.2.1). The characters of the forth
scenario were evaluated as significantly less real-life-like (M = 5.46) as compared to
the characters of all the other scenarios (M = 6.46; M = 6.04; M = 6.21) (t (27) =
6.31, p<.001;t(27) =2.92, p =.007; t (27) = 4.53, p < .001). The characters of the
second scenario were also evaluated as significantly less real-life-like (M = 6.04) as
compared to the characters of the first scenario (M = 6.46) (t (27) = 2.71, p = .012).
Only the second scenario (M = 5.82) was evaluated as depicting significantly more
real-life-like events than the forth scenario (M = 5.32) (t (27) = 2.35, p = .026), the
events depicted in all the other scenarios were deemed as equally real-life-like. The
overall evaluations of the forth scenario (M = 5.17) was significantly lower than all
the other scenarios (M = 5.67; M =5.77; M =5.68) (t (27) = 2.76, p = .010; t (27) =
2.92,p=.007;t (27) = 2.67, p = .013), the evaluations of the other scenarios were
statistically equal.

Second of all, the alternative endings of each scenario were compared for any
significant differences via a series of pair wise one sample t-tests. The results
showed that the second alternative was deemed as a better alternative for scenarios
one, three, and four (M = 5.64; M =5.61; M = 5.46) as compared to the first
alternative (M =4.61; M =4.75; M = 4.75) (t (27) =5.54, p<.001; t (27) =3.45,p =
.002; t (27) = 2.93, p = .007). Both endings were deemed as equally good for the

second scenario.
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Table 3.2.2.1. Evaluations of Each Scenario

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4

Variables M SD M SD M SD M SD
Logical Scenario 5.14, 1.48 5.46, 1.45 5.11,, 1.64 471, 1.80
Real-Life-Like Character 6.46, 84 6.04, 1.04  6.214 .88 5.46, 1.40
Real-Life-Like Events 5.39 1.32 5.82, 1.12 5.71. 1.05 5.32, 1.39

Overall Evaluation 5.67, .95 5.77, 1.09 5.68, 1.01 5.17, 143
Quality of Ending A 461, 1.47 5.21, 1.52 4.75, 1.60 4.75, 1.60
Quality of Ending B 5.64, .99 5.39, 1.26 5.61, 1.32 5.46, 1.29

Note.

Means which do not share any subscripts across all four scenarios for the variables Logical Scenario, Real-Life-
Like Character, Real-Life-Like Events, and Overall Evaluation are significantly different at p <.05

Means which do not share any subscripts within the same scenario for the variables Quality of Ending A and
Quality of Ending B are significantly different at p < .05

Finally, the evaluation scores given for scenarios 1 and 3 were summed into
total scores for anxious scenarios and the evaluation scores given for scenarios 2 and
4 were summed into total scores for avoidant scenarios, and a series of pair wise one
sample t-tests were employed to see if there were any systematic differences among
the evaluations of scenarios depicting typical anxious/sentinel behavior and
avoidant/rapid fight-or-flight behavior. As seen in Table 3.2.2.2, the results indicated
that there were no significant differences between the anxious and avoidant scenarios
in terms of logicality, real-life-likeness of events, and overall evaluations. Only the
characters in the anxious scenarios were deemed as more real-life-like (M = 12.68) as
compared to the characters in the avoidant scenarios (M = 11.50) (t (27) =-2.85,p =
.008).

As for the alternative endings of scenarios, the results showed that the second
alternatives were deemed as better alternatives for both anxious (M = 11.25) and
avoidant scenarios (M = 10.86) as compared to the first alternatives (M = 9.36; M =
9.96) (t (27) =5.51, p <.001; t (27) = 2.23, p = .034). There were no significant
differences in the evaluations of neither the first nor the second alternative amongst

the anxious and avoidant scenarios.
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Table 3.2.2.2. Evaluations of Anxious and Avoidant Scenarios Aggregated

Anxious Scenarios Avoidant Scenarios

1&3) 2&4

Variables M SD M SD
Logical Scenario 10.25, 244 10.18, 2.88
Real-Life-Like Character 12.68, 1.25 11.50, 2.19
Real-Life-Like Events 11.11, 1.71 11.14, 2.14

Overall Evaluation 11.35, 1.54 10.94, 2.23
Quality of Ending A 9.36, 2.18 9.96, 2.66
Quality of Ending B 11.25, 1.82 10.86, 2.12

Note.

Means which do not share any subscripts across anxious and avoidant scenarios for the variables Logical
Scenario, Real-Life-Like Character, Real-Life-Like Events, and Overall Evaluation are significantly different at p
<.05

Means which do not share any subscripts within the same scenario for the variables Quality of Ending A and
Quality of Ending B are significantly different at p < .05

3.2.2.2. Qualitative Analyses

The last two questions in the questionnaire were open ended queries asking
the participants to describe the main characters of each scenario in their own words
and to note if they had any comments or spotted any problems in any of the
scenarios. In this section, these descriptions given by the participants will be reported
in the order that they were most frequently mentioned. On the one hand, the
characters in both anxious scenarios (1 and 3), the main characters were described as
anxious, hypervigilant, agitated, worried, tense, nervous, obsessed, panicked, jumpy,
worrywart, and fearful. They were also described as suspicious, careful, observant,
prudent, and cautious. Some participants noted that these characters were danger-
oriented and good at detecting threats. On the other hand, the characters in both
avoidant scenarios (2 and 4), the main characters were described as individualist,
independent, self-ordained, reckless, untrustworthy, and selfish. These characters
were likened to people who act on their own without thinking about others, do not
feel much group identification, run away from problems and give up easily. Some
participants noted that these characters were open to novelty, creative, realistic, calm,
and perceptive. They explained that these characters were good at forecasting and

taking precautions accordingly. These characters were also described as people who
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are self-assured, comfortable to make decisions and take responsibility for
themselves, and whose problem solving skills are well-developed.

On the last question, for the first scenario, one participant noted that a squirrel
would not make a noise that can be mistaken for a boar, making the two alternative
endings incompatible. The second scenario was criticized for relying on the small
chance that a cell phone would work in a mountainous area and for depicting a
second alternative ending not as elaborate as the first one. A perpetrator with a knife
attacking several people in broad day light was found to be too farfetched in the third
scenario. All scenarios were reviewed in accordance with these criticisms. It was also
realized that the name “Derya” used in scenarios 2 and 4 led to confusion among
participants pertaining to the gender composition of the groups, so it was decided to
use the name “Deniz”, a name that is far more gender neutral, in all of the scenarios.

3.2.2.3. Overview of the Results

All scenarios and alternative endings were evaluated rather favorably in terms
of being logical and akin to real life situations. The scenarios were evaluated
similarly overall, only the forth scenario was evaluated as slightly less favorably on
some of the measures, but these differences were not drastic and could be attributed
to the fact that this was the very last scenario the participants read, so possible
exhaustion could have led them to pass less favorable judgments. Two scenarios
depicting typical anxious/sentinel behavior were judged similarly overall, the same
was true for the other two scenarios depicting typical avoidant/rapid fight-or-flight
behavior. Alternative endings were not evaluated as equally plausible except for one
scenario, which signals that this measure should be approached with caution in the
main study.

The descriptions given by the participants for the main characters of the
scenarios matched typical anxious and avoidant characteristics considerably well.
The description for the anxious scenario also clearly showed that this scenario
successfully conveyed typical sentinel behavior; the same was true of the avoidant

scenario for typical rapid fight-or-flight behavior.
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The overall positive evaluations of the scenarios and the character
descriptions compatible with the theoretical frameworks suggested that these novel
scenarios had acceptable levels of reliability in depicting typical anxious/sentinel and
avoidant/rapid fight-or-flight behavior in cases of imminent threat and it was decided
that they can be employed in the main study with the aforementioned revisions based
on participant feedback.

3.3. Study 2

As mentioned above, the aim of the second study is to investigate if different
types of insecure attachment have any adaptive functions in different cultural
contexts. For the purposes of this study, functionality of specific attachment
behaviors is conceptualized as evaluations of these behaviors by the members of the
culture as functional. If members of a culture deem a specific behavior as functional,
it can be extrapolated that this behavior should indeed fulfill a specific function
within that social system, so that the members have come to evaluate it as so. These
evaluations of functionality will hence serve as the dependent variables of the study.

Although different cultural contexts (i.e., individualist/independent vs.
collectivist/interdependent) are usually associated with different countries (e.g., West
vs. East) (e.g., Hofstede, 2001), research indicates that people do have the mental
schemas for both independent and interdependent self-construals (Singelis, 1994),
and any individual can be led to manifest the characteristics of either a more
independent or more interdependent mode of self through the activation of these
available mental schemas via priming, where priming functions as an experimental
analogue of the chronic between-society differences (e.g., Oyserman & Lee, 2008).
Hence, regardless of the cultural context they live in, it is plausible to accept that
those individuals primed with an independent self-construal can be seen representing
an individualist cultural context and those individuals primed with an interdependent
self-construal representing a collectivist cultural context. In this study, different
cultural contexts will be studied based on this principle. The cultural context, as the
first independent variable, will be experimentally manipulated by priming either
independence or interdependence to the participants. The independence prime will
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work to create an individualistic/independent mindset in the participants; whereas the
interdependence prime will work to create a collectivist/relational mindset. The
effects of these experimental conditions on the evaluation of insecure attachment
behaviors (i.e., anxious/sentinel behaviors and avoidant/rapid fight-or-flight
behaviors) will be investigated vis-a-vis attachment styles (the second independent
variable). So the experimental design of the present study is plannedtobea 2 x 4
between subjects factorial design, defined by cultural context prime (independence,
interdependence) x attachment style (secure, dismissing, preoccupied, fearful).

The main hypothesis of the study is that the mental schemas and action
tendencies associated with insecure attachment will be evaluated as more functional
by the members of a culture, i.e., be more culturally adaptive, as long as they are in
line with the prevalent attachment orientation-cultural values relationship within that
particular cultural context. More specifically, building on the results of Study 1, it is
hypothesized that sentinel behaviors associated with anxious attachment will be
evaluated as more functional in a collectivist/relational cultural context (i.e., under
the interdependence prime), and rapid fight-or-flight behaviors associated with
avoidant attachment will be evaluated as more functional in an
individualistic/independent cultural context (i.e., under the independence prime)
(Hypothesis 1).

It is also hypothesized that attachment orientations will have significant
effects on how people evaluate insecure attachment behaviors. Specifically, it is
hypothesized that people who are high on attachment anxiety will evaluate
anxious/sentinel behaviors as more functional; whereas people who are high on
attachment avoidance will evaluate avoidant/rapid fight-or-flight behaviors as more
functional (Hypothesis 2).

Finally, it is hypothesized that the chronic attachment tendencies of
individuals will interact with the effect of cultural context on their evaluations of
insecure attachment behavior (Hypothesis 3). On the one hand, it is hypothesized that
a cultural context which is congruent with the specific insecure attachment behavior

will have an intensifying effect on the positive appraisal on this behavior when it is
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compatible with the individual’s own attachment orientation (Hypothesis 3a).
Specifically, it is hypothesized that, people who are high on attachment anxiety will
evaluate anxious/sentinel behaviors as more functional when they are under the
interdependence prime, as opposed to when they are under the independence prime;
whereas people who are high on attachment avoidance will evaluate avoidant/rapid
fight-or-flight behaviors as more functional when they are under the independence
prime, as opposed to when they are under the interdependence prime. On the other
hand, it is hypothesized that a cultural context which is congruent with the specific
insecure attachment behavior will have an attenuating effect on the negative
appraisal on this behavior when it is incompatible with the individual’s own
attachment orientation (Hypothesis 3b). Specifically, it is hypothesized that
individuals high on attachment anxiety will evaluate avoidant/rapid fight-or-flight
behaviors as less dysfunctional when they are under the independence prime, as
opposed to when they are under the interdependence prime; whereas people who are
high on attachment avoidance will evaluate anxious/sentinel behaviors as less
dysfunctional when they are under the interdependence prime, as opposed to when
they are under the independence prime. To sum up, it is hypothesized that people will
be more likely to endorse the values perpetuated by the specific cultural context they
are in.

3.3.1. Method

3.3.1.1. Participants

To determine the sample size for Study 2, first an a priori power analysis was
conducted according to the procedures recommended by Cohen (1988). The
minimum sample size needed to detect the moderate effect size of .40, which is
commonly obtained in independence-interdependence priming studies (Oyserman &
Lee, 2008), with the recommended power of .80 (Cohen, 1988), was calculated as
158 by using the G-Power software (Version 3.1) (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner,
2007). In accordance with this calculation, initially 172 Middle East Technical
University undergrad students were recruited from introductory psychology courses

and rewarded with extra course credit for their participation. Eight (4.50%)
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participants failed the pronoun circling task, which worked as the experimental
manipulation in the study, so these participants were excluded from further analyses,
leaving a total of 164 participants in the sample. The age range of this student sample
varied from 18 to 32 years with a mean of 21.84 (SD = 1.63) (see Table 3.3.1.1).
Eighty nine (54.30%) participants were female and 75 (45.70%) participants were
male. All of the participants were students of the Middle East Technical University,
with 68 participants (41.50%) from the Faculty of Engineering, 43 participants
(26.20%) from the Faculty of Arts and Sciences, 22 participants (13.40%) from the
Department of Psychology, 21 participants (12.80%) from the Faculty of
Administrative Sciences, 7 participants (4.30%) from the Faculty of Education, and 3
participants (1.80%) from other departments. The sample consisted of 19 (11.60%)
freshmen, 65 (39.60%) sophomore, 49 (29.90%) junior, and 29 (17.70%) senior
students; 2 (1.20%) students did not report their class. Nineteen (11.60%)
participants reported a low level of income, 134 (81.70%) and 11 (6.70%)

participants said they had middle and high levels of income, respectively.
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Table 3.3.1.1. Demographic Characteristics of the Sample

Mean SD Range
Age 21.84 1.63 18-32
Sex Frequency Percentage
Female 89 54.30
Male 75 45.70
Department
Engineering 68 41.50
Arts and Sciences 43 26.20
Psychology 22 13.40
Administrative Sciences 21 12.80
Education 7 4.30
Other 3 1.80
Class
Freshmen 19 11.60
Sophomore 65 39.60
Junior 49 29.9
Senior 29 17.70
Missing 2 1.20
Income
Low 19 11.60
Medium 134 81.70
High 11 6.70

3.3.1.2. Materials and Procedure

The ethics committee approval was secured from the METU UEAM (Human
Participants Ethics Committee) before starting the data collection process (see
Appendix C). The study was conducted online, the participants were provided with a
hyperlink which directed them to the online study hosted by the Qualtrics data
collection service. The participants were asked to fill out questionnaires along with a
demographic information form after they approved the informed consent form. Since
this study included an experimental manipulation, all participants were debriefed via

e-mail after the data collection process was over (see Appendix E).
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3.3.1.2.1. Experiences in Close Relationships Questionnaire (ECR)

Adult attachment orientations of the participants were measured by the
experiences in close relationships questionnaire scale (ECR; Brennan, Clark, &
Shaver, 1998), as in Study 1. In the current sample, both subscales were found to be
internally consistent, the Cronbach‘s alpha was calculated as .91 for the avoidance
subscale and .91 for the anxiety subscale. According to principal component
analysis, the two factor solution of the scale was valid and the factors explained
42.95% of the total variance in the current sample.

3.3.1.2.2. Independence versus Interdependence Priming

Different cultural contexts were established by employing an independence
versus interdependence priming task in the study. The participants were randomly
divided into two equal sized groups where they were primed with either
independence or interdependence by the pronoun circling task developed by Gardner,
Gabriel, and Lee (1999). In this task, the participants are asked to circle the pronouns
in a paragraph, depicting a visit to a city. The paragraph was adapted to Turkish by
following translation and backtranslation procedures. In the original task, the
pronouns to be circled in this paragraph are first person singular pronouns, such as I,
me, my, and mine in the independence condition; and first person plural pronouns,
such as we, us, our, and ours in the interdependence condition. Since pronouns are
usually not explicitly written in the Turkish language, unlike English, the task was
slightly modified, such that the participants were asked to circle the verbs in the
paragraph, which connate the agent of action in the Turkish language better than the
pronouns (e.g., “giderim” is used more frequently than “ben giderim”). In this
slightly modified task, the verbs to be circled were first person singular verbs (e.g.,
“giderim”) in the independence condition; and first person plural verbs (e.g.,
“gideriz”) in the interdependence condition (see Appendix E).

3.3.1.2.3. Exposure to Sentinel and Rapid Fight-or-Flight Behavior

After completing the prime task, the participants were exposed to instances of
sentinel behavior, typical of attachment anxiety; and rapid fight-or-flight behavior,
typical of attachment avoidance. They were asked to read four short vignettes,
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created for this study, each depicting a threat situation and the reactions of the
characters to this hazard (see Appendix E). The first and third vignettes depicted
typical sentinel reactions to threat, while the second and forth vignettes illustrated
typical rapid fight-or-flight reactions to danger. The vignettes were presented in a
randomly counterbalanced order so that all participants were exposed to all vignettes
in different orders.

The first two vignettes have been prepared by taking the scenarios generated
by the participants of Anafarta Sendag’s (2009) studies as a culturally relevant
reference. In her studies, Anafarta Sendag (2009) adapted the Knowledge of Secure
Base Script-Prompt Word Outline Method (KSBS) (Waters & Rodrigues, 2002) into
Turkish, which is a narrative assessment technique that aims to measure the
participants’ level of knowledge regarding the secure base script by asking them to
write a story from a set of prompt words provided by the researchers. The stories
generated by the participants for the “Berna and Emre’s Camping Trip” theme were
taken as reference in preparing the first two vignettes for this study, as this theme
included various threatening situations. In the first vignette, a group of friends are on
a camping trip, sitting around a fire. While everyone is enjoying themselves, the
main character, Deniz (who is a typical anxious, engaging in sentinel behavior), is on
the edge of her/his seat, afraid that something will happen to them in this wild and
remote place. S/he eventually hears a sound through the bushes and screams “Run!”
Everyone starts to run in panic. In this vignette, typical sentinel behavior is depicted
in Deniz’s general anxious attitude, hypervigilance to threat cues (being the only one
to hear the sound from the bushes), and alarming everyone else. In the second
vignette, again a group of friends are on a camping trip, but this time they are trying
to set up the tents. Unfortunately, a strong winds breaks, knocking down all their
tents. While everyone is trying to rebuild the tents, the main character, Deniz (who is
a typical avoidant, engaging in rapid fight-or-flight behavior), says it’s too windy to
build tents and tells the group s/he is leaving to find another place to stay. In this

vignette, typical rapid fight-or-flight behavior is depicted in Deniz’s avoidance of the
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common problem, unwillingness to cooperate on a collective solution, and walking
away to find a personal solution without waiting for or caring about the others.

In order to increase the reliability of the measures, two additional vignettes
have been created, also depicting threat situations, but this time in an urban setting.
In the third vignette, a group of friends are on their way back from the movies, taking
a back alley as a shortcut. While everyone is enjoying themselves talking about the
movie, the main character, Deniz (who is a typical anxious, engaging in sentinel
behavior), is afraid something will happen to them in this desolate place. S/he
eventually hears footsteps approaching and screams “Run!” Everyone starts to run in
panic. In this vignette, typical sentinel behavior is again depicted in Deniz’s general
anxious attitude, hypervigilance to threat cues (being the only one to hear the
approaching footsteps), and alarming everyone else. In the forth vignette, again a
group of friends are on their way back from the movies, taking a back alley as a
shortcut. At one point they realize that they are lost, and unfortunately there is no
mobile internet connection in this desolate place, so they can not use their mobile
maps to identify their location and find their way back home. While everyone is
struggling with their phones, trying to get reception, the main character, Deniz (who
is a typical avoidant, engaging in rapid fight-or-flight behavior), says there would not
be any internet service in this remove location, tells the group s/he is going to take
some other road to try her/his luck, and leaves. In this vignette, typical rapid fight-or-
flight behavior is again depicted in Deniz’s avoidance of the common problem,
unwillingness to cooperate on a collective solution, and walking away to find a
personal solution without waiting for or caring about the others.

3.3.1.2.4. Evaluation of Sentinel and Rapid Fight-or-Flight Behavior

After reading each vignette, the participants were asked a series of questions
to evaluate the sentinel or rapid fight-or-flight behavior they were just exposed to.
These evaluations served as the dependent measures of the study.

The participants were firstly asked to choose an ending to the story from two
alternatives, which served as a measure of how functional they find the insecure

attachment behavior they just read in the vignette (named outcome). The first
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alternative ending featured a functional resolution of the behavior for the group and
the second alternative ending depicted a dysfunctional outcome (see Appendix E).
This variable, named outcome, was coded so that higher scores signaled higher
appraisal for the behavior as having a functional outcome.

Secondly, the participants were asked several questions tapping into how
functional they regard the insecure attachment behavior they just read. The questions
were “To what extend do you think the character’s reaction was effective in evading
the dangerous situation/appropriate to the situation/useful for the
group/adaptive/annoying/unnecessary?” The last two questions (“To what extend do
you think the character’s reaction was annoying/unnecessary?”’) were reverse coded.
The ratings were collected on a 7-point Likert scale. The answers given to these
questions were averaged into a cumulative variable, named appraisal of behavior.
Higher scores on this variable signaled higher evaluations of functionality of the
behavior.

Thirdly, the participants were asked a series of questions about how favorable
they regard the main character who engaged in the insecure attachment behavior they
just read. They rated the extent to which they regard the main character as likeable,
competent, trustworthy, helpful, annoying (reverse coded), a good friend, thoughtful,
smart, and careful on a 7-point Likert scale. The answers given to these questions
were averaged into a cumulative variable, named appraisal of character. Higher
scores on this variable signaled higher evaluations of favorable appraisal of the
character.

Finally the participants were asked to imagine that they were part of the group
depicted in the vignette and rate their likelihood of complying with the main
character in such a situation. These questions were “I would follow the character in
the story and do as he or she says or does”, “I would urge the other members of the
group to follow this character”, and “I would be willing to carry out tasks that this
character would assign me with in order to escape from this threatening situation”.
The ratings were collected on a 7-point Likert scale. The answers given to these

questions were averaged into a cumulative variable, named probability of own

82



compliance. Higher scores on this variable signaled higher chances of complying
with the main character in the story.

The scores on the continuous measures of appraisal of behavior, appraisal of
character, and probability of own compliance were averaged into a collective
measure of functionality, named overall functionality, for each scenario, with higher
scores signaling higher evaluations of functionality for that vignette. Lastly, all four
of these continuous measures obtained for both of the anxious/sentinel scenarios
were averaged into aggregate variables to obtain general evaluations for the sentinel
behavior on the whole, named aggregate appraisal of behavior anxiety, aggregate
appraisal of character anxiety, aggregate probability of own compliance anxiety,
and aggregate overall functionality anxiety. The same procedure was carried out for
both of the avoidant/rapid fight-or-flight scenarios and the aggregate variables,
named aggregate appraisal of behavior avoidance, aggregate appraisal of character
avoidance, aggregate probability of own compliance avoidance, and aggregate
overall functionality avoidance, were obtained. The two discrete measures of
outcome obtained for both of the anxious/sentinel scenarios and both of the
avoidant/rapid fight-or-flight scenarios were also summed into aggregate variables,
named aggregate outcome anxiety and aggregate outcome avoidance, respectively.
Higher scores on all of these aggregate measures signaled higher evaluations of
functionality.

3.3.1.2.5. Independence versus Interdependence Values

The short version of the Schwartz Values Survey (Schwartz & Boehnke,
2004), which was also used in Study 1, was employed as a manipulation check to see
if the participants’ endorsement of independence and interdependence values indeed
changed after the independence or interdependence priming. In the current sample,
both subscales were found to be internally consistent, the Cronbach‘s alpha was
calculated as .68 for the independence values subscale and .73 for the
interdependence values subscale. According to principal component analysis, the two
factor solution of the scale was valid and the factors explained 34.01% of the total

variance in the current sample.
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3.3.2. Results

In this section, first the bivariate correlations between the major study
variables will be given, and then the hypotheses will be tested by employing both
categorical and continuous measures.

3.3.2.1. Bivariate Correlation Analyses

Attachment avoidance did not emerge as significantly related to any of the
study variables; attachment anxiety, on the other hand, was significantly positively
related to probability of own compliance in both anxious scenarios, i.e., scenarios 1
(r=.17,p=.034) and 3 (r = .18, p =.020); and hence to aggregate probability of
own compliance anxiety (r = .20, p =.010) (see Table 3.3.2.1).

As seen in Table 3.3.2.1, the different measures of functionality within the
same scenarios were all strongly positively related to each other for all of the
vignettes. In the first scenario (anxious), appraisal of behavior was positively related
to appraisal of character (r =.76, p <.001) and probability of own compliance (r =
.74, p <.001). Appraisal of character and probability of own compliance also
emerged as significantly related to each other (r = .68, p <.001) in this first scenario.
In a similar vein, in the second scenario (avoidant), appraisal of behavior was
positively related to appraisal of character (r = .84, p <.001) and probability of own
compliance (r = .85, p <.001). Appraisal of character and probability of own
compliance also emerged as significantly related to each other (r =.78, p <.001) in
this second scenario. Likewise, in the third scenario (anxious), appraisal of behavior
was positively related to appraisal of character (r = .78, p <.001) and probability of
own compliance (r = .67, p <.001). Appraisal of character and probability of own
compliance also emerged as significantly related to each other (r =.70, p <.001) in
this third scenario. Similarly, in the forth scenario (avoidant), appraisal of behavior
was positively related to appraisal of character (r = .83, p <.001) and probability of
own compliance (r = .85, p <.001). Appraisal of character and probability of own
compliance also emerged as significantly related to each other (r =.76, p <.001) in

this last scenario.
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Correlational analyses also revealed that the measures of functionality for one
scenario emerged as strongly positively related to the same measures in the
corresponding scenario. For the anxious scenario pair (scenarios 1 and 3), almost all
of the measures were significantly positively correlated. The appraisal of behavior
variable in the first scenario was positively correlated to appraisal of behavior (r =
.34, p <.001), appraisal of character (r = .32, p <.001), and probability of own
compliance (r = .29, p <.001) in the third scenario. Likewise, the appraisal of
character variable in the first scenario was positively correlated to appraisal of
behavior (r = .34, p < .001), appraisal of character (r = .52, p <.001), and probability
of own compliance (r = .39, p <.001) in the third scenario. In a similar vein, the
probability of own compliance variable in the first scenario was positively correlated
to appraisal of behavior (r = .23, p = .003), appraisal of character (r = .33, p <.001),
and probability of own compliance (r = .49, p <.001) in the third scenario. The
overall functionality measures in both anxious scenarios also emerged as
significantly related to each other (r = .43, p <.001). This pattern was less
pronounced for the avoidant scenario pair (scenarios 2 and 4), yet there were still
several significant correlations among measures of functionality among the
corresponding scenarios. The appraisal of behavior and probability of compliance
variables in the second scenario were positively correlated to the same variables in
the forth scenario (r =.19, p =.014 and r = .16, p = .041, respectively). The appraisal
of character variable in the second scenario was positively correlated to appraisal of
behavior (r = .20, p = .011), appraisal of character (r = .27, p = .001), and probability
of own compliance (r = .17, p =.030) in the forth scenario. The overall functionality
measures in both avoidant scenarios also emerged as significantly related to each
other (r = .18, p = .021).

There were also a number of significant correlations between the measures of
functionality among the anxious and avoidant scenarios. The probability of own
compliance variable in the first scenario was positively correlated to the same
variable in the second scenario (r = .17, p =.028). The appraisal of behavior variable
in the third scenario was significantly negatively correlated to the same variable (r =
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-.21, p =.008) in the forth scenario. Aggregate probability of own compliance
variables for both anxious and avoidant scenarios were significantly positively
correlated with each other (r = .16, p =.038).

Overall, the correlational analyses revealed that the different measures
devised to assess the evaluations of insecure attachment behavior had strong positive
correlations with each other within all scenarios. Moreover, significant positive
correlations were identified between these measures across corresponding scenarios
(i.e., the anxious and avoidant pairs). These results, showing that the evaluations
converge within each scenario and across similar scenarios, provide evidence for the
reliability of both the different measures of insecure attachment behavior and the

vignettes employed to illustrate these behaviors.

86



/8

Table 3.3.2.1.

Bivariate Correlation Analyses

© 00 N o o B~ W N P

e o e =
w N -k O

14

Avoidance
Anxiety

App Beh 1
App Cha 1
Prob Comp 1
Overall Func 1
App Beh 2
App Cha 2
Prob Comp 2
Overall Func 2
App Beh 3
App Cha 3
Prob Comp 3

Overall Func 3

13
-.05
-03
-.04
-.04
-01
03
00
00
-.04
-.06
03
-.02

.06
.07

A7

A2
.08
.07
A3
.10
.04
.03

.18*

.10

.76***
T4
.92***

.03
.00
.08
.04

34
32w
29%*
35x

68%%*
.87***

.03
.08
.09
.07

3
Pi
3gr
45x

.91***

.01
-.02
A7

.07

23%*

.33***
Agre
40

.03
.01
A3
.07

33xr%
4L
g
435

84
'85***
'96***

-12
-.03
.01
-.05

7gx*
'91***

-.09
.02
.04
-.01

. 95***

-.05
.02
13
.04

10

-.09
.00
.07

-.01

11 12
. 78***

N Tiiac B (i
QLrRx 9O

13

.90***

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < 001

Variables: attachment avoidance, attachment anxiety, appraisal of behavior, appraisal of character, probability of own

compliance, overall functionality (for scenarios 1-4, all anxious scenarios, and all avoidant scenarios, respectively)



88

Table 3.3.2.1. Bivariate Correlation Analyses (Continued)
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22 Agg Overall Func Anx -.04 A3 JI5FF* 78R TR 857 -.02 .00 .10 .04 T3FR* TR 9FF*
23 Agg App Beh Avo -.06 .09 -.04 -.04 .03 -.01 JTH** B7F** .63*** N el -21%* -.08 -.05
24 Agg App Cha Avo -.06 .05 -.01 .06 .02 .02 .63*** .80*** STr** 69*** -14 .01 -.01
25 Agg Prob Comp Avo -.06 A3 .06 .07 19* 12 .64%x* .63*** TR T3FF -.10 .01 .09
26 Agg Overall Func Avo -.06 .10 .01 .03 .09 .05 A3xr* N ikl Nk TTrF* -.16* -.02 .01

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < 001

Variables: attachment avoidance, attachment anxiety, appraisal of behavior, appraisal of character, probability of own compliance,

overall functionality (for scenarios 1-4, all anxious scenarios, and all avoidant scenarios, respectively)
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Table 3.3.2.1. Bivariate Correlation Analyses (Continued)

14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24
15 App Beh 4 -.15
16 AppCha4 -.08 83***
17 Prob Comp 4 -.04 BE*** 76
18 Overall Func 4 -.10 96*** .90*** 947>
19 Agg App Beh Anx N Gkl -.18* -.09 -.06 -12
20 Agg App Cha Anx 78 -.10 01 01 -.04 TR
21 Agg Prob Comp Anx T4FF* -.04 .00 .07 .01 B8*F* 7R
22 Agg Overall Func Anx 85*** -11 -.03 .01 -.05 90*** 89*** 907>
23 Agg App Beh Avo -13 JTHF* 63 *** 62%** T3FF* -15 -.07 -.01 -.09
24 Agg App Cha Avo -.06 647F** T9FF* 58*** T0**F* -.09 .04 .01 -.02 .82%**
25 Agg Prob Comp Avo .00 B3FFF BgEER JEERE T REx -.03 .05 16* .07 82%* 6%+
26 Agg Overall Func Avo -.07 A 3FF* J0*** LR 6% -.10 .00 .06 -.01 95*** .90***

25

. 93***

*p < .05, **p <.01, ***p <.001
Variables: attachment avoidance, attachment anxiety, appraisal of behavior, appraisal of character, probability of own compliance,
overall functionality (for scenarios 1-4, all anxious scenarios, and all avoidant scenarios, respectively)



3.3.2.2. Categorical Measures: Analyses of Variance (ANOVA) and Chi
Square Analyses

The hypotheses were first tested via employing a series of analyses of
variance (ANOVA) for each continuous outcome variable and chi square analyses
for each discrete outcome variable, where prime type and attachment styles were
entered as the independent variables. The first independent variable, prime type, had
two levels - independence and interdependence. The participants were randomly
assigned to one of these two experimental conditions. The second independent
variable, attachment style had four levels - secure, dismissing, preoccupied, and
fearful. The participants were categorized into these four attachment groups by using
K means cluster analysis on the two dimensions of the ECR, namely attachment
avoidance and anxiety. Table 3.3.2.2 illustrates the resulting sample size
characteristics of each experimental condition with respect to different attachment
styles. Next, the significant results yielded by these analyses will be presented.

Table 3.3.2.2 Outlook of the Experimental Conditions

Prime Type
Attachment Style Independence Interdependence
Secure N =24 N =26 > =50
Dismissing N=21 N=21 > =42
Preoccupied N =24 N =12 > =36
Fearful N=13 N =23 > =36
>=82 >=82 > =164

3.3.2.2.1. Prime Type Main Effects

First, the main effects of prime type (independent vs. interdependent) on each
outcome variable were tested by entering prime type as the sole independent
variable. It was predicted that anxious/sentinel behaviors (depicted in scenarios 1 and
3) would be evaluated as more functional under the interdependence prime; while
avoidant/rapid fight-or-flight behaviors (depicted in scenarios 2 and 4) would be

evaluated as more functional under the independence prime. However, as seen in
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Table 3.3.2.2.1.1, no significant differences emerged in any of the continuous
outcome variables with respect to prime type, failing to render support to Hypothesis
1. None of the discrete variables emerged as significantly related to prime type in the

chi-square analyses (see Table 3.3.2.2.1.2).

Table 3.3.2.2.1.1. Prime Type Main Effects on the Continuous Outcome
Variables

Prime Type
Independence Interdependence
(n=82) (n=82)

Variables M SD M SD F

App Beh 1 3.82 1.55 3.87 1.49 .05
App Chal 4.14 111 4.13 .92 .00
Prob Comp 1 3.80 1.64 3.65 1.72 33
Overall Func 1 3.92 1.30 3.88 1.25 .03
App Beh 2 3.72 1.69 3.60 1.65 21
App Cha 2 3.52 1.18 3.46 112 12
Prob Comp 2 3.50 1.75 3.42 1.76 .09
Overall Func 2 3.58 1.44 3.49 1.42 A5
App Beh 3 3.60 1.62 3.48 144 .28
App Cha 3 4.20 1.13 4.04 1.08 .87
Prob Comp 3 3.40 1.54 3.27 1.74 .26
Overall Func 3 3.73 1.32 3.59 1.25 48
App Beh 4 3.83 1.70 3.66 1.64 46
App Cha 4 3.77 1.10 3.58 1.13 1.30
Prob Comp 4 3.58 1.66 3.44 1.76 .25
Overall Func 4 3.73 1.39 3.56 1.42 .60
Agg App Beh Anx 3.71 1.28 3.67 1.23 .03
Agg App Cha Anx 417 1.01 4.08 .84 35
Agg Prob Comp Anx 3.60 1.36 3.46 151 .39
Agg Overall Func Anx 3.83 1.11 3.74 1.06 27
Agg App Beh Avo 3.78 1.29 3.63 1.28 .54
Agg App Cha Avo 3.65 .89 3.52 .92 .86
Agg Prob Comp Avo 3.54 1.30 3.43 1.33 27
Agg Overall Func Avo 3.66 1.08 3.53 1.10 57

*p <.05, **p < .01, ***p <.001

Variables: attachment avoidance, attachment anxiety, appraisal of behavior, appraisal of character, probability of
own compliance, overall functionality (for scenarios 1-4, all anxious scenarios, and all avoidant scenarios,
respectively)
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Table 3.3.2.2.1.2. Prime Type Main Effects on the Discrete Outcome Variables

Variables Chi-Square df* p

Outcome 1 .03 1 .857
Outcome 2 .03 1 873
Outcome 3 .07 1 400
Outcome 4 .01 1 .998
Agg Outcome Anx 3.33 2 190
Agg Outcome Avo .03 2 .984

*degree of freedom
Variables: outcome (for scenarios 1-4, all anxious
scenarios, and all avoidant scenarios, respectively)

3.3.2.2.2. Attachment Style Main Effects

Next, the main effects of attachment style (secure, dismissing, preoccupied,
and fearful) on each outcome variable were tested by entering attachment style as the
sole independent variable. In accordance with Hypothesis 2, it was predicted that
participants who are high on attachment anxiety would evaluate anxious/sentinel
behaviors (depicted in scenarios 1 and 3) as more functional; whereas people who are
high on attachment avoidance would evaluate avoidant/rapid fight-or-flight
behaviors (depicted in scenarios 2 and 4) as more functional. As seen in Table
3.3.2.2.2.1, significant main effects of attachment styles emerged for appraisal of
behavior (F (3, 160) = 4.28, p = .006, partial n°= .07), appraisal of character (F (3,
160) = 3.21, p = .025, partial n°= .06), and overall functionality (F (3, 160) = 3.42, p
=.019, partial n’= .06) in scenario 1; appraisal of behavior (F (3, 160) = 2.56, p =
.057, partial n’= .05) and appraisal of character (F (3, 160) = 3.99, p = .009, partial
n?=.07) in scenario 3; and aggregate appraisal of behavior (F (3, 160) = 4.91, p =
.003, partial n°= .08), aggregate appraisal of character (F (3, 160) = 4.71, p = .004,
partial n°= .08), and aggregate overall functionality (F (3, 160) = 3.72, p = .013,
partial n?= .07) in all anxious scenarios.

Lending partial support to Hypothesis 2, post-doc analyses revealed that
participants with dismissing attachment styles reported significantly lower
functionality scores for the anxious/sentinel behavior (M = 3.29; M = 3.80; M = 3.46;
M =3.08; M=3.72; M =3.18; M = 3.76; M = 3.38) as compared to secure (M =
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415, M =433, M=4.08; M=3.92;, M=4.44; M =4.03; M =4.39; M = 4.00) and
fearful participants (M =4.31; M =4.40; M =4.29; M = 3.68; M =4.28; M =4.00; M
=4.34; M = 4.06) on all of the outcome variables that were significantly affected by
attachment style, i.e., appraisal of behavior, appraisal of character, and overall
functionality in scenario 1; appraisal of behavior and appraisal of character in
scenario 3; and aggregate appraisal of behavior, aggregate appraisal of character,
and aggregate overall functionality in all anxious scenarios. Preoccupied participants
did not report significantly more favorable evaluations for the anxious/sentinel
behavior, which did not support the hypothesis. Unexpectedly, they reported lower
functionality scores (M = 3.60) than fearful participants (M = 4.31) on the appraisal
of behavior in scenario 1. They also scored lower (M = 3.95; M = 3.51; M = 3.98)
than secure participants (M = 4.44; M = 4.03; M = 4.39) on the appraisal of character
in scenario 3, aggregate appraisal of behavior anxiety, and aggregate appraisal of

behavior anxiety in all anxious scenarios.
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Table 3.3.2.2.2.1. Attachment Style Main Effects on the Continuous Outcome
Variables

Attachment Style
Secure Dismissing Preoccupied Fearful
(n=50) (n=42) (n=36) (n=36)

Variables M SD M SD M SD M SD F
App Beh 1 415, 151 329, 142 3.0, 157 431, 138  4.28**
App Cha 1l 433, 91 380, 102 402, 1.08 4.40, 1.00 3.21*
Prob Comp 1 377 150 329 166 371 186 4.17 1.68 1.80
Overall Func 1 408, 117 346, 124 378, 136 429, 122 3.42%
App Beh 2 3.47 1.78 3.60 1.75 3.82 1.55 3.83 1.52 47
App Cha 2 336 115 353 117 352 118 3.60 111 .35
Prob Comp 2 3.19 193 331 1.69 3.72 1.82 3.74 143 1.07
Overall Func 2 3.34 154 348 145 3.69 1.40 3.73 1.29 .67
App Beh 3 392, 158 3.08, 137 341, 170 3.68, 1.36 2.56+
App Cha 3 444, 116 372, .90 3.95, 1.20 428, 1.02 3.99**
Prob Comp 3 3.38 1.80 3.07 145 341 1.70 3.52 1.59 .54
Overall Func 3 3.91 141 3.29 1.05 3.59 141 3.83 1.16 2.10
App Beh 4 3.83 182 355 154 3.72 1.74 3.88 1.56 .32
App Cha 4 382 120 353 1.00 360 115 3.72 1.13 61
Prob Comp 4 359 185 326 164 336 181 3.83 1.46 .86
Overall Func 4 3.75 155 345 1.29 3.56 147 3.81 1.28 .58
Agg App Beh Anx 403, 103 318, 117 351, 141 4.00, 1.25 4.91%*
Agg App Cha Anx 439, 81 376, .82 398, 104 434, .95  471%*
Agg Prob Comp Anx 3.57 130 3.18 1.37 3.56 1.63 3.84 1.45 1.43
Agg Overall Func Anx 4.00, 93 338, 1.00 3.68, 1.24 4.06, 1.09 3.72*
Agg App Beh Avo 3.65 132 358 1.34 3.77 1.20 3.86 1.29 37
Agg App Cha Avo 3.59 .87 353 .88 3.56 .93 3.66 .98 15
Agg Prob Comp Avo 339 139 329 129 354 138 3.79 1.16 1.06
Agg Overall Func Avo 3.55 110 3.46 1.10 3.62 1.09 3.77 1.07 .55

tp <.10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001

Variables: attachment avoidance, attachment anxiety, appraisal of behavior, appraisal of character, probability of
own compliance, overall functionality (for scenarios 1-4, all anxious scenarios, and all avoidant scenarios,
respectively)
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Chi-square tests revealed that among the discrete dependent variables, only
the aggregate outcome in all anxious scenarios was marginally significantly related
to attachment styles (y2(6) = 10.84, p = .093) (see Table 3.3.2.2.2.2).

Table 3.3.2.2.2.2. Attachment Style Main Effects on the Discrete Outcome
Variables

Variables Chi-Square df* p

Outcome 1 4.15 3 .246
Outcome 2 2.48 3 479
Outcome 3 2.46 3 482
Outcome 4 1.01 3 .798
Agg Outcome Anx 10.84 6 .093
Agg Outcome Avo 8.54 6 201

*degree of freedom
Variables: outcome (for scenarios 1-4, all anxious scenarios,
and all avoidant scenarios, respectively)

As seen in Table 3.3.2.2.2.3, dismissing participants were marginally
significantly more likely to evaluate the outcome in all anxious scenarios as
dysfunctional as compared to random chance (z = 1.90, p = .057) and less likely to
evaluate the same scenarios as moderately functional as compared to random chance
(z=-1.69, p =.091), rendering support to Hypothesis 2. Secure participants were
found to be significantly more likely to evaluate the outcome in all anxious scenarios

as moderately functional as compared to random chance (z = 2.37, p = .018)
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Table 3.3.2.2.2.3. Attachment Style Main Effects on Aggregate Outcome Anxiety

Aggregate Outcome

Anxiety
Attachment 0 1 2 Total
Style
Count 28.00 21.00 1.00 50.00
Expected Count 3201 14.63 3.35 50.00
Secure z-score -1.42 2.37 -1.60
p-value 156 .018 110
Count 32.00 8.00 2.00 42.00
Expected Count 26.89 1229 2.82 42.00
Dismissing —; score 190 169 -058
p-value .057 .091 .562
Count 23.00 10.00 3.00 36.00
Expected Count 23.05 1054 2.42 36.00
Preoceupied —, <core 02 22 44
p-value .984 .826 .660
Count 22.00 9.00 5.00 36.00
Expected Count 23.05 1054 2.42 36.00
Fearful z-score 41 -84 195
p-value .682 .522 .051
Count 105.00 48.00 11.00 164.00
Total Expected Count 10500 4800 11.00 164.00

3.3.2.2.3. Prime Type and Attachment Style Interaction Effects

In order to test the third hypothesis, stating that the chronic attachment
tendencies of individuals will interact with the cultural value priming on determining
their evaluations of insecure attachment behavior, the interaction effects of prime
type and attachment style on the outcome variables were investigated next.

The ANOVAs revealed significant interaction effects of prime type and
attachment style on appraisal of character in scenario 3 (F (7, 156) = 2.20, p = .037,
partial n?= .09), aggregate appraisal of behavior (F (7, 156) = 2.21, p = .037, partial
n?=.09) and aggregate appraisal of character (F (7, 156) = 2.38, p = .024, partial n°=
.10) in all anxious scenarios; and marginally significant interaction effects on
appraisal of behavior (F (7, 156) = 1.94, p = .066, partial n°= .08), appraisal of
character (F (7, 156) = 1.84, p = .083, partial nZ: .08), and overall functionality (F
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(7,156) = 1.80, p = .091, partial n°= .08) in scenario 1, and aggregate overall
functionality in all anxious scenarios (F (7, 156) = 1.81, p = .089, partial n°= .08).

As seen in Table 3.3.2.2.3.1, neither dismissing nor preoccupied participants
differed in their evaluations of avoidant/rapid fight-or-flight and anxious/sentinel
behaviors with respect to different priming conditions, failing to provide support for
Hypothesis 3. In partial support of Hypothesis 3a, dismissing participants reported
lower functionality scores (M = 3.14; M =3.61; M=3.30; M=3.79; M=3.21; M =
3.70; M = 3.32) as compared to secure (M =4.31; M =4.44; M= 4.31; M =4.49; M
=4.00; M = 4.46; M = 4.11) and fearful participants (M = 4.40; M = 4.62; M = 4.43;
M =4.35; M =4.12; M = 4.49; M = 4.17) in their evaluations of the anxious/sentinel
behaviors (depicted in scenarios 1 and 3) on humerous measures, namely appraisal of
behavior, appraisal of character, and overall functionality in scenario 1; appraisal of
character in scenario 3; aggregate appraisal of behavior, aggregate appraisal of
character, and aggregate overall functionality in all anxious scenarios, only when
they were under the independence prime. The same finding was observed only for
aggregate appraisal of behavior anxiety under the interdependence prime. These
findings also lend support to Hypothesis 2 in suggesting that people who are high on
attachment avoidance evaluate typical anxious behavior as worse when compared to
people with other attachment styles. And this effect seems to be more pronounced
when they are in an individualist mind set, which is congruent with their own
attachment style, supporting Hypothesis 3a.

Chi-square analyses showed that none of the discrete variables were
significantly related to the interaction term of prime type and attachment styles (see
Table 3.3.2.2.3.2).

97



Table 3.3.2.2.3.1. Prime Type and Attachment Style Interaction Effects on the

Continuous Outcome Variables

App Beh 1 App Chal Overall Func 1 App Cha3
Prime Type Prime Type Prime Type Prime Type
é\tt;izchment Indep Interdep Indep Interdep Indep  Interdep Indep Interdep
Secure (n=24) (n=26) (n=24) (n=26) (n=24) (n=26) (n=24) (n=26)
M 431, 4.00, 444, 423, 431, 3.87, 449, 441,
SD 1.36 1.64 .85 .96 .93 1.33 1.08 1.24
Dismissing (n=21) (n=21) (n=21) (n=21) (n=21) (n=21) (n=21) (n=21)
M 3.14, 343y 3.61, 3.99 3.30, 3.624 3.79, 3.65,
SD 1.59 1.25 1.20 .78 143 1.04 1.02 .78
Preoccupied (n=24) (n=12) (n=24) (n=12) (n=24) (=12 (n=24) (n=12)
M 3.59 3.61, 4.064, 3.93, 3.7% 3.74, 4.18,, 3.50,
SD 151 1.75 1.05 1.19 1.30 1.55 1.16 1.20
Fearful (n=13) (n=23) (n=13) (n=23) (n=13) (n=23) (n=13) (n=23)
M 440,  4.26, 462, 427, 4.43, 4.21, 4.35;,  4.25,
SD 1.48 1.34 122 .86 1.32 1.19 1.26 .89
Agg App Beh Anx Agg ﬁﬁg Cha Agg O\fr:?(” Func
Prime Type Prime Type Prime Type
g\tt;zl'zchment Indep Interdep Indep Interdep Indep  Interdep
Secure (n=24) (n=26) (n=24) (n=26) (n=24) (n=26)
M 4.00, 4.06, 446, 432, 411, 3.89,
SD .85 1.19 76 .86 .75 1.08
Dismissing (n=21) (n=21) (n=21) (n=21) (n=21) (n=21)
M 3.21, 3.15, 3.70,  3.824 3.32, 3.43,
SD 1.33 1.01 .97 .65 1.14 .84
Preoccupied (n=24) (n=12) (n=24) (n=12) (n=24) (=12
M 363,  3.264 412,  3.71, 3.80,, 3.46,
SD 141 1.42 1.05 1.02 122 131
Fearful (n=13) (n=23) (n=13) (n=23) (n=13) (n=23)
M 412, 3.92, 4.49, 4.26, 417, 4.00,
SD 141 1.18 121 .78 121 1.03

Variables: appraisal of behavior, appraisal of character, and overall functionality for scenario 1; appraisal of
character for scenario 3; aggregate appraisal of behavior and character, and overall functionality for all anxious

scenarios

Note. Means which do not share any subscripts within each outcome variable both in the rows and in the columns
are significantly different at p < .05
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Table 3.3.2.2.3.2. Prime Type and Attachment Style Interaction Effects on the
Discrete Outcome Variables

Variables Chi-Square df* p

Outcome 1 7.99 7 333
Outcome 2 9.89 7 195
Outcome 3 8.81 7 .266
Outcome 4 512 7 .646
Agg Outcome Anx 19.04 14 164
Agg Outcome Avo 20.18 14 124

*degree of freedom
Variables: outcome (for scenarios 1-4, all anxious scenarios,
and all avoidant scenarios, respectively)

3.3.2.3. Continuous Measures: Hierarchical Regression Analyses

Following the series of analyses of variance (ANOVA) and chi-square
analyses that depicted the differences in the functionality evaluations between the
experimental groups vis-a-vis the attachment styles, a series of hierarchical
regression analyses were conducted to investigate the effects of attachment
dimensions as continuous measures. Since categorical analyses may result in the
shrinkage of variance, and thus, decrease the power of analyses, hypotheses were
also tested via continuous measures using hierarchical moderated regression
analyses. In order to account for the effects of the two experimental conditions, a
dummy coded variable, named prime, was created, and the participants who were
primed with independence were coded as 1 and the participants who were primed
with interdependence were coded as 2. In the analyses, following the procedures
described by Aiken and West (1991), first the independent variables were mean-
centered, and then two and three-way interaction terms were computed via
multiplying centered variables with each other. Age was entered to the hierarchical
regression analyses in the first step to control for its effects, attachment anxiety and
avoidance and prime were entered in the second step, and finally the two and three-
way interaction terms of attachment anxiety and avoidance and prime were entered
in the third step. For purposes of simplicity, the standardized regression coefficients
(B), explained variances (R? Change), and total explained variances (4djusted R?) for
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the final steps of those regression analyses where significant results emerged are
presented in Table 3.3.2.3. Finally, in order to depict the significance and patterns of
interactions, simple slope tests were employed and interactions between the variables
were plotted by generating simple regression equations of a given dependent variable
at low (i.e. one standard deviation below the mean) versus high (i.e. one standard
deviation above the mean) levels of the independent variable, following the methods
of Aiken and West (1991).
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Table 3.3.2.3. Hierarchical Regression Analyses on Continuous Outcome Variables

AppBeh  App Prob Overall AppBeh Prob Agg App Agg App Agg Prob OC‘SI,%”
1 Chal Compl Funcl 2 Comp4 Beh Anx ChaAnx Comp Anx Func Anx

Step 3
Variables p B B B B B B B B B
Age .07 -.01 .07 .06 21%* 13 .01 -.02 .04 .01
Avoidance (Avo) .00 .03 -.03 -.01 -.04 -11 -.01 .00 .00 .00
Anxiety (Anx) .05 .05 14 10 .08 .08 .06 04 18* 11
Prime -.01 -.03 -.06 -.04 .00 -.04 -.04 -.07 -.06 -.06
Avo X Anx 28** 29%** 21* .28%* -.05 .10 24%* 24%* 19* 24%*
Prime X Avo .05 .04 .07 .06 .09 -.02 -.01 .02 .08 .04
Prime X Anx -.06 -11 .02 -.04 .04 147 -.09 -.07 -.01 -.06
Prime X Avo X Anx -17* -.24%* -.08 -17* -17* -.01 -12 -17* -.07 -.13
F 241%  293* 182 2.49% 2.17* 1.32 1.52 1.68 1.82° 1.81°
R2Change .09 13 .05 .09 .05 .03 .06 .07 .04 .06
Adjusted R? .07 .09 .04 .07 .05 .02 .03 .03 .04 .04

1p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
Variables: appraisal of behavior, appraisal of character, probability of own compliance, and overall functionality for scenario 1; appraisal of
behavior for scenario 2; probability of own compliance for scenario 4; aggregate appraisal of behavior, appraisal of character, probability of
own compliance, and overall functionality for all anxious scenarios



Significant three-way interaction effects of attachment avoidance and anxiety
and prime were identified for both appraisal of behavior (5 =-.17, p =.029),
appraisal of character ( = -.24, p =.002), and overall functionality (5 =-.17,p =
.032) for scenario 1. The simple slope test revealed that when the level of attachment
avoidance was high and attachment anxiety was low (i.e., dismissing), participants
who were primed with interdependence scored marginally significantly higher on
appraisal of behavior (t (156) = 1.68, p =.094) and significantly higher on appraisal
of character (t (156) = 2.31, p =.022) as compared to participants under the
independence prime (see Figures 3.3.2.3.1 and 3.3.2.3.2). These results support
Hypothesis 3b, in showing that people who are high on attachment avoidance indeed
evaluate anxious/sentinel behaviors as less dysfunctional when they are under the
interdependence prime, as opposed to when they are under the independence prime.
No significant slopes were identified for overall functionality in scenario 1.
Unexpectedly, when both attachment avoidance and anxiety were high (i.e., fearful),
participants under the independence prime evaluated appraisal of character in this
scenario as more favorable (t (156) = -2.21, p = .028) as compared to participants
under the interdependence prime (see Figure 3.3.2.3.2).

For scenario 1, significant two-way interaction effects of attachment
avoidance and anxiety were identified for appraisal of behavior (# = .28, p =.001),
appraisal of character (# = .29, p <.001), probability of own compliance (6 = .21, p =
.012), and overall functionality (5 = .28, p =.001). The simple slope tests revealed
the same pattern for all these variables: When attachment anxiety is low, higher
levels of attachment avoidance are related with lower scores of functionality (t (160)
=-2.46, p =.015; t (160) = -2.04, p = .043; t (160) = -1.98, p = .050; t (160) = -2.40,
p = .018) (see Figures 3.3.2.3.3, 3.3.2.3.4, 3.3.2.3.5, and 3.3.2.3.6). The same
findings were replicated in measures of aggregate appraisal of behavior, appraisal of
character, probability of own compliance, and overall functionality in all anxious
scenarios, where again significant two-way interaction effects of attachment
avoidance and anxiety emerged (5 = .24, p =.005; f = .24, p=.005; #=.19,p =
.021; p = .24, p =.003); and simple slope tests showed that with low levels of

attachment anxiety, as attachment avoidance increases, evaluations get worse in
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aggregate appraisal of behavior, character, and overall functionality (t (160) = -2.14,
p =.034; t(160) =-1.92, p =.057; t (160) = -2.07, p = .040) (see Figures 3.3.2.3.7,
3.3.2.3.8, and 3.3.2.3.9). No significant slopes were identified for aggregate
probability of own compliance, yet attachment anxiety emerged as positively related
to this measure on its own (5 = .18, p = .030). When put together, these results
support Hypothesis 2, by providing evidence that people who are high on attachment
avoidance tend to evaluate typical anxious/sentinel behaviors as less functional.

As for scenario 2 (depicting avoidant/rapid fight-or-flight behavior), a
significant three-way interaction between attachment avoidance and anxiety, and
prime was identified for appraisal of behavior (8 =-.17, p = .034). The simple slope
tests revealed that when both attachment avoidance and anxiety are low (i.e., secure),
participants who were primed with independence scored significantly higher on their
evaluations of functionality (t (156) = -2.10, p = .038) (see Figure 3.3.2.3.10). This
result suggests that typical avoidant/rapid fight-or-flight behaviors are evaluated as
more functional under the independence prime, hence support Hypothesis 1. A
marginally significant two-way interaction of attachment anxiety and prime emerged
for probability of own compliance in scenario 4 (f = .14, p = .075), yet no significant
slopes were identified.
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3.3.2.4. Differences among the Scenarios

In order to check if there were any systematic differences among the four
scenarios, which could have confounded the results, a series of pair wise one sample
t-tests were employed. As depicted in Table 3.3.2.4, with regards to appraisal of
behavior in the four scenarios, only appraisal of behavior in scenario 1 (M = 3.84)
was evaluated as significantly more positively as compared to scenario 3 (M = 3.54)
(t (163) = 2.57, p =.011). Appraisal of behavior in all the other scenarios and the
aggregate appraisals in all anxious and avoidant scenarios were deemed as equal.

Appraisal of character in scenario 1 (M = 4.14) and 3 (M = 4.12) were
deemed as equally positive, and both were deemed as significantly more positive that
the appraisals in scenario 4 (M = 3.67) (t (163) =5.86, p <.001; t (163) =5.11,p <
.001) and scenario 2 (M = 3.49) (t (163) =8.17, p <.001; t (163) = -6.99, p < .001).
The appraisal of character in scenario 4 (M = 3.67) was also evaluated more
positively than scenario 2 (M = 3.49) (t (163) = -2.05, p = .042). The aggregate
appraisal of character in all anxious scenarios (M = 4.13) were also deemed as more
positive as compared to the aggregate outcome in all avoidant scenarios (M = 3.58) (t
(163) = 7.53, p < .001).

With regards to probability of own compliance in the four scenarios, only
probability of own compliance in scenario 1 (M = 3.72) was evaluated as
significantly more positively as compared to scenario 2 (M = 3.46) (t (163) = 2.00, p
=.047) and 3 (M =3.34) (t (163) = 2.94, p = .004), which were deemed equally
positive. Probability of own compliance in all the other scenarios and the aggregate
appraisals in all anxious and avoidant scenarios were deemed as equal.

Overall functionality in scenario 1 (M = 3.90) was evaluated as significantly
more positively as compared to all other scenarios (M = 3.54; M = 3.66; M = 3.64) (t
(163) = 3.66, p <.001; t (163) = 2.39, p =.018; t (163) = 2.60, p = .010), which were
deemed equally positive. Aggregate overall functionality was deemed as more
positive in all anxious scenarios (M = 3.78) as compared to all avoidant scenarios (M
=3.59) (t (163) = 2.28, p =.024).

When put together, these results suggest that anxious scenarios were

evaluated as slightly more positive as compared to avoidant scenarios, which is to be
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expected considering the sample was taken from an inherently collectivist culture.
Yet, evidence suggests that there were not any systematic differences between the

scenarios that could have confounded the results.

Table 3.3.2.4. Differences among the Scenarios

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4
Variables M SD M SD M SD M SD
Appraisal of Behavior 3.84, 152 3.66,, 1.66 3.54, 1.53 3.75, 1.67
Appraisal of Character 414, 1.02 3.49, 1.15 412, 111 3.67, 1.12
Probability of Own Compliance 3.72, 168 3.46y, 1.75 3.34, 1.64 3.51,, 1.71
Overall Functionality 3.90, 127 3.54, 1.43 3.66, 1.28 3.64, 1.40
All Anxious All Avoidant
Scenarios Scenarios
Variables M SD M SD
Aggregate Appraisal of Behavior 3.69, 1.25 3.71, 1.29
Aggregate Appraisal of Character 4.13, .93 3.58, .90
Aggregate Probability of Own Compliance 3.53, 1.43 3.49, 1.32
Aggregate Overall Functionality 3.78, 1.08 3.59, 1.09

Note.
Means which do not share any subscripts across the scenarios for the variables appraisal of behavior, appraisal of
character, probability of own compliance, and overall functionality are significantly different at p <.05

3.3.2.5. Manipulation Check

The effects of the experimental manipulation were examined via an analysis
of variance (ANOVA). Although the independence values scores of the experimental
group that was primed with independence (M = 6.01) was higher as compared to the
group that was primed with interdependence (M = 5.88); and the interdependence
values scores of the experimental group that was primed with interdependence (M =
5.47) was higher as compared to the group that was primed with independence (M =
5.41); these differences failed to reach statistical significance. The fact that these
independence and interdependence values are not entirely opposite to each other, but
exist as orthogonal constructs (Schwartz & Boehnke, 2004) could explain the
absence of a significant difference. The plausible and expected interaction effects of
prime type also suggest that the experimental manipulations worked in the

anticipated directions.
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3.3.2.6. Overview of the Results

The overall results of the second study provided partial support to the general
hypothesis that insecure attachment behaviors would be evaluated as more functional
by the members of a culture, as long as they are compatible with the prevalent
attachment orientation-cultural values relationship within that cultural context.

Specifically, continuous analyses showed that secure participants evaluated
behavior in avoidant scenarios as more functional when they were under the
independence prime, lending support to Hypothesis 1, which stated that rapid fight-
or-flight behaviors associated with avoidant attachment would be evaluated as more
functional under an individualistic/independent cultural mindset.

The second hypothesis, which stated that people who are high on attachment
anxiety would evaluate anxious/sentinel behaviors as more functional; whereas
people who are high on attachment avoidance would evaluate avoidant/rapid fight-
or-flight behaviors as more functional, also received empirical support: Participants
who scored high on attachment avoidance evaluated anxious scenarios as less
positive as compared to other participants across a variety of measures.

Significant interaction effects of attachment style and prime type lend partial
support to the third hypothesis suggesting that the chronic attachment tendencies of
individuals would interact with the effect of cultural context on their evaluations of
insecure attachment behavior. Hypothesis 3b, stating that a cultural context which is
congruent with the specific insecure attachment behavior would have an attenuating
effect on the negative appraisal on this behavior when it is incompatible with the
individual’s own attachment orientation, received considerable empirical support: On
numerous measures, participants with high attachment avoidance evaluated the
anxious/sentinel behaviors as less dysfunctional when they were under the
interdependence prime; whereas they reported lower functionality scores in their
evaluations of these behaviors when they were under the independence prime,
supporting Hypothesis 3a, which stated that a cultural context which is congruent
with the specific insecure attachment behavior would have an intensifying effect on
the positive appraisal on this behavior when it is compatible with the individual’s

own attachment orientation.
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CHAPTER 4

DISCUSSION

The overreaching aim of the present dissertation was to investigate if insecure
attachment can have any adaptive functions in relation to cultural context. In order to
carry out this investigation, first a correlational study was conducted, where potential
relationships between attachment orientations and cultural constructs were explored.
Next, an experimental study was carried out to see if these relationships serve any
adaptive functions for the members of a particular culture. In the following sections,
first the findings of the present research will be summarized and discussed, then the
contributions and implications will be presented, and finally the limitations will be
addressed with suggestions for future research.

4.1. Discussion of the Main Findings of the Present Research

4.1.1. Study 1

Although it has been shown that the different forms of attachment insecurity
(i.e., attachment avoidance and anxiety) vary among cultures in terms of prevalence
(see Schmitt, 2010), no studies to date have investigated the direct links between
attachment orientations and cultural values and mindsets. In an effort to fill this gap
and lay the groundwork for the investigation of the potential adaptive functions of
different forms of attachment insecurity in different cultural contexts, Study 1
explored the relationships between attachment dimensions and cultural constructs.

In line with the previous findings showing that attachment anxiety is more
prevalent in collectivist cultures whereas attachment avoidance is more prevalent in
individualist cultures (e.g., Sagi, van IJzendoorn, & Karie-Koren, 1991; Schmitt,
2010; Schmitt et al., 2004; van 1Jzendoorn & Kroonenberg, 1988), the American
sample of the present study reported significantly higher attachment avoidance as
compared to the Turkish sample and the Turkish sample reported significantly higher

attachment anxiety as compared to the American sample. The Turkish participants
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also reported significantly higher levels of attachment anxiety than attachment
avoidance, a phenomenon well documented in previous Turkish samples (Siimer,
2014).

The overall results of this study supported the first hypothesis and showed
that significant relationships between attachment orientations and cultural constructs
indeed exist, where attachment avoidance is significantly related to an
individualist/independent mindset and attachment anxiety is significantly related to a
collectivist/relational mindset in both collectivist (Turkish) and individualist
(American) cultural settings.

Supporting the first hypothesis, measures of collectivism, such as
interdependence values, harmony control, horizontal collectivism, and communal
values, emerged as negatively related to attachment avoidance in both Turkish and
American samples. Avoidance has also been negatively linked to vertical
collectivism, another measure of collectivism, in the American sample. Also, in line
with predictions, avoidance has been positively linked to measures of individualism,
such as vertical individualism in the American sample, and agentic values in the
Turkish sample. Lending further support to the first hypothesis, attachment anxiety
emerged as both positively related to measures of collectivism, such as vertical
collectivism and communal goals, and negatively related to measures of
individualism, such as desirability of control, in both Turkish and American samples.
Attachment anxiety also emerged as positively related to interdependence values,
harmony control, and horizontal collectivism, all measures of collectivism, in the
Turkish sample; and negatively related to horizontal individualism, a measure of
individualism, in the American sample.

When put together, these results suggest that compulsive self-reliance in
interpersonal relationships also goes hand in hand with individualist tendencies when
it comes to cultural worldviews. In a similar vein, people who have a widespread fear
of being rejected or abandoned also feel the need to be more relational, and value the
goals of the group above their own. These results are in line with Schmitt and
colleagues’ (2004) findings, which showed that national levels of attachment anxiety

are negatively correlated with measures of individualism. Other researchers have also
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found positive associations between attachment anxiety and measures of collectivism
and interdependence (e.g., Agishtein & Brumbaugh, 2013; Cheng & Kwan, 2008;
You & Malley-Morrison, 2000). These findings also make theoretical sense:
Attachment anxiety, which entails dependence on others and a desire to be enmeshed
with them, logically relates to collectivist values of inter-connectedness, seeing
oneself as part of the group, and maintaining the harmony of the group; while
attachment avoidance, which involves compulsive self-reliance and evasion of
intimacy, naturally relates to individualist values of independence, autonomy, and
large personal space (Sorensen & Oyserman, 2010). A recent finding by Ein-Dor,
Reizer, Shaver, and Dotan (2012) corroborates this logic in showing that attachment
avoidance predicts better performance in fields that require independence and self-
reliance.

The fact that these patterns were identified largely regardless of cultural
setting offered further support to the first hypothesis. The results of this study offer
preliminary support to the idea that the relationships between attachment anxiety and
an interdependent/relational mindset and attachment avoidance and an
independent/individualist mindset may be universal. Although different cultures
reflecting different values vary in their distribution of insecure attachment due to the
fact that the key factors in attachment formation, such as the content of mother-child
interaction, diverge as a function of culture (e.g., Leyendecker, Lamb, Scholmerich,
& Fricke, 1997; Posada et al., 2002), the findings of this study suggest that the latent
relationships between attachment orientations and cultural values may be valid
universally.

This study also incorporated implicit cultural constructs, such as harmony
control and desirability of control to investigate the possible relationships between
attachment orientations and cultural values at a deeper level. The results derived
from these measures were corroborative with the other, more frequently used
measures of cultural values, such as individualism/collectivism, and
independence/interdependence scales: While harmony control was positively
associated with attachment anxiety and negatively associated with attachment

avoidance, desirability of control emerged as positively related with attachment
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avoidance and negatively related with attachment anxiety. These results are quite
intuitive in the sense that relinquishing control to forces other than the self (e.g., a
higher power, other people, or the social context), as measured by harmony control,
can be very functional in a collectivist cultural setting, where belief in a higher power
Is very prevalent and uncertainty is a fact of life. Similarly, it is rather adaptive for
individuals who are high on attachment anxiety to regulate their hypervigilance
through endorsing culturally accepted collectivist values by adopting this harmony
control mindset and facing less adverse consequences by fitting the cultural
atmosphere, i.e., be more functional (Friedman et al., 2010). In a similar vein, in an
individualist cultural context where each member of the society is expected to stand
up for him/herself and take control of his/her life without relying on other members
of the society, it is adaptive for individuals with high attachment avoidance to
deactivate their need for affiliation and rather seek alternatives of personal salvation
and ultimately cultivate a domineering motivation for personally controlling events
in one’s live, rather than depending on others, who have been chronically unavailable
anyway.

Contrary to expectations, vertical individualism and agentic values emerged
as positively related to attachment anxiety in both Turkish and American cultures,
both effects were more pronounced in the American sample. As vertical
individualism and agentic values measure the extent to which an individual wants to
be better than others in competitive settings and assert one’s agency, these findings
might suggest that anxious individuals may want to push themselves to be better than
the others to combat with the chronic hypervigilance they suffer from. The negative
model of self that typifies anxious individuals might drive them to try to perform
better than others to compensate for their feelings of not being worthy of love and
support. Similar findings have been recorded by Lee and Sawang (2016) where
participants high on anxiety were revealed to be more likely to perceive intergroup
competition in a project team setting and to be more willing to put more resources in
outperforming competitors. The fact that this finding of the present study seems to be
more prominent in the American sample, an individualist setting, where such

competitive acts are valued more highly, lends support to the functionality argument
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of attachment insecurity. Individuals high on attachment anxiety may be trying to
buffer the negative effects of their hypervigilance in an individualistic culture that
does not approve of dependence and clinginess, by trying to assert themselves by
adopting agentic and competitive values, which are more acceptable. In a culture
where their dominant need to be enmeshed with close others is not approved of,
anxious individuals may try to overcome the stress of having a negative model of self
by trying to adopt more acceptable values, such as differentiating the self from others
in a competitive manner and asserting the self as an independent agent. Although
these are plausible arguments for the interpretation of this unexpected finding,
further research is needed to better construe the mechanisms of this relationship.
Another unexpected finding emerged in the Turkish sample, a number of
individualism values, namely, independence, desirability of control, and horizontal
individualism emerged as negatively related to attachment avoidance. Possibly, these
individualist values, which are highly dysfunctional in a collectivist/relational
setting, are not endorsed by even those members of the culture who have individual
relational tendencies that favor these values.

In addition to these linear relationships between attachment orientations and
cultural values, significant non-linear relationships also emerged between the said
variables. Several measures of collectivism, namely, interdependence values,
harmony control, and vertical collectivism, were associated with attachment anxiety
in quadratic relationships, where moderate levels of attachment anxiety emerged as
related to higher levels of these measures of collectivism, while low and high levels
of attachment anxiety were related to lower levels of these outcome variables in the
Turkish sample. These results confirm the expectation that moderate levels of a
construct are more representative as compared to extreme values. As a matter of fact,
this points to a common method and measurement error - even though high levels of
a construct are usually regarded as more prototypical, in fact moderate levels are the
real prototypes and are more representative. Moreover, considering that these
measures of collectivism are the prevalent norm in the relational Turkish culture,
these findings lend support to the notion that insecure attachment is relatively

functional - neither extreme dependence nor interdependence is functional, but
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moderate levels of attachment insecurity can be associated with culturally adaptive
values. These findings are very much in line with the psychological/emotional
interdependence family model of Kagit¢ibasi (2005), which argues that with
increased urbanization and parental (especially maternal) education, the economic
value of the child diminishes, yet the psychological value of the child substantially
increases. In this family model, which has been repeatedly shown to be valid for the
Turkish culture, emotional interdependence and relatedness is still valued, given the
collectivist cultural context, yet autonomy of the child is also valued as there is no
longer the need for material interdependence. In line with this model, the present
results confirm that neither extreme dependence nor independence, but moderate
levels of a desire to be close with significant others, may be more representative of
the Turkish culture and more functional in it.

A measure of individualism, namely horizontal individualism, also emerged
as significantly related to attachment anxiety in quadratic relationships in both
Turkish and American samples, where only low and high levels of attachment
anxiety emerged as related to higher levels of horizontal individualism, while
moderate levels of attachment anxiety emerged as related to lower levels of this
outcome variable in both samples. It is plausible that the high and low levels of
attachment anxiety may be related to high levels of horizontal individualism through
different mechanism. Low levels of attachment anxiety may be related to
individualism due to the dismissing pattern whereas high levels may be associated
with individualism due to the fact that extreme anxiety causes extreme concern with
one self (e.g., Mikulincer et al., 2003), individuals who are extremely focused on
themselves due to high anxiety may also logically score high on a measure of
individualism. These findings are especially plausible for the Turkish sample,
lending support to the functionality argument of attachment insecurity in showing
that only extreme values of attachment anxiety is related to a cultural construct that is
incompatible with the cultural context in the relational Turkish sample.

The second hypothesis was also supported; the results showed that cultural
context was an important determinant of the strength of the universal relationships

between attachment dimensions and cultural values identified in this study. The
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positive relationship between attachment anxiety and collectivist values emerged
more strongly in the Turkish sample, whereas the negative relationship between
attachment avoidance and collectivist values emerged more strongly in the American
sample. This finding lend support to the idea of functionality of attachment insecurity
with respect to cultural context - the prevalent form of attachment insecurity goes
hand in hand with the prevalent cultural values, i.e. anxiety with collectivist values in
the collectivist Turkish context, and avoidance with individualist values in the
individualist American context. These findings are very much in line with the
cultural fit hypothesis which argues that the prevalent form of attachment insecurity
is associated with less adverse outcomes (Friedman et al., 2010). As adaptation to
local environment offers a major advantage in increasing survival fitness (e.g.,
Belsky et al., 1991; Chisholm, 1996), adapting to local culture is also a key survival
tool. Strongly adhering to the prevalent attachment orientation-cultural value
relationship in respective ecologies seems to be part of this strategy. Studies showing
that the less prevalent form of attachment insecurity poses a specific risk factor in
many domains in both collectivist and individualist cultures (e.g., Harma & Siimer,
2016; Rothbaum et al., 2002; Selguk et al., 2010; Siimer, 2015; Stimer & Kagitcibast,
2010; Stimer, Sakman, Harma, & Savas, 2016) provide further evidence that
incongruence with the culture’s dominating atmosphere, which shapes close
relationships, is the less favorable strategy. The results of the present study also
corroborate with these findings in suggesting that members of a specific culture
indeed tend to adhere to the prevalent attachment orientation-cultural value
relationship of their cultural context.

4.1.2. Study 2

Building on the results of the first study, which showed that romantic
attachment orientations and cultural values are in fact significantly related to each
other, the second study explored whether this relationship also serves any real-life
functions for the members of a culture. The aim of this experimental study was to
investigate whether different types of insecure attachment offer any specific

functions in different cultural contexts.
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The results provided partial support to the general hypothesis stating insecure
attachment behaviors would be evaluated as more functional by the members of a
culture, as long as they are in line with the prevalent attachment orientation-cultural
values relationship within that particular cultural context.

Although the results failed to yield any significant main effects of prime type
on evaluations of typical anxious/sentinel and avoidant/rapid fight-or-flight behavior;
lending partial support to the first hypothesis, continuous analyses showed that
secure participants evaluated behavior in avoidant scenarios as more functional when
they were under the independence prime, suggesting that rapid fight-or-flight
behaviors associated with avoidant attachment are evaluated as more functional in an
individualistic/independent cultural context. This finding is in line with Friedman
and colleagues’ (2010) cultural fit hypothesis and all the other research findings
reviewed above that corroborate it: The prevalent form of attachment insecurity is
deemed as more functional by the members of that particular cultural context
because it fits the cultural atmosphere better, and in turn is associated with less
adverse outcomes. The selfish, yet problem-focused coping strategies depicted in the
rapid fight-or-flight behaviors of avoidant characters are arguably evaluated as a
better fit to the low-context communicative style of individualistic/independent
cultural contexts, which values direct confrontation and solution-oriented strategies
(Gudykunst et al., 1988; Hall, 1976). The individualist mindset that cherishes self-
sufficiency and regards the individual as a disjoint agent (Markus & Kitayama, 1991)
seems to be more approving of the avoidant characters that act on their own without
thinking about the others in the rapid fight-or-flight scenarios.

The second hypothesis, stating that individuals who are high on attachment
anxiety would evaluate anxious/sentinel behaviors as more functional whereas
individuals who are high on attachment avoidance would evaluate avoidant/rapid
fight-or-flight behaviors as more functional, also received support in this second
study. Both categorical and continuous analyses results showed that participants who
scored high on attachment avoidance evaluated anxious scenarios as less positive as
compared to other participants in a number of different measures. These findings

align with Ein-Dor and colleagues’ (2011a) original findings, which showed that
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individuals high on attachment anxiety have a cognitive tendency for the sentinel
script and individuals high on attachment avoidance have a cognitive tendency for
the rapid fight-or-flight script, and build on them by showing that people not only
more readily process cognitive information regarding a behavior compatible with
their own attachment tendencies, but also judge the incompatible behaviors as more
dysfunctional.

An interesting finding emerged in these analyses, the fearful participants did
not differ from secure participants in their evaluations of the anxious/sentinel
behaviors and these evaluations were significantly more favorable than those of
dismissing participants. One possible explanation is when both attachment anxiety
and avoidance is high (i.e., fearful), meaning when an individual is truly insecure
with respect to attachment, typical insecure behaviors may be regarded as positive.
Another explanation may lie at Levy, Blatt, and Shaver’s (1998) findings, which
have found marked similarities between fearful individuals and what Pearson, Cohn,
Cowen, and Cowen (1994) call earned secure individuals, who describe difficult
early relationships with caregivers but do so in a highly coherent way in Adult
Attachment Interviews, just like secure individuals. Levy and colleagues (1998)
report that both earned secure and fearful participants report difficult childhoods, yet
have clear and coherent representations of their parents, unlike preoccupied and
dismissing participants. They go on to note that many of the fearful individuals can
in fact be secure in some sense, in that they are more aware of their situation and do
not use hyperactivating and deactivating strategies as defensive tactics like the
preoccupieds and dismissings. This reported similarity between fearful and secure
individuals may also manifest itself in their evaluations of typical anxious and
avoidant behaviors, as reported in this study.

The third hypothesis, predicting that the attachment orientations of people
would interact with the effect of cultural context on their evaluations of insecure
attachment behavior received only partial support, the expected effects were
observed for the participants high on attachment avoidance, but not for the
participants high on attachment anxiety. The results of the categorical analyses

showed that dismissing participants evaluated the typical anxious/sentinel behavior
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as more dysfunctional only when they were under the independence prime, but not
the interdependence prime, lending partial support to Hypothesis 3a, which stated
that a cultural context which is congruent with the specific insecure attachment
behavior will have an intensifying effect on the positive appraisal on this behavior
when it is compatible with the individual’s own attachment orientation. This result is
in line with the well-established findings of social psychology literature: People tend
to judge their own tendencies, values, and attitudes as more positive and adhere to
them even more when they are in social situations that are compatible with these
orientations (see Isenberg, 1986 for a review). The participants with an avoidant
attachment style apparently found the anxious/sentinel behavior more negative only
when they were in a mindset that affirmed their own orientation; probably because
they were expecting behavior that is compatible with the cultural context they were
primed with. The results of the continuous analyses also showed that participants
who scored high on attachment avoidance evaluated the anxious/sentinel behaviors
as less dysfunctional when they were under the interdependence prime as compared
to when they were under the independence prime on various measures, lending
support to Hypothesis 3b, which stated that a cultural context which is congruent
with the specific insecure attachment behavior would have an attenuating effect on
the negative appraisal on this behavior when it is incompatible with the individual’s
own attachment orientation. This result also makes intuitive sense considering the
abundance of findings in social psychology literature showing people are
predisposed to conform to the salient norm of a social context in order to fit in (see
Cialdini & Goldstein, 2004 for a review). When in a cultural mindset that favors
anxious behaviors, even people who possess opposite tendencies can be more
accepting of such behavior, which they are rather disapproving of under normal
circumstances. This can be attributed to an overreaching need to conform, be
accepted, and not stand out as deviant.

Finally, the absence of a significant difference in the independence and
interdependence scores, used for manipulation check, could be attributed to the fact
that independence and interdependence values are not entirely opposite to each other,

but exist as orthogonal constructs and slightly correlate with each other (e.g., Kam,
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Zhou, Zhang, & Ho, 2012; Kwan, Bond, & Singelis, 2007; Schwartz & Boehnke,
2004, Singelis, 1994). The significant interaction effects of prime type, which
emerged in the anticipated trends, suggest that the experimental manipulation worked
in the desired directions. The meta-analysis of Oyserman and Lee (2008) also attest
that the pronoun circling task employed in this study is an effective tool for priming
independence versus interdependence.

4.1.3. General Overview of the Findings

The studies conducted in the present dissertation aimed at jointly
investigating the possible functions of attachment insecurity vis-a-vis cultural
context. The first study provided correlational evidence that attachment orientations
and cultural values are in fact related to one another in the anticipated directions:
Attachment anxiety goes hand in hand with a collectivist/relational mindset, and
attachment avoidance goes hand in hand with an individualist/independent mindset.
Although these relationships were identified in both a collectivist and an individualist
cultural setting, the strength of the relationships differed with respect to cultural
context, where the positive relationship between attachment anxiety and collectivist
values emerged more strongly in the collectivist setting, and the negative relationship
between attachment avoidance and collectivist values emerged more strongly in the
individualist setting. These findings established that there are in fact certain
attachment orientation-cultural values relationships and by doing so it laid the
groundwork for the second study that manipulated the cultural mindset within an
experimental setting via priming in order to investigate whether these relationship
between insecure attachment tendencies and cultural values serve any adaptive
functions for the members of a particular culture. This second study aimed to
complement the first study by investigating if the attachment orientation-cultural
values link established by it can also govern the functionality of certain insecure
attachment behavior, which manifest in the judgments of the members of the culture.
Building on the results of the first study, the second study provided evidence that the
prevalent attachment orientation-cultural values relationship within a particular
cultural context in fact affects how functional insecure attachment behaviors are

evaluated by the members of that culture, hence how culturally adaptive they are. In
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line with expectations, the second study showed that the sentinel behaviors
associated with anxious attachment are evaluated as more dysfunctional by
individuals who are high on attachment avoidance, and the rapid fight-or-flight
behaviors associated with avoidant attachment are evaluated as more functional
within an individualistic/independent cultural mindset. Significant interaction effects
of cultural context and individual attachment orientations also emerged and showed
that a cultural context congruent with one’s own attachment tendency strengthens the
negative evaluations of insecure attachment behavior which is contrary to one’s own
attachment orientation; whereas a cultural context incongruent with one’s own
attachment tendency attenuates these negative evaluations associated with such
behaviors. In sum, the first study established that there are certain relationships
between insecure attachment tendencies and cultural values, and the second study
showed that these relationships do affect how members of a culture evaluate insecure
attachment behaviors as functional or dysfunctional, which signals the cultural
adaptivity of such behaviors. When put together, the results of these two studies
provide a valid cultural extension to the social defense theory which has put forward
that different insecure attachment behaviors have different functions (Ein-Dor et al.,
2010). Different insecure attachment tendencies are shown to be in fact related with
different cultural values and when these values are made salient, the evaluations of
insecure attachment behavior differ in a way that is sensitive to cultural mindset. The
sentinel behavior associated with anxious attachment is judged as more functional
under an interdependent context, because such hypervigilant behavior is more in tune
with the high context of collectivist cultures that tolerate fuzzy interpersonal
boundaries and small interpersonal space. The rapid fight-or-flight behavior
associated with avoidant attachment, on the other hand, is judged as more functional
under an independent context, because such distant behavior is more congruous with
the low context of individualist cultures that can accommodate self-centeredness and
large interpersonal space. In conclusion, the overall results of the present
dissertation showed that the predictions of the social defense theory are in fact

sensitive to cultural context: Different insecure attachment behaviors are not only
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functional, but they are functional with respect to the specific attachment orientation-
cultural context relationship that dominates the cultural atmosphere.

4.2. Contributions and Implications of the Present Research

As reviewed in Chapter 1, despite the impressive amount and eminence of
research in the domain of attachment, possible adaptive functions of its insecure form
have been widely neglected. Yet, investigating and understanding the adaptive value
of insecure attachment may be especially important as recent research findings
suggest that its prevalence may be on the rise (Konrath et al., 2014). Insecure
attachment evolved as a secondary attachment strategy because it serves some
adaptive functions and solves certain survival problems, yet it is more “costly” to the
individual as compared to the primary attachment strategy, i.e., secure attachment.
The evolutionary accounts of how attachment insecurity can be adaptive in terms of
increasing reproductive fitness (e.g., Belsky, Steinberg, & Draper, 1991; Chisholm,
1996) and chances of group survival (Ein-Dor et al., 2010) have taken substantial
steps in solving the attachment paradox (i.e., despite the fact that attachment research
is heavily dominated by findings linking insecure attachment with adverse outcomes,
half of the population still displays insecure attachment tendencies); yet they fail to
take the fact that insecure attachment varies among cultures into account. The
incorporation of cultural differences to attachment processes (see Ainsworth &
Marvin, 1995; Posada et al., 1995; Posada et al., 2013; Rothbaum & Morelli, 2005;
Rothbaum, Morelli, & Rusk, 2011; van 1Jzendoorn & Sagi-Schwartz (2008) have
concentrated on the cultural variations of specific attachment behaviors and parental
sensitivity/responsiveness, and not tapped into how different insecure attachment
behaviors can be functional with respect to culture either. The present research is a
pioneering effort in filling these gaps and introducing cultural context into the
investigation of functionality of attachment insecurity for the first time. The major
contribution of this work is to offer an extension to the solution of the attachment
paradox through the lenses of culture, contextual compatibility, and the underlying
mechanisms of how different insecure attachment behaviors can be relatively

functional in different cultures.
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The first main contribution of the present research is to systematically test if
attachment dimensions and cultural constructs are significantly related to each other.
Although previous research has established that attachment anxiety is more prevalent
in collectivist cultures whereas attachment avoidance is more prevalent in
individualist cultures (see Schmitt, 2010), to the best of the author’s knowledge,
there are no studies to directly investigate the links between attachment orientations
and culturally shaped mindsets, such as interdependence, individualism, harmony
control, etc. Study 1 of the present dissertation filled this gap and provided the first
correlational evidence that attachment anxiety is significantly related to a
collectivist/relational mindset, and attachment avoidance is significantly related to an
individualist/independent mindset. Another contribution of this first study is to
reinforce these findings by utilizing implicit cultural values as complementary
measures, such as harmony control and desirability of control, which serve as proxies
for collectivism and individualism. The first study is also fruitful in the sense that it
provided both universal and cultural evidence: Attachment dimensions and cultural
constructs emerged to be evident regardless of culture, yet the strength of these
relationships seemed to be influenced by cultural effects. Moreover, the fact that
community samples were used in both cultural settings, instead of student samples,
could also be considered as a point of strength of this study.

The second main contribution of the present research is to empirically test for
the first time if another function of insecure attachment may lie at the cultural level.
Study 2 of the present dissertation provided the first experimental evidence that
insecure behavior that is incongruent with the cultural context and the individuals’
own attachment orientation is regarded as more dysfunctional, and vice versa. This is
pioneering evidence that different types of insecure attachment indeed serve specific
functions within different cultures, and hence regarded as functional by the members
of those particular cultures. Similarly, the negative evaluation of a culturally
incongruous attachment behavior signals a specific dysfunctionality within that
culture. Such behavior is unanimously judged as unfavorable because it has been
associated with maladaptive outcomes. Another contribution of this second study is

having produced four novel scenarios depicting typical anxious/sentinel and

125



avoidant/rapid fight-or-flight behaviors and four sets of different measurements for
the evaluations of these behaviors, which could be utilized in future research.

The present dissertation also bears notable implications on how attachment
styles, and particularly insecure attachment, are viewed from a cross-cultural
standpoint. The present research has showed that not only insecure attachment
functions as an early alarm and escape mechanism, but it does so in a culturally
sensitive manner. This is pioneering evidence that could challenge the long standing
view that insecure attachment is dysfunctional in showing that insecure members are
in fact functional in alerting the other members of potential dangers and helping them
escape the threatening situations by identifying or creating escape routes. The fact
that this function is sensitive to cultural context bears important implications:
Anxious members can be more functional for the group in collectivist settings,
whereas avoidant members can be more functional for the group in individualist
settings. Moreover, as the members possessing the attachment style that is
incompatible with the cultural atmosphere are tolerated to a lesser degree by the
other members of that culture, this can pose a risk factor for them. These conjectures
could help explain the repeated findings showing anxious attachment is more
prevalent in collectivist cultures, while avoidant attachment is more prevalent in
individualist cultures.

The group level adaptive advantage of insecure attachment could also extend
beyond the domain of survival in face of imminent threat. For instance, individuals
with insecure attachment could differ in their perceptions of intergroup emotions
(Smith, 1993) and thereby provide the group with adaptive advantages: Members
with avoidant attachment may be more prone to feel powerful emotions, such as
hatred, anger, and disgust; whereas members with anxious attachment may be more
likely to feel shame, sadness, and fear. This differentiation in emotionality could
benefit the overall group by balancing the relations with out-groups and serving a
regulatory function within the group (Maitner, Mackie, & Smith, 2006). Such
differentiated emotional screening can be especially beneficial in different cultural
settings. Moreover, group compositions heterogeneous with respect to attachment

could also be more functional in work settings with their complementary action

126



tendencies: Anxious members could be helpful in detecting potential problems and
dangers, avoidant members could facilitate acting without too much deliberation and
compromise, and secure members could act as leaders and coordinators. Lavy and
colleagues (2015) documented recent evidence supporting this conjecture: Student
project teams comprised of members with heterogeneous attachment tendencies were
identified to perform better on both objective outcomes and measures of the
members’ subjective perceptions of team functioning. The cultural differences can
have further implications on this front: As suggested by the findings of the present
research, anxious individuals would be better tolerated in a collectivist work setting,
while avoidant individuals would be better tolerated in an individualist work setting,
hence may be capitalized better in these respective ecologies. In a similar vein,
individuals who have an attachment tendency that is incompatible with the dominant
cultural atmosphere could be accommodated to a lesser degree, which could
deteriorate performance.

4.3. Limitations of the Present Research and Suggestions for Future
Studies

The potential contributions of the present study notwithstanding, the results
should be approached with caution due to certain limitations. The major limitation of
the first study is its correlational nature. Although this study established the links
between attachment orientations and cultural values, the causality between these
constructs can not be derived from the results. Further research is needed to
investigate whether attachment tendencies are affected by the dynamics of the culture
or chronic attachment tendencies shape the cultural values individuals hold.

The major limitation of the second study is having measured functionality of
insecure attachment behaviors by mere evaluations of individuals. Although these
evaluations can serve a proxy of functionality, as they are shared by the members of
the culture, more direct measures of functionality should be employed in future
research. Moreover, the cultural context was created by priming in this study. Even
though past research has shown that priming individualist/collectivist values is a
fairly reliable method of activating different self-construals (see Oyserman & Lee,

2008), the results of this study should be replicated in real cultural settings in future
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research. In addition, the insecure attachment behaviors were presented to the
participants by four vignettes created for his study. These vignettes were tested in a
pilot study, nonetheless, the reliability and validity of these novel materials should be
better assessed by further research and more fine-tuned tools representing insecure
attachment behaviors should be produced. Finally, having employed a student
sample may be listed as another potential limitation of this study, with a lack of
randomness and representativeness.

All in all, the study of adaptive advantages of insecure attachment is arguably
a fruitful avenue for future research. Contexts other than survival threat, as studied in
this dissertation, should be utilized as potential fields of investigation. Especially
considering the implications for group formation decisions, the adaptive advantages
of insecure attachment in work teams definitely merit further research attention.

4.4. Conclusion

The way we get attached to significant others in order to survive in this world
is not uniform. One could argue that the dominant research perspective in how we
relate to our attachment figures should be broadened by the potential strengths and
contributions of insecurely attached individuals, who have been widely regarded as
deficient and poorly adapted. Mounting evidence suggests that not only they are not
dissonant to the norm, they may be just as important as the secure ones in forwarding
our existence. This dissertation humbly aimed at postulating and testing if such
attachment insecurity can be adaptive for human beings in their respective cultural
settings, and provided preliminary evidence that this can indeed be the case. It is
sincerely hoped that this work could offer some new insights to the matter of why

different forms of attachment tendencies still exist.
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Appendix B: Study 1 - The Questionnaire Package

Arastirmaya Goniillii Katilim Formu

Bu ¢alisma ODTU Psikoloji Béliimii 6gretim iiyelerinden Prof. Dr. Nebi
Siimer’in danismanliginda ODTU Psikoloji Boliimii doktora dgrencisi Uzman
Psikolog Ezgi Sakman tarafindan yiiriitiilmektedir. Bu form sizi arastirma kosullar1
hakkinda bilgilendirmek i¢in hazirlanmistir.

Cahismanin Amaci Nedir?

Kisinin i¢inde yetistigi kiiltiirel ortam onun benlik 6zelliklerini etkileyebilir.
Bu ¢aligmanin amaci farkli kiiltiirel ortamlarin benlik 6zellikleri ve baglanma
stirecleri arasindaki iligkiye etkilerini incelemektir.

Bize Nasil Yardimc1 Olmamz Isteyecegiz?
Arastirma internet ortaminda yapilacaktir. Calismada sizden bazi anket
sorularina cevap vermeniz istenecektir.

Katihmimzla ilgili bilmeniz gerekenler:

Bu ¢aligmaya katilmak tamamen goniilliiliik esasina dayalidir. Herhangi bir
yaptirima maruz kalmadan ¢alismaya katilmay1 reddedebilir veya calismay1
birakabilirsiniz. Arastirma esnasinda cevap vermek istemediginiz sorular olursa bos
birakabilirsiniz.

Aragtirmaya katilanlardan toplanan veriler tamamen gizli tutulacak, sizden
herhangi bir kimlik bilgisi istenmeyecektir. Toplanan verilere sadece aragtirmacilar
ulasabilecektir. Bu arastirmanin sonuglar1 sadece bilimsel ve profesyonel yayinlarda
veya egitim amagli kullanilabilir, fakat katilimcilarin kimligi tamamen gizli
tutulacaktir.

Arastirmayla ilgili daha fazla bilgi almak isterseniz:
Calismayla ilgili soru ve yorumlarinizi aragtirmaciya

ezgi.sakman@metu.edu.tr adresinden iletebilirsiniz.

Yukaridaki bilgileri okudum ve bu ¢calismaya tamamen goniillii olarak
katilyyorum.

(Formu doldurup imzaladiktan sonra uygulayiciya geri veriniz).

Isim Soyad Tarih Imza
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Demografik Bilgi Formu

Yasmniz:
Cinsiyetiniz: _ Erkek __Kadm

En son hangi okuldan mezun oldunuz?
_Ilkokul

__Ortaokul

__Lise

__Universite

__Master/Doktora

Nerede yastyorsunuz?
__llge/Kasaba

il

__Biiytiksehir

Gelir diizeyiniz nedir?
__ Dusiik

__ Orta
__Yiiksek
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Asagidaki maddeler romantik iligskilerinizde hissettiginiz duygularla ilintilidir. Bu
arastirmada sizin iliskinizde yalnizca su anda degil genel olarak neler olduguyla ya
da neler yasadigimzla ilgilenmekteyiz. Maddelerde s6zii gecen "birlikte oldugum
kisi" ifadesi ile romantik iliskide bulundugunuz kisi kastedilmektedir. Eger
halihazirda bir romantik iliski icerisinde degilseniz, asagidaki maddeleri bir iliski
icinde oldugunuzu varsayarak cevaplandirimiz. Liitfen her bir maddenin
iliskilerinizdeki duygu ve diisiincelerinizi ne oranda yansittigin1 karsilarindaki 7
aralikh olcek iizerinde, ilgili rakami isaretleyerek gosteriniz.

1-mmmmemmmeeeeee 2 --3- e B-mmmmmemeeee 6-------mmmmome- 7
Hig Kararsizim/ Tamamen
katilmiyorum fikrim yok katiliyorum

1. Gergekte ne hissettigimi birlikte oldugum kisiye |1 (2 |3 (4 |5 |6 |7
gostermemeyi tercih ederim

2. Terk edilmekten korkarim 1 (2|34 |5]|6 7

3. Romantik iliskide oldugum kisilere yakinolmak |1 |2 [3 |4 |5 [6 |7
konusunda ¢ok rahatimdir

4. lliskilerim konusunda ¢ok kaygiliyim 112|314 |56 |7

5. Birlikte oldugum kisi bana yakinlagmaya baglar |1 [2 [3 |4 |5 [6 |7
baslamaz kendimi geri ¢cekiyorum

6. Romantik iliskide oldugum kisilerin beni, benim |1 [2 [3 |4 |5 |6 |7
onlar1 umursadigim kadar umursamayacaklarindat
endiselenirim

7. Romantik iligskide oldugum kisi ¢ok yakinolmak |1 (2 [3 |4 |5 [6 |7
istediginde rahatsizlik duyarim

8. Birlikte oldugum kisiyi kaybedecegim diye¢ok |1 |2 |3 |4 |5 [6 |7
kaygilanirim

9. Birlikte oldugum kisilere agilma konusunda 112 (3[4 |5]|6 |7
kendimi rahat hissetmem

10.Genellikle, birlikte oldugum kisinin benimi¢gin (1 (2 |3 |4 |5 [6 |7
hissettiklerinin, benim onun i¢in hissettiklerim
kadar gii¢lii olmasini arzu ederim

11.Birlikte oldugum kisiye yakin olmak isterim,ama|1 (2 |3 (4 |5 |6 |7
siirekli kendimi geri ¢cekerim

12.Genellikle birlikte oldugum kisiyle tamamen 112|314 |56 |7
biitiinlesmek isterim ve bu bazen onlar1 korkutup
benden uzaklagtirir

13.Birlikte oldugum kisilerin benimle ¢ok 112 (3 (4|56 |7
yakinlagsmas1 beni gerginlestirir
14.Y alniz kalmaktan endiselenirim 112 (3 (4 |5]|6]|7

15.0zel duygu ve diisiincelerimi birlikte oldugum |1 (2 |3 |4 |5 |6 |7
kisiyle paylasmak konusunda oldukc¢a rahatimdir

16.Cok yakin olma arzum bazen insanlar1 korkutup |1 |2 |3 [4 |5 |6 |7
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uzaklastirir

17 Birlikte oldugum kisiyle ¢ok yakinlasmaktan
kac¢inmaya calisirim

18. Birlikte oldugum kisi tarafindan sevildigimin
stirekli ifade edilmesine gereksinim duyarim

19. Birlikte oldugum kisiyle kolaylikla
yakinlasabilirim

20. Birlikte oldugum kisileri bazen daha fazla
duygu ve baglilik gostermeleri i¢in zorladigimi
hissederim

21. Birlikte oldugum kisilere giivenip dayanma
konusunda kendimi rahat birakmakta zorlanirim

22. Terk edilmekten pek korkmam

23. Birlikte oldugum kisilere fazla yakin olmamay1
tercih ederim

24. Birlikte oldugum kisinin bana ilgi géstermesini
saglayamazsam lziiliir ya da kizarim

25. Birlikte oldugum kisiye hemen hemen her seyi
anlatirnm

26. Birlikte oldugum kisinin bana istedigim kadar
yakin olmadigini diigtiniiriim

27. Sorunlarimi ve kaygilarimi genellikle birlikte
oldugum kisiyle tartisirim

28. Bir iligkide olmadigim zaman kendimi biraz
kaygili ve giivensiz hissederim

29. Birlikte oldugum kisilere giivenip dayanmakta
rahatimdir

30. Birlikte oldugum kisi istedigim kadar yakinimda
olmadiginda kendimi engellenmis hissederim

31. Birlikte oldugum kisilerden teselli, 6giit ya da
yardim istemekten rahatsiz olmam

32. Ihtiyag¢ duydugumda, birlikte oldugum kisiye
ulagamazsam kendimi engellenmis hissederim

33. Ihtiyacim oldugunda birlikte oldugum kisiden
yardim istemek ise yarar

34. Birlikte oldugum kisiler beni onaylamadiklar1
zaman kendimi gercekten kotii hissederim

35. Rahatlama ve gilivencenin yani sira bir¢ok sey
icin birlikte oldugum kisiyi ararim

36. Birlikte oldugum kisi benden ayr1 zaman
gecirdiginde tizliliirim
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Liitfen asagidaki degerlerin sizin icin ne kadar 6nemli oldugunu asagidaki 7
aralikh 6lcegi kullanarak degerin yanina ilgili rakam yazarak belirtiniz.

Hig
Onemli degil

Ozgiirliik

Bireysel bagimsizlik

Isinde yetkin olma
Yaraticilik

Renkli bir yasam

Insanlarin iizerinde etki sahibi olma
Heyecanli bir yasam

Kendine saygi duymak

Kendi hedefini belirleyebilme
Aidiyet hissi

Oz-disiplin

Ailenin giivenligi

Sadakat

Miitevazilik

Itaatkar olmak
Yardimseverlik

Affedebilme

Sorumluluk sahibi olmak

sl 5--mmm oo 6--------------- 7
Kararsizim/ Cok
fikrim yok onemli
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Liitfen her bir maddeye ne kadar katildigimiz1 karsilarindaki 7 arahkh ol¢ek
iizerinde, ilgili rakami isaretleyerek gosteriniz.

e 2---mmmmm - 3o - T 5-mrmm - 6--------------- 7
Kesinlikle Kararsizim/ Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum fikrim yok katiliyorum

1 — Mevcut durumu kabul ediyorum, ¢iinkii bunun daha yiiksek| 1| 2| 3| 4| 5| 6| 7
bir giicilin iradesi oldugunu biliyorum.

2 — Daha yiiksek bir giiciin sonunda benim iyiligimi 112|3|4|5|6|7
saglayacagini biliyorum.

N
o1
(o3}
~

3 — Benim i¢in belirlenmis bir yol oldugunu diisiinmiiyorum. | 1] 2| 3

SN
a1
(op]
~

4 — Kadere kars1 gelmenin faydasi yok. 11 2|3

5 — Hayatimizdaki iyi ve kotii anlar1 nihai olarak daha yiiksek | 12| 3| 4|5| 6|7
bir gii¢ belirler.

6 — Hayatlarimizin daha yiiksek bir gii¢ tarafindan 112|3|4|5|6|7
yonetildigine inanmiyorum.

7 — Thtiyacim oldugunda arkadaslarimin benimle ilgilenecegini| 1| 2| 3| 4| 5| 6| 7
bilmek kendimi giivende hissettiriyor.

8 — Benim adima 6nemli kararlar vermeleri i¢in baska insanlarg 1| 2| 3| 4| 5| 6| 7
glivenmem.

9 — Baskalarinin beni destekleyecegini bilmek benim i¢in 0 1/2({3|4|5|6|7
kadar da 6nemli degil.

10 — Baska insanlarin ihtiyag¢larini karsiladigimda benim de 112|13{4(5|6|7
¢ogu ihtiyacim karsilanmis olur.

11 — Insanlarin ihtiyaglarimi karsilayacaklarma giivenebilirim. | 1| 2| 3| 4| 5[ 6| 7

12 — Arkamda bagka insanlar oldukg¢a hi¢bir zaman dibe 112|3|4(5|6|7
vurmayacagimi biliyorum.

13 — Cogu zaman ne yapacaklarin bildigimden, insanlarlaiyi | 1| 2| 3|4|5| 6|7
geciniyorum.

14 — Ne istediklerini veya neye ihtiya¢ duyduklarini bildiginde,| 1| 2| 3| 4| 5| 6| 7
insanlarla ge¢cinmek daha kolaydir.

15 — Diger insanlarin hedeflerini ve davranislarin1 ongérmemin| 1| 2| 3| 4| 5| 6| 7
onlarla iy1 gecinmeme pek yardim etmedigini diisiiniiyorum.

16 — Diger insanlarla beraberken, bazen kendimi tamamen 112|3|4|5|6|7
yaptiklari seye kaptirtyorum.

17 — Diger insanlarla beraber oldugumda, kisisel olarak ne 112|3|4|5|6|7
istedigim aklimdan ¢ikiyor.

18 — Iyi ve kétii sansin oldugu donemler sonugta birbirini 112|3|4|5|6|7
dengeler.

19 — Iyi bir sekilde kaybetmek kazanmaktir. 112]|3|4|5|6|7
20 — Kotli zamanlarimi umursamiyorum ¢iinkii eninde 112|3|4|5|6|7
sonunda iyi zamanlar da gelecektir.

21 — Art arda sansimin iyi gitmedigi anlarda sansimin 112|3|4|5|6|7

donmesini beklerim.
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Asagida insanlarin zaman zaman diisiindiiklerini yansitan bazi ifadeler
bulunmaktadir. Liitfen bu ifadeleri dikkatle okuyarak her bir ifadenin sizi ne

ol¢iide tanimladigimi “ Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum”dan “Tamamen Katihyorum”a

kadar

uzanan bes secenekten bir tanesini isaretleyerek belirtiniz.

1- Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum
2- Katilmiyorum

3- Kararsizim

4- Katiliyorum

5- Tamamen Katiliyorum

1- Neyi, ne zaman yapacagim konusunda kontroliin bende oldugu bir iste

calismay1 tercih ederim.

2- Politik katilimlardan hoslanirim; ¢linkii iilke yonetiminde s6z sahibi olmak

isterim.

3-Birisinin bana ne yapmam gerektigini sdyleyecegi durumlardan kaginmaya

calisirim.

4- Bir takip¢i olmaktansa lider olmayi tercih ederim.

5- Diger insanlarin tavir ve davraniglarini etkilemek hosuma gider.

6- Uzun bir yolculuga ¢ikmadan 6nce otomobildeki her seyi dikkatle kontrol
ederim.

7- Benim i¢in neyin daha iyi oldugunu genellikle baskalar1 bilir.

8- Kararlarimi kendim vermekten hoslanirim.

9- Kendi kaderimi kendim tayin etmekten hoslanirim.

10-Bir ekip c¢aligmasi sirasinda yoneticiligi bir bagkasinin iistlenmesini tercih
ederim.

11-Degisik olaylarla basa ¢ikmada kendimi diger insanlardan daha yetenekli
buluyorum.

12-Bir bagkasindan emir almaktansa kendi isimi kendim yiiriitmeyi ve kendi
hatalarimi1 kendim yapmay1 tercih ederim.

13- Bir igse baglamadan 6nce is hakkinda iyice fikir edinmek isterim.

14- Bir problem gordiigiim zaman onu kendi haline birakmaktansa bir seyler
yapmaya c¢aligirim.

15-Emir almay1 degil vermeyi tercih ederim.

16-Keske yasamla ilgili gilinliik kararlar alma sorumlulugunu bir bagkasina
yiikleyebilseydim.

17-Araba kullanirken bir baskasinin hatasi nedeniyle zarar gorebilecegim
durumlara diismekten kacinmaya caligirim.

18-Birisinin bana neyin yapilmasi gerektigini sdyleyecegi durumlardan uzak
durmay tercih ederim.

19-Bir karar vermektense tek bir segenegin olmasini tercih ettigim bir ¢ok
durum vardur.

20-Bir problemle ugrasmaktansa bu problemi ¢ozebilecek bir kiginin ortaya
¢ikmasini beklemeyi tercih ederim.
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Asagida bazi ifadeler bulunmaktadir.

Liitfen bu ifadeleri dikkatle okuyarak her bir ifadeye ne kadar katildiginizi
karsilarindaki 7 aralikh olcek iizerinde, ilgili rakam isaretleyerek gosteriniz.

1 2 3-mmmmmn 4-eemeen Bemmmmmem e 6 -7
Kesinlikle Kararsizim/ Kesinlikle
Katilmiyorum Fikrim Yok Katiliyorum
1. insanlarla konusurken dobra ve agik sdzlii olmay1 tercih ederim.

2. Benim mutlulugum ¢evremdekilerin mutluluguna ¢ok baglidir.

3. O isten nefret etsem bile, ailemi memnun ederse o isi yapardim.

4. Kazanmak her seydir.

5. Insan hayatini digerlerinden bagimsiz olarak yasamalidir.

6. Basima gelenler benim yaptiklarimin sonucudur.

7. Genellikle kendi ¢ikarlarimi yakin ¢evremin menfaati i¢in feda ederim.

8. Diger insanlarin performansi benden daha iyi oldugunda rahatsiz olurum.

9. Yakin ¢evremdekilerin birbiriyle uyumunu muhafaza etmek benim i¢in énemlidir.

10. Isimi digerlerinden daha iyi yapmak benim i¢in énemlidir.

11. Komsularimla ufak tefek seyler paylagsmay1 severim.

12. Bagkalartyla rekabet i¢eren ortamlarda ¢aligmak hosuma gider.

13. Yaslanan ana-babalarimiz bizimle yagamalidirlar.

14. Is arkadaslarimin iyiligi benim icin énemlidir.

15. Bir¢ok yonden diger insanlardan farkli ve 6zgiin olmaktan zevk alirim.

16. Eger bir akrabamin maddi sikintis1 olsaydi imkanlarim dahilinde yardim ederdim.

17. Cocuklar, ana-babalar1 seckin bir 6diil alirlarsa seref duymalidirlar.

18. Cogu zaman kendi bildigim gibi yagarim.

19. Rekabet doganin kanunudur.

20. Is arkadaslarimdan biri bir 6diil kazansa gurur duyarim.

21. Ben 6zgiin bir bireyim.

22. Benim igin zevk, baskalariyla vakit gegirmektir.

23. Bagskas1 benden daha bagarili oldugu zaman kendimi gergin ve kamgilanmig hissederim.
24. Ailem uygun gormedigi takdirde hosuma giden bir faaliyetten vazgecebilirdim.

25. Uyesi oldugum gruplarda ¢ogunlugun isteklerine saygi gosteririm.

26. Ozel hayatimin dokunulmazligi hosuma gider.

27. Rekabet olmadan iyi bir toplum olmasina imkan yoktur.

28. Cocuklara gorevlerini eglenceden daha dncelikli tutmalar1 6gretilmelidir.

29. Baskalariyla isbirligi yaptigim zaman kendimi iyi hissederim.

30. Yakin ¢evremle fikir ayriligina diigmekten hoglanmam.

31. Bazi insanlar kazanmanin iistiinde ¢ok dururlar, ben o insanlardan biri degilim.

32. Bir geziye ¢ikmadan once aile fertlerimin ¢oguna ve bir¢ok arkadasima danigirim.
33. Basarili oldugum zaman, genellikle yeteneklerim sayesindedir.

34. Ana-baba ve ¢cocuklar miimkiin oldugu kadar birlikte kalmalidirlar.

35. Kendi isteklerimden fedakarlik yapmam gerekse dahi, aileme bakmak benim gérevimdir.
36. Baskalarina giivenmektense kendime giivenirim.

37. Bir karar vermeden Once, yakin arkadaslara danisip onlarin fikirlerini almak énemlidir.
38. Bagkalarindan bagimsiz 6zel kimligim benim i¢in ¢ok énemlidir.

39. Ait oldugum gruplarda ¢ogunlugun isteklerine saygi géstermek benim i¢in 6nemlidir.
40. Ozgiin bir insan olmak benim i¢in 6nemlidir.
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Liitfen asagidaki her bir madde icin su soruyu cevaplayin:

“Kisileraras1 durumlarda oldugumda (yakin arkadaslarla, yabancilarla, is yerinde,
sosyal bulusmalarda, vb.) genel olarak bu sekilde davranmak, gériinmek veya
muamele gérmek benim i¢in ne kadar 6nemlidir?”

Diger insanlarla beraber oldugumda...

Kendime giivenli goriinmem

Onlarla baglant1 kurmus hissetmem

Emesalsiz olmam

Ben hakli oldugumda onlarin bunu kabul etmeleri
Onlarin soyleyeceklerime ilgi gostermeleri
Onlarin beni kandirmamasi

Gortislerimi dillendirmek igin firsat bulmam
Problemlerim oldugunda bana destek olmalari
Kendimi agik¢a ifade etmem

10. Onlarin mahremiyetime saygi gostermeleri

11. Onlarin beni anlamasi

12. Onlarin sdylediklerime sayg1 gostermeleri

13. Tartigmalar ¢iktiginda geri adim atmamam

14. Onlarin bana problemlerini anlatmalari

15. Onlar iizerinde bir etkimin olmasi

16. Onlarin bana ne yapacagimi sdylememesi

17. Onlarin diisiinceli olmasi

18. Onlarin bana sayg1 gostermeleri

19. Ben otorite sahibiyken onlarin bana itaat etmesi
20. Isler iyi gitmediginde benimle beraber kalmalar
21. Onlarin beni sorumluluk sahibi olarak gérmeleri
22. Onlarin hatali oldugunda bunu itiraf etmeleri
23. Benim ne hissettigime aldiris etmeleri

24. Onlarin benim soyleyeceklerimi dinlemeleri

©CoNoR~WNE

1 2 3 4 5
Benim i¢in hi¢ Benim i¢in biraz Benim i¢in orta Benim igin ~ Benim igin ¢ok
onemli degildir onemlidir derecede onemlidir  Onemlidir

onemlidir
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Appendix D: Study 2 (Pilot) - The Questionnaire Package

Arastirmaya Goniillii Katilim Formu

Bu pilot ¢alisma ODTU Psikoloji Boliimii doktora 6grencisi Uzman Psikolog
Ezgi Sakman tarafindan yiiriitiilmektedir. Bu form sizi arastirma kosullar1 hakkinda
bilgilendirmek i¢in hazirlanmistir.

Calismanin Amaci Nedir?

Kisinin i¢inde yetistigi kiiltiirel ortam onun benlik 6zelliklerini etkileyebilir.
Bu c¢alismanin amaci farkli kiiltiirel ortamlarin benlik 6zellikleri ve baglanma
stirecleri arasindaki iliskiye etkilerini incelemektir.

Bize Nasil Yardimci1 Olmamz Isteyecegiz?
(Calismada sizden bazi senaryolar okumaniz ve bu senaryolarla ilgili kimi
sorularina cevap vermeniz istenecektir.

Katilimimizla ilgili bilmeniz gerekenler:

Bu ¢alismaya katilmak tamamen goniilliiliik esasina dayalhidir. Herhangi bir
yaptirima maruz kalmadan ¢alismaya katilmay1 reddedebilir veya ¢alismay1
birakabilirsiniz. Arastirma esnasinda cevap vermek istemediginiz sorular olursa bos
birakabilirsiniz.

Aragtirmaya katilanlardan toplanan veriler tamamen gizli tutulacak, sizden
herhangi bir kimlik bilgisi istenmeyecektir. Toplanan verilere sadece arastirmacilar
ulasabilecektir. Bu arastirmanin sonuglar1 sadece bilimsel ve profesyonel yayinlarda
veya egitim amach kullanilabilir, fakat katilimcilarin kimligi tamamen gizli
tutulacaktir.

Arastirmayla ilgili daha fazla bilgi almak isterseniz:
Calismayla ilgili soru ve yorumlarinizi aragtirmaciya

ezgi.sakman@metu.edu.tr adresinden iletebilirsiniz.

Yukanridaki bilgileri okudum ve bu ¢calismaya tamamen goniillii olarak
katiliyorum.

(Formu doldurup imzaladiktan sonra uygulayiciya geri veriniz).

Isim Soyad Tarih Imza
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Bu pilot calismada sizden dort tane hikaye okumaniz ve bu hikayelerle ile
ilgili bazi sorulara 7’li dl¢ek iizerinde sizin icin dogru rakami isaretleyerek
cevap vermeniz istenecektir.

Simdi liitfen asagidaki ilk hikayeyi okuyun:

Deniz ve dort arkadas1 Uludag’a kamp kurmaya giderler, bu gezi i¢in ¢ok
heyecanlidirlar. Biitiin giinli kamp alaninda ¢esitli doga sporlar1 aktiviteleri
yaparak gegcirirler. Gece olunca atesin etrafinda yemek yer ve sohbet ederler. Bu
sirada Deniz hep huzursuzdur, digerleri nese i¢inde konusup sakalasirken o
siklikla etrafina goz gezdirip, kulak kabartmaktadir. Bir yandan da arkadaslarina
“Ne isimiz vardi bu dagin basinda, ya basimiza bir is gelirse” diye dert
yanmaktadir. Derken ormanin i¢inden gelen bir higirt1 duyar ve gdlgelerin icinde
bir seyin hareket ettigini fark eder. Ciglik ¢igliga arkadaslarini uyarir: “Kagin,
agagclarin arasinda bir seyler var!” Herkes elindekileri birakip atesin etrafindan
kosarak kagmaya baglar.

1. Sizce biraz 6nce okudugunuz hikaye ne kadar mantikh ve tutarh bir
hikayedir?

1--mmmmmmeee- 2= 3 G- R 6-------------- 7

Hig Kararsizim/ Cok

Mantikli/Tutarli Fikrim Yok Mantikly/Tutarlidir
Degildir

2. Bu hikayedeki gibi kisiler gercek hayatta da var midir?

e T R Qoo R 6-------mmmm--- 7
Kesinlikle Kararsizim/ Kesinlikle
Yoktur Fikrim Yok Vardir

3. Bu hikayedeki gibi olaylar gercek hayatta da olur mu?

e 2 K e B R 7
Kesinlikle Kararsizim/ Kesinlikle
Olmaz Fikrim Yok Olur
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Simdi liitfen bu hikaye icin asagidaki iki farkh alternatif sonun yazildigimi

diisiiniin:

A. Agaglarin arasindan Uludag bolgesinde ¢ok yaygin goriilen yirtici yaban
domuzlarindan biri ¢ikar ve grubun iizerine dogru gelir. Grup Deniz’in
zamaninda uyarisi sayesinde erken davranip kosmaya basladig1 i¢in yaban
domuzundan kurtulur ve civardaki bir kuliibeye sigiir. Herkes Deniz’e bu
kadar uyanik oldugu ve kendilerini bu tehlikeden kurtardig1 icin minnettardir.

B. Agagclarin arasindan ¢ika ¢ika ufak bir sincap ¢ikar. Herkes bosu bosuna
endiselendikleri ve atesin etrafindaki giizel atmosferleri bozuldugu i¢in
tiziiliir ve Deniz’e hep boyle gereksiz yere telas ettigi ve keyiflerini kagirdigt
i¢in kizar.

4. Bu hikayenin alternatif sonlarindan A hikaye icin ne kadar anlaml,
mantikh ve hikaye ile tutarh bir bitistir?

i 2--- 3--- B 5o 6-------------- 7

Hic¢ Kararsizim/ Cok

Anlamli/Mantikli/Tutarlt Fikrim Yok Anlamli/Mantikli/Tutarlt

Bir Bitis Degildir Bir Bitistir

5. Bu hikayenin alternatif sonlarindan B hikaye icin ne kadar anlaml,
mantikl ve hikaye ile tutarh bir bitistir?

1--mmme- 2--- 3--- B 5o 6-------------- 7

Hig Kararsizim/ Cok

Anlamli/Mantikli/Tutarl Fikrim Yok Anlamli/Mantikli/Tutarh

Bir Bitis Degildir

6. Bu hikayedeki Deniz sizce nasil bir karakterdir? Liitfen birkac kelime
yazarak betimleyiniz.

7. Bu hikaye ve alternatif sonlari ile ilgili problemli gordiigiiniiz,

elestirmek, diizeltmek istediginiz bir sey veya genel olarak baska
onerileriniz var m?
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Simdi liitfen asagidaki ikinci hikayeyi okuyun:

Deniz ve dort arkadas1 Uludag’a kamp kurmaya giderler, bu gezi igin ¢ok
heyecanlidirlar. Biitiin giinli kamp alaninda ¢esitli doga sporlar1 aktiviteleri
yaparak gegcirirler. Gece olunca atesin etrafinda yemek yer ve sohbet ederler.
Derken hava aniden bozar ve ¢ok siddetli bir riizgar ¢ikar. Riizgar biitiin
cadirlarin1 yikar. Herkes riizgara ragmen cadirlar1 tekrar kurmaya ugrasir, sadece
Deniz bu ortak ¢abaya katilmaz ve “Bu kadar riizgarda ¢adir kurulmaz, ben
kalacak bagka bir yer bulmaya gidiyorum” der, esyalarini alarak uzaklasir.

1. Sizce biraz 6nce okudugunuz hikaye ne kadar mantikh ve tutarh bir
hikayedir?

1 2---mmmmme 3 G- B 6-------------- 7

Hic¢ Kararsizim/ Cok

Mantikli/Tutarh Fikrim Yok Mantikli/Tutarlidir
Degildir

2. Bu hikayedeki gibi kisiler gercek hayatta da var midir?

e R R e O L 7
Kesinlikle Kararsizim/ Kesinlikle
Yoktur Fikrim Yok Vardir

3. Bu hikayedeki gibi olaylar gercek hayatta da olur mu?

e T 3o Qoo R 6--------mmm--- 7
Kesinlikle Kararsizim/ Kesinlikle
Olmaz Fikrim Yok Olur
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Simdi liitfen bu hikaye icin asagidaki iki farkh alternatif sonun yazildigimi
diistiniin:

A. Digerleri bir siire ¢adirlari tekrar kurmaya ugrasirlar ama riizgar ¢ok siddetli
oldugu i¢in basaramazlar. En sonunda esyalarin1 alip Deniz’in gittigi yone
dogru ilerleyip onun kalacak bir yer bulup bulmadigina bakmaya karar
verirler. Deniz’1 yoldan arayip tarif alarak onun buldugu kuliibeye gelirler ve
geceyi hep beraber orada gegirirler. Deniz’in erken hareket etmesiyle
sigmacak bir yer bulduklari i¢in herkes ona minnet duyar.

B. Digerleri bir siire ugrasarak cadirlar1 tekrar kurmay1 basarirlar ve geceyi
kamp alaninda gecirirler. Deniz’e kendilerini birakip gittigi i¢in 6fkelenen
grup, ertesi giin geri dondiigiinde ona kizar.

4. Bu hikayenin alternatif sonlarindan A hikaye icin ne kadar anlaml,
mantikl ve hikaye ile tutarh bir bitistir?

1--mmmmmeeee 2--- 3--- e B 6-------------- 7
Hig Kararsizim/ Cok

Anlamli/Mantikli/Tutarli Fikrim Yok Anlamli/Mantikly/Tutarli
Bir Bitis Degildir Bir Bitistir

5. Bu hikayenin alternatif sonlarindan B hikaye icin ne kadar anlaml,
mantikl ve hikaye ile tutarh bir bitistir?

1o 2--- 3--- e EE LR Bmmmmmm - 6-------------- 7
Hig Kararsizim/ Cok
Anlamli/Mantikly/Tutarli Fikrim Yok Anlamli/Mantikly/Tutarli
Bir Bitis Degildir

6. Bu hikayedeki Deniz sizce nasil bir karakterdir? Liitfen birkac kelime
yazarak betimleyiniz.

7. Bu hikaye ve alternatif sonlar1 ile ilgili problemli gordiigiiniiz,
elestirmek, diizeltmek istediginiz bir sey veya genel olarak baska
onerileriniz var nm?
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Simdi liitfen asagidaki iiciincii hikayeyi okuyun:

Derya ve dort arkadasi bir giin sinemaya giderler. Hepsinin evi sinemaya
yakin oldugu i¢in eve yiirliyerek donmeye karar verirler ancak 6gle vakti oldugu
icin hava cok sicaktir, bir an dnce varabilmek icin kestirme yola saparlar. Yolda
yiiriirken kendi aralarinda filmi tartismaktadirlar. Herkes nese i¢inde sohbet
ederken Derya hayli tenha olan bu kestirme yola saptiklari i¢in huzursuzdur,
devamli arkasina bakip birilerinin onlar1 takip edip etmedigini kontrol etmekte,
bir taraftan da “Keske anayoldan gitseydik, basimiza bir bela almasak bari” diye
arkadaslarina sdylenmektedir. Derken arkalarindan hizlica yaklasan bir ayak sesi
duyar ve bagirarak arkadaslarini uyarir: “Kagin, biri bizi takip ediyor!” Herkes
panik halinde kogmaya baglar.

1. Sizce biraz 6nce okudugunuz hikaye ne kadar mantikh ve tutarh bir
hikayedir?

1 2---mmmmme 3 G- B 6-------------- 7

Hic¢ Kararsizim/ Cok

Mantikli/Tutarh Fikrim Yok Mantikli/Tutarlidir
Degildir

2. Bu hikayedeki gibi kisiler gercek hayatta da var midir?

Lomemmmemmeeee 7 I R R — 7
Kesinlikle Kararsizim/ Kesinlikle
Yoktur Fikrim Yok Vardir

3. Bu hikayedeki gibi olaylar gercek hayatta da olur mu?

e P 3o Qoo R 6-------mmmm--- 7
Kesinlikle Kararsizim/ Kesinlikle
Olmaz Fikrim Yok Olur
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Simdi liitfen bu hikaye icin asagidaki iki farkh alternatif sonun yazildigini
diistiniin:

A. Herkes can havliyle kosarken refleksle doniip arkalarina bakar, sokagin

basinda gergekten de elinde bigak olan bir kapkag¢e1 vardir. Grup Derya’nin
zamaninda uyarisi sayesinde erken davranip kogmaya basladigi i¢in kapkaget
onlar1 yakalamadan ana caddeye varmay1 basarir. Herkes Derya’ya dikkatli
davranisi sayesinde kapkagcidan kurtulmalarint sagladigi i¢in minnettardir.

Herkes can havliyle kosarken refleksle doniip arkalarina bakar, sokagin
basinda sadece geng bir kadin vardir. Bunun {izerine kogsmay1 birakirlar, bu
sirada kadin da arkalarindan seslenir: “Kusura bakmayin, sizi korkutmak
istememistim, sadece yol tarifi soracaktim.” Grup Derya yiizlinden diistiikleri
giiliing durumdan ¢ok utanir ve ona hep bdyle olur olmaz tedirginlik yarattigi
i¢in kizar.

4. Bu hikayenin alternatif sonlarindan A hikaye icin ne kadar anlaml,
mantikl ve hikaye ile tutarh bir bitistir?

1--memmemnmeee 2--- 3--- fmnmmememnees Bemmmmeeeeenee B--mmmmmmmeeeee 7

Hig Kararsizim/ Cok

Anlamli/Mantikli/Tutarlt Fikrim Yok Anlamli/Mantikli/Tutarlt

Bir Bitis Degildir Bir Bitistir

5. Bu hikayenin alternatif sonlarindan B hikaye icin ne kadar anlaml,
mantikl ve hikaye ile tutarh bir bitistir?

1--memmmmneeeae 2--- 3--- femnmmemnmnee Bemmmmmmeneenee B--nmmmmmmeeeen 7

Hig Kararsizim/ Cok

Anlamli/Mantikli/Tutarli Fikrim Yok Anlamli/Mantikli/Tutarlt

Bir Bitis Degildir

6. Bu hikayedeki Derya sizce nasil bir karakterdir? Liitfen birka¢ kelime

yazarak betimleyiniz.

Bu hikaye ve alternatif sonlar ile ilgili problemli gordiigiiniiz,
elestirmek, diizeltmek istediginiz bir sey veya genel olarak baska
onerileriniz var m?
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Simdi liitfen asagidaki son hikayeyi okuyun:

Derya ve dort arkadasi bir giin sinemaya giderler. Hepsinin evi sinemaya
yakin oldugu i¢in eve yiirliyerek donmeye karar verirler ancak 6gle vakti oldugu
icin hava cok sicaktir, bir an dnce varabilmek icin kestirme yola saparlar. Yolda
yiiriirken kendi aralarinda filmi tartismakta ve nese i¢inde sohbet etmektedirler.
Derken kaybolduklarini fark ederler, nerede olduklarini bilmemektedirler. Herkes
cep telefonlarindaki haritalardan yonlerini bulmaya ugrasir fakat bu ara sokakta
internet gekmedigi i¢in harita {izerinde nerede bulunduklarini bulamazlar, yine de
denemeye devam ederler. Derya bu ortak ¢abaya katilmaz ve “Bu tenha yerde
internet gekmez, ben su yan yoldan giderek sansimi deneyecegim” der ve o yola
girerek uzaklasir.

1. Sizce biraz 6nce okudugunuz hikaye ne kadar mantikh ve tutarh bir
hikayedir?

1--mmmmmmeee- 2= 3 G- R 6-------------- 7

Hig Kararsizim/ Cok

Mantikli/Tutarli Fikrim Yok Mantikli/Tutarlidir
Degildir

2. Bu hikayedeki gibi kisiler gercek hayatta da var midir?

e T 3 Qoo R 6--------mmm--- 7
Kesinlikle Kararsizim/ Kesinlikle
Yoktur Fikrim Yok Vardir

3. Bu hikayedeki gibi olaylar gercek hayatta da olur mu?

1l 2 3--- e O R 7
Kesinlikle Kararsizim/ Kesinlikle
Olmaz Fikrim Yok Olur
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Simdi liitfen bu hikaye icin asagidaki iki farkh alternatif sonun yazildigimi
diistiniin:

A. Digerleri bir siire daha internet yardimiyla konumlarini bulmaya ugrasirlar
ancak internet servisi ulasmadigi i¢in basarili olamazlar. Sonunda Derya’nin
gittigi yolu denemeye karar verirler. Yoldan Derya’y1 arayarak bu yolun
bildikleri ana caddelerden birine ¢iktigini1 6grenirler. Herkes Derya’ya dogru
yolu buldugu i¢in minnet duyar.

B. Digerleri bir siire daha internet yardimiyla konumlarini bulmaya ugrasirlar
ancak internet servisi ulasmadigi i¢in basarili olamazlar. Sonunda geldikleri
kestirme yoldan geri donmeye ve sonra evlerine bildikleri yoldan gitmeye
karar verirler. Derya’ya onlar1 zor bir durumda yalniz biraktigi i¢in 6fkelenen
grup bir dahaki goriismelerinde ona kizar.

4. Bu hikayenin alternatif sonlarindan A hikaye icin ne kadar anlaml,
mantikl ve hikaye ile tutarh bir bitistir?

1--mmmmmeeee 2--- 3--- e B 6-------------- 7
Hig Kararsizim/ Cok

Anlamli/Mantikli/Tutarli Fikrim Yok Anlamli/Mantikly/Tutarli
Bir Bitis Degildir Bir Bitistir

5. Bu hikayenin alternatif sonlarindan B hikaye icin ne kadar anlaml,
mantikl ve hikaye ile tutarh bir bitistir?

1o 2--- 3--- e EE LR Bmmmmmm e 6-------------- 7
Hig Kararsizim/ Cok
Anlamli/Mantikly/Tutarli Fikrim Yok Anlamli/Mantikly/Tutarli
Bir Bitis Degildir

6. Bu hikayedeki Derya sizce nasil bir karakterdir? Liitfen birka¢ kelime
yazarak betimleyiniz.

7. Bu hikaye ve alternatif sonlar ile ilgili problemli gordiigiiniiz,
elestirmek, diizeltmek istediginiz bir sey veya genel olarak baska
onerileriniz var m?
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Appendix E: Study 2 - The Questionnaire Package

Arastirmaya Goniillii Katilim Formu

Bu ¢alisma ODTU Psikoloji Béliimii doktora égrencisi Uzman Psikolog Ezgi
Sakman tarafindan yiiriitiilmektedir. Bu form sizi arastirma kosullar1 hakkinda
bilgilendirmek i¢in hazirlanmstir.

Calismanin Amaci Nedir?

Kisinin i¢inde yetistigi kiiltlirel ortam onun benlik 6zelliklerini etkileyebilir.
Bu c¢aligmanin amaci farkli kiiltiirel ortamlarin benlik 6zellikleri ve baglanma
stirecleri arasindaki iligkiye etkilerini incelemektir.

Bize Nasil Yardimc1 Olmamz Isteyecegiz?

Arastirma bilgisayar ortaminda yapilacaktir. Calismada sizden bazi anket
sorularina cevap vermeniz istenecektir. Bu sorularin ilk boliimii sizin romantik
iligkilerde hissettiginiz duygularla ilgili olacaktir. Bunun ardindan bir metin i¢indeki
fiilleri secerek isaretlemeyi iceren bir kelime arama gorevi olacaktir. Daha sonra
sizden bir grup gencin bos zamanlarini degerlendirmek i¢in yaptiklar1 aktiviteleri ve
bu aktiviteler sirasinda meydana gelen olaylar1 anlatan bazi hikayeler okumaniz ve
bu hikayelerdeki karakterleri ve onlarin davranislarini degerlendirmeniz istenecektir.
Son olarak da kimi degerlerin sizin i¢in ne kadar 6nemli oldugunu degerlendirmeniz
istenecektir.

Katihminizla ilgili bilmeniz gerekenler:

Bu c¢alismaya katilmak tamamen goniilliiliik esasina dayalidir. Herhangi bir
yaptirima maruz kalmadan ¢aligmaya katilmay1 reddedebilir veya ¢alismay1
birakabilirsiniz. Arastirma esnasinda cevap vermek istemediginiz sorular olursa bos
birakabilirsiniz.

Arastirmaya katilanlardan toplanan veriler tamamen gizli tutulacak, sizden
herhangi bir kimlik bilgisi istenmeyecektir. Toplanan verilere sadece aragtirmacilar
ulasabilecektir. Bu arastirmanin sonuglar1 sadece bilimsel ve profesyonel yayinlarda
veya egitim amagli kullanilabilir, fakat katilimcilarin kimligi tamamen gizli
tutulacaktr.

Arastirmayla ilgili daha fazla bilgi almak isterseniz:

Calismayla ilgili soru ve yorumlarinizi aragtirmaciya
ezgi.sakman@metu.edu.tr adresinden iletebilirsiniz.

Yukaridaki bilgileri okudum ve bu calismaya tamamen goniillii olarak

katiliyorum.
(Formu doldurup imzaladiktan sonra uygulayiciya geri veriniz).
Isim Soyad Tarih Imza

S A A
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Demografik Bilgi Formu

Yasmniz:

Cinsiyetiniz: _ Erkek _Kadm
Okumakta Oldugunuz Universite:
Okumakta Oldugunuz Boliim:

Kaginci siniftasiniz?

Liitfen iiniversiteye baslayana kadar yasaminizin en uzun siiresini gegirdiginiz yeri
isaretleyiniz

_ Kéy/Kasaba

__1l/Tlge

__Biiyiiksehir

Liitfen ailenizin gelir diizeyini isaretleyiniz
__ Dusiik

__ Orta
__Yiiksek
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Asagidaki maddeler romantik iligskilerinizde hissettiginiz duygularla ilintilidir. Bu
arastirmada sizin iliskinizde yalnizca su anda degil genel olarak neler olduguyla ya
da neler yasadigimizla ilgilenmekteyiz. Maddelerde s6zii gecen "birlikte oldugum
kisi" ifadesi ile romantik iliskide bulundugunuz kisi kastedilmektedir. Eger
halihazirda bir romantik iliski icerisinde degilseniz, asagidaki maddeleri bir iliski
icinde oldugunuzu varsayarak cevaplandirimz. Liitfen her bir maddenin
iliskilerinizdeki duygu ve diisiincelerinizi ne oranda yansittigin1 karsilarindaki 7
aralikh olcek iizerinde, ilgili rakami isaretleyerek gosteriniz.

1-mmmmmmmmeeeeee 2-mmmmmmmmmeeee 3-mmmmmme e Bmnmmemmemeeee Bmmmmemeeee 6-------mmmmome- 7
Hig Kararsizim/ Tamamen
katilmiyorum fikrim yok katiliyorum

1. Gergekte ne hissettigimi birlikte oldugum kisiye |1 (2 |3 (4 |5 |6 |7
gostermemeyi tercih ederim

2. Terk edilmekten korkarim 1 (2|13 (|4 |5]|6 17

3. Romantik iliskide oldugum kisilere yakinolmak |1 |2 [3 |4 |5 [6 |7
konusunda ¢ok rahatimdir

4. 1liskilerim konusunda ¢ok kaygiliyim 112|314 |5|6 |7

5. Birlikte oldugum kisi bana yakinlasmaya baglar |1 [2 [3 |4 |5 [6 |7
baslamaz kendimi geri ¢cekiyorum

6. Romantik iliskide oldugum kisilerin beni, benim |1 [2 |3 |4 |5 |6 |7
onlar1 umursadigim kadar umursamayacaklarindat
endiselenirim

7. Romantik iligskide oldugum kisi ¢ok yakinolmak |1 (2 |3 |4 |5 [6 |7
istediginde rahatsizlik duyarim

8. Birlikte oldugum kisiyi kaybedecegim diye¢ok |1 |2 [3 |4 |5 (6 |7
kaygilanirim

9. Birlikte oldugum kisilere agilma konusunda 112 |3 (4 |5]|6 |7
kendimi rahat hissetmem

10. Genellikle, birlikte oldugum kisinin benimicin |1 (2 |3 (4 |5 |6 |7
hissettiklerinin, benim onun i¢in hissettiklerim
kadar gii¢lii olmasini arzu ederim

11. Birlikte oldugum kisiye yakin olmak isterim, 112|314 |5(6 |7
ama siirekli kendimi geri ¢ekerim

12. Genellikle birlikte oldugum kisiyle tamamen 112|314 |5(6 |7
biitiinlesmek isterim ve bu bazen onlari
korkutup benden uzaklastirir

13. Birlikte oldugum kisilerin benimle ¢ok 112 (3 (4 (|5]|6]|7
yakinlagsmas1 beni gerginlestirir
14. Yalniz kalmaktan endiselenirim 112 (3[4 |5]|6]|7

15. Ozel duygu ve diisiincelerimi birlikte oldugum |1 (2 |3 |4 |5 |6 |7
kisiyle paylasmak konusunda oldukc¢a rahatimdij

16. Cok yakin olma arzum bazen insanlar1 korkutup|1 [2 |3 [4 |5 |6 |7
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uzaklastirir

17

. Birlikte oldugum kisiyle ¢cok yakinlagsmaktan
kag¢inmaya caligirim

18.

Birlikte oldugum kisi tarafindan sevildigimin
stirekli ifade edilmesine gereksinim duyarim

19

. Birlikte oldugum kisiyle kolaylikla
yakinlasabilirim

20.

Birlikte oldugum kisileri bazen daha fazla
duygu ve baglilik gostermeleri i¢in zorladigimi
hissederim

21.

Birlikte oldugum kisilere giivenip dayanma
konusunda kendimi rahat birakmakta zorlanirim

22.

Terk edilmekten pek korkmam

23.

Birlikte oldugum kisilere fazla yakin olmamay1
tercih ederim

24.

Birlikte oldugum kisinin bana ilgi gdstermesini
saglayamazsam lziiliir ya da kizarim

25.

Birlikte oldugum kisiye hemen hemen her seyi
anlatirnm

26.

Birlikte oldugum kisinin bana istedigim kadar
yakin olmadigini diigiiniiriim

27.

Sorunlarimi ve kaygilarimi genellikle birlikte
oldugum kisiyle tartisirim

28.

Bir iliskide olmadigim zaman kendimi biraz
kaygili ve giivensiz hissederim

29.

Birlikte oldugum kisilere giivenip dayanmakta
rahatimdir

30.

Birlikte oldugum kisi istedigim kadar yakinimda
olmadiginda kendimi engellenmis hissederim

31.

Birlikte oldugum kisilerden teselli, 6giit ya da
yardim istemekten rahatsiz olmam

32.

Ihtiyag duydugumda, birlikte oldugum kisiye
ulagamazsam kendimi engellenmis hissederim

33

. Ihtiyacim oldugunda birlikte oldugum kisiden
yardim istemek ise yarar

34.

Birlikte oldugum kisiler beni onaylamadiklari
zaman kendimi gercekten kotii hissederim

35.

Rahatlama ve giivencenin yani sira birgok sey
icin birlikte oldugum kisiyi ararim

36.

Birlikte oldugum kisi benden ayr1 zaman
gecirdiginde tizliliirim
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Simdi liitfen asagidaki paragrafi okuyunuz ve bu paragraftaki fiilleri
(eylemleri) isaretleyiniz.

Independence Prime

Ben ¢ok sik yeni bir sehre gezmeye giderim. Gitmeden dnce ne gorecegimi hayal
etmeyi ¢cok severim. Ben sehir ufukta belirince ¢ok heyecanlanirim. Her bir koseyi
tek basima kesfetmek i¢in zamanimi sonuna kadar kullanirim, gériilecek 6nemli
seylerden hig birini ka¢irmak istemem. Ben havay1 ve sokaklar1 sesimle doldururum,
gordiigiim her yere duygularimla dokunurum. Ben gezerken her zaman goriilecek her
yere giderim, vitrinleri gezerim ve gittigim her yerde yiizlerce vitrinin camindan
yanstyan yansimami goriiriim. Y{irliriim, kosarim, hayal diinyamin bu kesfimde
Ozglirce ugmasina izin veririm. Gece olunca sehirdeki zamanim bitmek {izere oldugu
icin oyalanirim. Artik gitmek zorunda oldugumda, ben sehirden oraya tekrar geri
donecegimi hayal ederek ayrilirim. Sehir benimdir.

Interdependence Prime

Biz ¢ok sik yeni bir sehre gezmeye gideriz. Gitmeden dnce ne gérecegimizi hayal
etmeyi ¢ok severiz. Biz sehir ufukta belirince heyecanlaniriz. Her bir koseyi
beraberce kesfetmek i¢in zamanimizi sonuna kadar kullaniriz, goriilecek 6nemli
seylerden hig birini kacirmak istemeyiz. Biz havay1 ve sokaklar1 sesimizle
doldururuz, gordiigiimiiz her yere duygularimizla dokunuruz. Biz gezerken her
zaman goriilecek her yere gideriz, vitrinleri gezeriz ve gittigimiz her yerde ytizlerce
vitrinin camindan yanstyan yansimamizi goriiriiz. Yiiriirliz, kosariz, hayal
diinyamizin bu kesfimizde 6zgiirce ugmasina izin veririz. Gece olunca sehirdeki
zamanimiz bitmek iizere oldugu icin oyalaniriz. Artik gitmek zorunda oldugumuzda,
biz sehirden oraya tekrar geri donecegimizi hayal ederek ayriliriz. Sehir bizimdir.
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Simdi sizden dort adet hikaye okumaniz ve sonra bu hikayelerle ile ilgili bazi
sorulara cevap vermeniz istenecektir.

1.

1--

Hig

Deniz ve dort arkadasi Uludag’a kamp kurmaya giderler, bu gezi i¢in ¢ok
heyecanhidirlar. Biitlin giinii kamp alaninda ¢esitli doga sporlar aktiviteleri
yaparak gegirirler. Gece olunca atesin etrafinda yemek yer ve sohbet ederler.
Bu sirada Deniz hep huzursuzdur, digerleri nese i¢cinde konusup sakalasirken
o siklikla etrafina géz gezdirip, kulak kabartmaktadir. Bir yandan da
arkadaslarina “Ne isimiz vardi bu dagin basinda, ya basimiza bir is gelirse”
diye dert yanmaktadir. Derken ormanin iginden gelen bir higirti duyar ve
golgelerin icinde bir seyin hareket ettigini fark eder. Ciglik ¢igliga
arkadaslarini uyarir: “Kagin, agaclarin arasinda bir seyler var!” Herkes
elindekileri birakip atesin etrafindan kosarak kagmaya baslar.

Bu hikayenin sonunda asagidaki olaylardan hangisinin olmasi sizce daha
olasidir?

A. Agaclarin arasindan Uludag bolgesinde ¢ok yaygin goriilen yirtic1 yaban
domuzlarindan biri ¢ikar ve grubun {izerine dogru gelir. Grup, Deniz’in
zamaninda uyarist sayesinde erken davranip kogmaya basladigi i¢in yaban
domuzundan kurtulur ve civardaki bir kuliibeye siginir. Herkes Deniz’e
bu kadar uyanik oldugu ve kendilerini bu tehlikeden kurtardigi igin
tesekkiir eder.

B. Agaglarin arasindan ¢ika ¢ika Uludag bolgesinde ¢ok yaygin goriilen dag
kecilerinden biri ¢ikar. Herkes bosu bosuna endiselendikleri ve atesin
etrafindaki giizel atmosferleri bozuldugu i¢in iiziiliir ve hep boyle gereksiz
yere telag ettigi ve keyiflerini kacirdigi i¢in Deniz’ kizar.

Simdi liitfen biraz 6nce okudugunuz hikayedeki Deniz adl1 karakteri
diisiiniinliz ve asagidaki sorular1 asagidaki 7 aralikli 6l¢ek {izerinde uygun
rakami isaretleyerek cevaplayiniz.

------------ 2--- 3 RN | S ; M—

Kararsizim/fikrim yok Cok

Sizce Deniz’in davranisi

o gk wbdhE

Bu tehlikeli durumdan kurtulmak i¢in ne kadar etkiliydi?
Durumun gerektirdiklerine ne kadar uygundu?

Grup i¢in ne kadar faydaliydi?

Genel olarak ne kadar islevseldi?

Genel olarak ne kadar rahatsiz edici/sinir bozucuydu?
Genel olarak ne kadar gereksizdi?
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e Simdi litfen Deniz’1 bir karakter olarak asagidaki 7 aralikli 6lcek tizerinde
uygun rakami isaretleyerek degerlendiriniz:

1-mmmmmmmmeeee 2-mmmmmmmmmmene 3-mmmmmmmmeeee femmmmmmmmeeee R e 6-----mmmmmeem 7
Hig Kararsizim/ Cok
fikrim yok

Sizce Deniz ne kadar

Sempatik (sevimli)?
Yetkin (becerili, ehil)?
Givenilir?
Yardimsever?

Sinir bozucu?

Iyi bir arkadas?
Diistinceli?

Akill1?
Uyanik/Dikkatli?

© oo Nk wdPE

Simdi liitfen bu okudugunuz hikayedeki grubun bir {iyesi oldugunuzu ve bu
olayn sizin de basiniza geldigini diisiiniiniiz.

Liitfen asagida tarif edilen davranislar1 yapma olasiliginiz1 asagidaki 7 aralikli
Olcek iizerinde uygun rakami isaretleyerek gosteriniz.

1-mmmmmmmmee- Yt 3--mmm e e e R 6-------------- 7
Hig Kararsizim/ Cok
Olas1 Degil fikrim yok Olas1

1. Deniz’i takip eder ve onun dedigini yapardim.

2. Grubun diger liyelerini de Deniz’i takip etmek ve onun dediklerini yapmak
konusunda yonlendirirdim.

3. Bu tehlikeli durumdan kagabilmek i¢in Deniz’in bana verecegi gorevleri
yapardim.
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2. Deniz ve dort arkadas1 Uludag’a kamp kurmaya giderler, bu gezi i¢in ¢ok
heyecanlidirlar. Biitiin glinii kamp alaninda ¢esitli doga sporlar1 aktiviteleri
yaparak gegcirirler. Gece olunca atesin etrafinda yemek yer ve sohbet ederler.
Derken hava aniden bozar ve ¢ok siddetli bir riizgar ¢ikar. Riizgar ¢adirlarinin
hepsini yikar. Herkes riizgara ragmen cadirlar1 tekrar kurmaya ugrasir, sadece
Deniz bu ortak ¢abaya katilmaz ve “Bu kadar riizgarda ¢adir kurulmaz, ben
kalacak bagka bir yer bulmaya gidiyorum” der, esyalarini alarak uzaklasir.

Bu hikayenin sonunda asagidaki olaylardan hangisinin olmasi sizce daha
olasidir?

A. Digerleri bir siire ¢adirlar1 tekrar kurmaya ugragirlar ama basaramazlar.
En sonunda Deniz’in gittigi yone dogru ilerleyip onun kalacak bir yer
bulup bulmadigina bakmaya karar verirler. Deniz’i yoldan telsizle arayip
tarif alarak onun buldugu kuliibeye gelirler ve geceyi hep beraber orada
gegirirler. Deniz’in erken hareket etmesiyle siginacak bir yer bulduklar
i¢cin herkes ona tesekkiir eder.

B. Digerleri bir siire daha ugrasirlar ve sonunda ¢adirlar1 tekrar kurmay1
basarirlar, geceyi hep beraber kamp alaninda ¢adirlarinda gegirirler.
Deniz’e kendilerini zor bir durumda birakip gittigi i¢in 6tkelenen grup,
ertesi giin yanlarina geri dondiigiinde ona kizar.

e Simdi liitfen biraz 6nce okudugunuz hikayedeki Deniz adli karakteri
diisiiniiniiz ve asagidaki sorular1 asagidaki 7 aralikli 6l¢ek tizerinde uygun
rakami igaretleyerek cevaplayimniz.

1o 2--- 3--- e e S 6-------------- 7
Hig Kararsizim/fikrim yok Cok

Sizce Deniz’in davranisi

Bu tehlikeli durumdan kurtulmak i¢in ne kadar etkiliydi?
Durumun gerektirdiklerine ne kadar uygundu?

Grup i¢in ne kadar faydaliydi?

Genel olarak ne kadar islevseldi?

Genel olarak ne kadar rahatsiz edici/sinir bozucuydu?
Genel olarak ne kadar gereksizdi?

o0k whE

172



e Simdi litfen Deniz’1 bir karakter olarak asagidaki 7 aralikli 6lcek tizerinde
uygun rakami isaretleyerek degerlendiriniz:

1-mmmmmmmmeeee 2-mmmmmmmmmmene 3-mmmmmmmmeeee femmmmmmmmeeee R e 6-----mmmmmeem 7
Hig Kararsizim/ Cok
fikrim yok

Sizce Deniz ne kadar

Sempatik (sevimli)?
Yetkin (becerili, ehil)?
Gilivenilir?
Yardimsever?

Sinir bozucu?

Iyi bir arkadas?
Diistinceli?

Akall1?
Uyanik/Dikkatli?

© oo Nk wdPE

Simdi liitfen bu okudugunuz hikayedeki grubun bir {iyesi oldugunuzu ve bu
olayn sizin de basiniza geldigini diisiiniiniiz.

Liitfen asagida tarif edilen davranislar1 yapma olasiliginiz1 asagidaki 7 aralikli
Olgek tizerinde uygun rakami isaretleyerek gosteriniz.

1-mmmmmmmmee- Yt 3--mmm e e e R 6-------------- 7
Hig Kararsizim/ Cok
Olas1 Degil fikrim yok Olasi

1. Deniz’i takip eder ve onun dedigini yapardim.

2. Grubun diger iiyelerini de Deniz’i takip etmek ve onun dediklerini yapmak
konusunda yonlendirirdim.

3. Bu tehlikeli durumdan kagabilmek i¢in Deniz’in bana verecegi gorevleri
yapardim.
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3. Deniz ve dort arkadasi bir gilin sinemaya giderler. Hepsinin evi sinemaya
yakin oldugu i¢in eve yiiriiyerek donmeye karar verirler ancak 6gle vakti
oldugu i¢in hava ¢ok sicaktir, bir an 6nce varabilmek i¢in kestirme yola
saparlar. Yolda yiiriirken kendi aralarinda filmi tartigmaktadirlar. Herkes nese
icinde sohbet ederken Deniz hayli tenha olan bu kestirme yola saptiklari i¢in
huzursuzdur, devamli arkasina bakip birilerinin onlar1 takip edip etmedigini
kontrol etmekte, bir taraftan da “Keske anayoldan gitseydik, basimiza bir
bela almasak bari” diye arkadaslarina sdylenmektedir. Derken arkalarindan
hizlica yaklasan bir ayak sesi duyar ve bagirarak arkadaslarini uyarir: “Kacin,
biri bizi takip ediyor!” Herkes panik halinde kogsmaya baglar.

Bu hikayenin sonunda asagidaki olaylardan hangisinin olmasi sizce daha
olasidir?

A. Herkes can havliyle kosarken refleksle doniip arkalarina bakar, sokagin
basinda gergekten de lizerlerine dogru gelmekte olan bir kapkager vardir.
Grup, Deniz’in zamaninda uyarisi sayesinde erken davranip kosmaya
basladig1 i¢in kapkacct onlar1 yakalamadan ana caddeye varmay1 basarir.
Herkes Deniz’e dikkatli davranisi sayesinde kapkaccidan kurtulmalarini
sagladigi i¢in tesekkiir eder.

B. Herkes can havliyle kosarken refleksle doniip arkalarina bakar, sokagin
basinda sadece geng bir kadin vardir. Bunun {izerine kosmay1 birakirlar,
bu sirada kadin da arkalarindan seslenir: “Kusura bakmayin, sizi
korkutmak istememistim, sadece yol tarifi soracaktim.” Grup, Deniz
yiiziinden diistiikleri giiliing durumdan ¢ok utanir ve hep bdyle olur olmaz
tedirginlik yarattig1 i¢in ona kizar.

e Simdi liitfen biraz 6nce okudugunuz hikayedeki Deniz adli karakteri
diisiiniiniiz ve asagidaki sorular1 asagidaki 7 aralikli 6l¢ek tizerinde uygun
rakamu isaretleyerek cevaplayiniz.

1--memmmmneeeae 2--- 3--- femnmmemnmnee Bemmmmmmeneenee B--nmmmmmmeeeen 7
Hig Kararsizim/fikrim yok Cok

Sizce Deniz’in davranisi

Bu tehlikeli durumdan kurtulmak i¢in ne kadar etkiliydi?
Durumun gerektirdiklerine ne kadar uygundu?

Grup i¢in ne kadar faydaliydi?

Genel olarak ne kadar islevseldi?

Genel olarak ne kadar rahatsiz edici/sinir bozucuydu?
Genel olarak ne kadar gereksizdi?

ok wbdE
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e Simdi liitfen Deniz’1 bir karakter olarak asagidaki 7 aralikli 6lgek tizerinde
uygun rakami isaretleyerek degerlendiriniz:

1-mmmmmmmmeeee 2-mmmmmmmmmmene 3-mmmmmmmmeeee femmmmmmmmeeee R e 6-----mmmmmeem 7
Hig Kararsizim/ Cok
fikrim yok

Sizce Deniz ne kadar

Sempatik (sevimli)?
Yetkin (becerili, ehil)?
Gilivenilir?
Yardimsever?

Sinir bozucu?

Iyi bir arkadas?
Diistinceli?

Akall1?
Uyanik/Dikkatli?

© oo Nk wdPE

Simdi liitfen bu okudugunuz hikayedeki grubun bir {iyesi oldugunuzu ve bu
olayn sizin de basiniza geldigini diisiiniiniiz.

Liitfen asagida tarif edilen davranislar1 yapma olasiliginiz1 asagidaki 7 aralikli
Olcek iizerinde uygun rakami isaretleyerek gosteriniz.

1-mmmmmmmmee- 2 3--- e e R 6-------------- 7
Hig Kararsizim/ Cok
Olas1 Degil fikrim yok Olas1

1. Deniz’i takip eder ve onun dedigini yapardim.

2. Grubun diger iiyelerini de Deniz’i takip etmek ve onun dediklerini yapmak
konusunda yonlendirirdim.

3. Bu tehlikeli durumdan kagabilmek i¢in Deniz’in bana verecegi gorevleri
yapardim.
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4. Deniz ve dort arkadasi bir gilin sinemaya giderler. Hepsinin evi sinemaya
yakin oldugu i¢in eve yiiriiyerek donmeye karar verirler ancak 6gle vakti
oldugu i¢in hava ¢ok sicaktir, bir an 6nce varabilmek i¢in kestirme yola
saparlar. Yolda yiiriirken kendi aralarinda filmi tartigmakta ve nese i¢inde
sohbet etmektedirler. Derken kaybolduklarini fark ederler, nerede olduklarini
bilmemektedirler. Herkes cep telefonlarindaki haritalardan yonlerini bulmaya
ugrasir fakat bu ara sokakta internet gekmedigi i¢in harita {izerinde nerede
bulunduklarin1 bulamazlar, yine de denemeye devam ederler. Deniz bu ortak
cabaya katilmaz ve “Bu tenha yerde internet gekmez, ben su yan yoldan
giderek sansimi deneyecegim” der ve o yola girerek uzaklagir.

Bu hikayenin sonunda asagidaki olaylardan hangisinin olmasi sizce daha
olasidir?

A. Digerleri bir siire daha internet yardimiyla konumlarini bulmaya
ugrasirlar ancak internet ¢gekmedigi i¢in basarili olamazlar. Sonunda
Deniz’in gittigi yolu denemeye karar verirler. Yoldan Deniz’i arayarak bu
yolun bildikleri ana caddelerden birine ¢iktigini 6grenirler ve evlerine sag
salim varirlar. Herkes Deniz’e dogru yolu buldugu i¢in tesekkiir eder.

B. Digerleri bir siire daha internet yardimiyla konumlarini bulmaya
ugrasirlar ancak internet gekmedigi igin basarili olamazlar. Sonunda
geldikleri kestirme yoldan geri donmeye ve sonra evlerine bildikleri
yoldan gitmeye karar verirler. Deniz’e kendilerini zor bir durumda yalniz
biraktig1 i¢in 6fkelenen grup bir dahaki goriismelerinde ona kizar.

e Simdi liitfen biraz 6nce okudugunuz hikayedeki Deniz adl1 karakteri
diisiiniiniiz ve asagidaki sorular1 asagidaki 7 aralikli 6l¢ek tizerinde uygun
rakam isaretleyerek cevaplayimiz.

1o 2--- 3--- e e S 6-------------- 7
Hig Kararsizim/fikrim yok Cok

Sizce Deniz’in davranisi

Bu tehlikeli durumdan kurtulmak i¢in ne kadar etkiliydi?
Durumun gerektirdiklerine ne kadar uygundu?

Grup i¢in ne kadar faydaliydi?

Genel olarak ne kadar islevseldi?

Genel olarak ne kadar rahatsiz edici/sinir bozucuydu?
Genel olarak ne kadar gereksizdi?

o0k whE
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e Simdi litfen Deniz’1 bir karakter olarak asagidaki 7 aralikli 6lcek tizerinde
uygun rakami isaretleyerek degerlendiriniz:

1-mmmmmmmmmeeee 2-mmmmmmmmmmene 3-mmmmmmmmeeee femmmmmmmmeeee R e 6-----mmmmmeem 7
Hig Kararsizim/ Cok
fikrim yok

Sizce Deniz ne kadar

Sempatik (sevimli)?
Yetkin (becerili, ehil)?
Gilivenilir?
Yardimsever?

Sinir bozucu?

Iyi bir arkadas?
Diistinceli?

Akall1?
Uyanik/Dikkatli?

© oo Nk wdPE

Simdi liitfen bu okudugunuz hikayedeki grubun bir {iyesi oldugunuzu ve bu
olayn sizin de basiniza geldigini diisiiniiniiz.

Liitfen asagida tarif edilen davranislar1 yapma olasiliginiz1 asagidaki 7 aralikli
Olcek iizerinde uygun rakami isaretleyerek gosteriniz.

1-mmmmmmmmee- Yt 3--mmm e e e R 6-------------- 7
Hig Kararsizim/ Cok
Olas1 Degil fikrim yok Olas1

1. Deniz’i takip eder ve onun dedigini yapardim.

2. Grubun diger iiyelerini de Deniz’i takip etmek ve onun dediklerini yapmak
konusunda yonlendirirdim.

3. Bu tehlikeli durumdan kagabilmek i¢in Deniz’in bana verecegi gorevleri
yapardim.
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Liitfen asagidaki degerlerin sizin icin ne kadar 6nemli oldugunu asagidaki 7
aralikh 6lcegi kullanarak degerin yanina ilgili rakam yazarak belirtiniz.

Hig
Onemli degil

Ozgiirliik

Bireysel bagimsizlik

Isinde yetkin olma
Yaraticilik

Renkli bir yasam

Insanlarin iizerinde etki sahibi olma
Heyecanl bir yasam

Kendine saygi duymak

Kendi hedefini belirleyebilme
Aidiyet hissi

Oz-disiplin

Ailenin giivenligi

Sadakat

Miitevazilik

Itaatkar olmak
Yardimseverlik

Affedebilme

Sorumluluk sahibi olmak

sl 5--mmm oo 6--------------- 7
Kararsizim/ Cok
fikrim yok onemli
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Katilim Sonrasi Bilgi Formu

Oncelikle arastirmamiza katildiginiz igin tesekkiir ederiz.

Bu arastirma daha &nce de belirtildigi gibi ODTU Psikoloji Béliimii doktora
Ogrencisi Uzman Psikolog Ezgi Sakman tarafindan yiiriitiilen bir ¢alismadir. Bu
calismanin amaci farkli kiiltiirel ortamlarin benlik 6zellikleri ve baglanma siire¢leri
arasindaki iligkiye etkilerini incelemektir.

Bu amagla ¢aligmay1 tamamlayan katilimcilarin bireyci ve iligkisel
benliklerinin onlarin ¢esitli baglanma davranislarina dair degerlendirmelerini nasil
etkiledigini arastirmak amaci ile bu ¢alismada katilimcilarin yarisina bireyci benligi
aktive eden “ben” dilinin kullanildig1 bir metindeki fiilleri igsaretlemeleri istenirken,
katilimcilarin diger yarisina iliskisel benligi aktive eden “biz” dilinin kullanildig: bir
metindeki fiilleri isaretlemeleri istenmistir. Daha sonra verilen hikayelerin
bazilarinda kaygili bazilarinda ise kaginan baglanma davranislari resmedilmistir ve
katilimcilarin bu hikayelerdeki karakterleri ve davraniglarini degerlendirmeleri
istenmistir. Literatiire gore beklenen bireyci benligi aktive edilmis katilimcilarin
kaygili baglanma davranislarini, topluluk¢u benligi aktive edilmis katilimcilarin ise
kaygili baglanma davranislarini daha olumlu degerlendirecegidir. Caligmanin en
sonunda verilen degerler listesi ise bireyci ve topluluk¢u benligin ne kadar aktive
edilebildigini 6l¢meyi amaglamaktadir. Katilimcilarin arastirmanin hipotezlerini fark
etmesi verecekleri tepkileri etkileyebileceginden, arastirma ile ilgili bu detayh
bilgiler arastirma oncesinde degil sonrasinda paylasilmaktadir.

Bu ¢alismadan alinacak ilk verilerin Mayis 2016 sonunda elde edilmesi
amaglanmaktadir. Elde edilen bilgiler sadece bilimsel arastirma ve yazilarda
kullanilacaktir. Calismanin saglikli ilerleyebilmesi ve bulgularin glivenilir olmasi
icin ¢aligmaya katilacagini bildiginiz diger kisilerle ¢aligsma ile ilgili detayli bilgi
paylasiminda bulunmamanizi dileriz. Bu arastirmaya katildiginiz i¢in tekrar ¢ok
tesekkiir ederiz.

Arastirmanin sonuglarin1 6grenmek ya da daha fazla bilgi almak i¢in
arastirmact Ezgi Sakman’a su mail adresinden ulasabilirsiniz:
ezgi.sakman@metu.edu.tr

Caligmaya katkida bulunan bir goniillii olarak katilimer haklarmizla ilgili

veya etik ilkelerle ilgi soru veya gériislerinizi ODTU Uygulamali Etik Arastirma
Merkezi’ne iletebilirsiniz. e-posta: ueam@metu.edu.tr
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Appendix G: Turkish Summary

Bir Erken Uyar1 ve Uzaklasma Sistemi Olarak Giivensiz Baglanmanin Kiiltiirel
Baglamda Islevselligi

Hem korunmasiz insan yavrusunun erken donemde hayatta kalma problemi
hem de yetiskin insanin ileri dénemde bag kurma ve tireme problemi, evrimsel olarak
gelisen ve destek veren kisilere (baglanma figiirleri) yakinligi saglayan uyumlayici
bir diizenleme mekanizmasi olarak calisan baglanma davranissal sistemi ile ¢oziiliir
(Bowlby, 1969/1982, 1973, 1980). Bu sistem kisiyi fiziksel ve psikolojik tehditlerden
korur ve boylece tiiriin devamini saglar. Baglanma sistemi, baglanma figiirleriyle
yasanan deneyimlerden kaynaklanan kisisel farkliliklarla isler. Bir yandan, eger
baglanma figiirii ihtiya¢ duyulan hassas bakim vermeyi tutarl bir sekilde saglarsa,
birey giiven ve iliskililik hissi gelistirir (giivenli baglanma); dte yandan eger
baglanma figiirii bir sekilde bu temel baglanma ihtiyaglarini karsilayamazsa birey
ithtiya¢ duydugu giiven duygusunu hissedemez ve giivensiz baglanma gelisir.
Giivensiz baglanma iki ayr1 mekanizma sonucu ortaya ¢ikar. Baglanma figiirii tutarl
bir bigimde kat1, reddedici ve bakim vermeye niyetsiz ise, birey aktivasyonu
engelleme stratejisi (deactivating strategy) gelistirir ve ilgisiz bakim verenden asgari
diizeyde yardimla hayatta kalmay1 saglamak i¢in yalnizca kendine giivenmeyi
Ogrenir; ve sonug olarak bireyde kaginan baglanma gelisir. Baglanma figiirii tutarsiz,
yetersiz/dengesiz veya orantisiz miidahaleci oldugunda ise birey yiiksek aktivasyon
stratejisi (hyperactivating strategy) gelistirir ve 6ngoriillemeyen baglanma figiirtinden
daha ¢ok kaynak saglayabilme sansini arttirabilmek i¢in yakinlik arama
davraniglarin1 yogunlastirir; ve sonug olarak bireyde kaygili baglanma gelisir
(Mikulincer ve Shaver, 2007).

Bowlby’nin baglanma kurami muazzam sayida arastirma iiretmis, baglanma
boyutlari hemen hemen biitiin psikolojik kavramlarla iligkilendirilmistir. Bu
aragtirma bulgularinin ortak temasi, glivenli baglanmanin “iyi” baglanma stili oldugu
yoniindedir. Giivenli baglanan bireyler daha yliksek hayat kalitesi, mutluluk ve
giivenli 6z saygi rapor etmistir. Bu bireyler ayn1 zamanda hayattan daha ¢ok tatmin

almakta, yakin iligki baslatma ve siirdiirmede ve stresle basa ¢ikmada daha basarili
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olmakta, hem birey olarak hem de bir takimin pargasi olarak akademik ve
profesyonel gorevlerde daha iyi islev gormekte, hatta daha saglikli ve uzun
yasamaktadirlar. Buna zit olarak, arastirma bulgulari tutarli bir bi¢imde giivensiz
baglanmay1 problemli yakin iliskiler, stresle islevsiz basa ¢ikma yollari, diisiik hayat
doyumu ve mutluluk, basarisiz duygu diizenlemesi ve kendini agma, diisiik veya
giivensiz 0z saygi, diisiik biligsel, akademik ve profesyonel performans, hatta kotii
fiziksel ve psikolojik saglik gibi olumsuz ¢iktilarla iliskilendirmistir (kapsamli bir
derleme i¢in bakiniz Mikulincer ve Shaver, 2007).

Goriintiideki bu pek ¢ok olumsuz sonugla iliskisine karsin glivensiz baglanma
hala var olmakla kalmayip, hayli yaygin olarak da goriilmektedir. Pek ¢ok kiiltiirden
arastirmalar, niifusun neredeyse yarisinin, tiim gelisim asamalari, kiiltiirler ve 6lgme
tekniklerinden bagimsiz olarak, giivensiz baglanmaya yatkin oldugunu
gostermektedir (bkz., Hesse, 2008; van IJzendoorn ve Sagi-Schwartz, 2008).
Baglanma kuraminin evrimsel bakis a¢is1 diistiniildiigiinde, giivensiz baglanmanin
insan tiiriine herhangi bir uyumlayici tistlinliik saglamadan bin yillardir dogal
secilimle elenmemesi ve glivenli baglanma kadar da yaygin olabilmesi ancak
islevsellige dayali bir agiklamayla anlagilabilir. Ein-Dor, Mikulincer, Doron ve
Shaver (2010) yakin zamanda bu ilging ikileme dikkat cekmis ve bunu baglanma
paradoksu olarak adlandirmistir.

Baglanma kuraminin orijinal hali temel olarak evrimsel bakis agisindan
bebegin hayatta kalmasina odaklanir ve kaginan ve kaygili baglanmanin neden
evrimlesmis olabilecegini acik¢a belirtmez. Buna ek olarak, yukarida da tartisildigi
gibi, ana akim baglanma arastirmalar: temel olarak gilivenli baglanmanin faydalarina
odaklanmis ve giivensiz baglanmanin olasi faydalarini yaygin olarak goz ardi
etmistir. Buna ragmen, bazi arastirmacilar, giivensiz baglanmanin tireme uyumu
(reproductive fitness) ve grubun hayatta kalmasi gibi alanlarda uyumlayici degeri
olabilecegini 6ne stirmiistiir (6rn., Belsky, Steinberg ve Draper, 1991; Chisholm,
1996; ve Ein-Dor ve ark., 2010). Baglanma kuraminin bu evrimsel yorumlamalart,
geleneksel baglanma arastirmalarinin gegmiste yaptigi gibi farkli baglanma

ortintiilerinin nast/ degil, neden gelistigi sorusunu cevaplamayi hedeflemektedir.

182



Ureme uyumu bakis ag1s1, baglanma sisteminin sadece ¢ocuklukta hayatta
kalmay1 saglamak i¢in degil, ayn1 zamanda yetiskinlikte iireme uyumunu arttirmak
i¢cin ¢evreye duyarli bir mekanizma olarak ¢alismak i¢in de evrimlesmis olabilecegi
one siirer (Belsky ve ark., 1991; Chisholm, 1996; ayrica bakiniz Ellis, 2004;
Kirkpatrick, 1998; Zeifman ve Hazan, 1997). Bu perspektifteki kuramlardan Belsky
ve arkadaglarinin modeli (1991), Draper ve Harpending’in (1982) babanin
yoklugunun ¢ocugun gelecekteki tireme stratejisini sekillendirdigi fikrini gelistirerek,
erken dénem aile deneyimlerinin bireyi yetiskinlikte tireme uyumunu ekolojik
sartlara gore arttiran farkli iireme stratejilerine gotiiren farkli gelisimsel yollara nasil
sevk ettigini agiklar. Model, sosyal ve ekolojik baglamin (6rn., ¢evresel stres,
yetersiz kaynaklar, mutsuz evlilik) ebeveynligi etkiledigini (6rn., bakim vermenin
duyarlilig1), bunun da ¢ocugun psikolojik ve davranissal gelisimini (6rn., baglanma
orlintlisii ve i¢sel ¢alisan/zihinsel model) belirledigini, bunun da bedensel gelisimi
(6rn., cinsel olgunlagma) etkiledigini ve bunun {izerinden de en sonunda bir yetiskin
oldugunda iireme stratejisini (6rn., kisa vadeli veya uzun vadeli ¢iftlesme, diisiik
veya yiiksek kaliteli dol) sekillendirdigini 6ne siirer (Belsky ve ark., 1991). Belsky ve
arkadaslar1 (1991), erken donem aile ortaminda kaynaklarin kit ve/veya
ongoriilemez, insanlarin giivenilmez ve iligkilerin istikrarsiz oldugunu 6grenen
cocuklarin giivensiz baglanma stili gelistirdigini, cinsel olgunluga erken ulastigini,
erken baglayan, kisa vadeli ve ¢ok esli bir lireme stratejisi benimsedigini ve kendi
¢ocuklarina da diisiik ebeveynlik yatirimi sundugunu iddia eder. Buna zit olarak,
kaynaklarin devamli erisilebilir oldugunu, insanlarin giivenilir ve iligkilerin
odiillendirici oldugunu isaret eden erken donem deneyimleri yasayan ¢ocuklar
giivenli baglanma stili gelistirirler, cinsel olgunluga ge¢ ulasirlar, ge¢ baslayan, uzun
vadeli ve tek esli bir tireme stratejisi benimserler ve kendi ¢ocuklarina da yiiksek
ebeveynlik yatirimi yaparlar.

Yine bu perspektifteki modellerden Chisholm’iin (1993, 1996) gézden
gecirilmis ve genisletilmis modeli, simdiki zamanda (aninda) ve gelecekte
(ertelenmis) tireme arasindaki ddiinlesime odaklanmistir. Diisiik 6liim oranlarinin
oldugu ekolojilerde, giivenli baglanan ¢ocuklar daha uzun siiren ebeveyn yatiriminin

tadini ¢ikarabilirler, boylece kendi kaynaklarini gelismeye ayirabilirler ve tiremeyi
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erteleyebilirler. En sonunda iirediklerinde, uzun vadeli es ararlar ve kendi
¢ocuklarina da yiiksek ebeveyn yatirimi sunarlar (Chisholm, 1996). Bunun aksine,
zorlu gevre kosullar1 altinda kaginan baglanan ¢ocuklar, reddedici aileleri tarafindan
erken yasta bagimsiz olmaya zorlandiklari i¢in kisith kaynaklarini erken baslayan
tiremeye ayirirlar ve kisa vadeli ireme stratejisi benimserler. Chisholm (1996),
kaygili baglanan ¢ocuklarin ise tutarsiz ebeveynlerinden kaynak isteme girisimlerini
birakmadiklarini, ancak bu kaynaklar1 kendi gelisimlerine degil erken yasta liremeye
kanalize ettiklerini iddia eder.

Giivensiz baglanmanin bir diger uyumlayici degerinin grubun hayatta kalmasi
alaninda olabilecegini ortaya atan sosyal savunma kurami (Ein-Dor ve ark., 2010) ise
giivensiz baglanmanin gorece uyumlayici faydasinin tehdit durumlarinda ortaya
ciktigini iddia eder. Giivenli baglanan bireylerin sahip oldugu igsellestirilmis
giivenlik ve rahatlik hissi yukarida tartisilan genis baglamlarda onlar icin faydali olsa
bile, ¢evrede bir tehlike bag gosterdiginde bu, onlarin dezavantajina olabilir. Giivenli
baglanan bireylerin tehdit isaretlerine karsi pek de uyanik olmamasi ve tehdit
algilandiginda da otomatik olarak baglanma figiirlerine yonlenmeleri (6rn.,
Mikulincer, Gillath ve Shaver, 2002), acil bir durum, erken tespit ve hizli kagis
gerektirdiginde onlarin aleyhine isleyebilir. Yaygin giiven hisleri, erken tehdit
isaretlerini tespit etmelerini erteleyebilir ve baglanma figiirlerine yakin olma
yatkinliklari, bireysel kurtulus igin kii¢iik kagis sanslarin1 kagirmalarina sebep
olabilir.

Sosyal savunma kurami, giivenli baglanan insanlara zit olarak, giivensiz
baglanan bireylerin, tehdide kars1 i¢sellestirilmis tepkilerinden dolay1 bu gibi
tehlikeli durumlarda faydali olabilecegi fikrini ortaya atar (Ein-Dor ve ark., 2010).
Bir taraftan, baglanma kaygis1 ytliksek olan insanlar, kronik olarak ytiksek aktivasyon
diizeyindeki baglanma sistemlerinden dolay1 tehdit ve stres isaretlerine karsi hep
tetiktedir: Fiziksel veya sosyal tehdit ipuglarin1 daha kolay ve hizli tespit ederler ve
bunlara daha yogun tepki verirler (Ein-Dor ve Perry, 2014; Mikulincer, Birnbaum,
Woddis ve Nachmias, 2000; Mikulincer ve ark., 2002). Sosyal savunma kurami (Ein-
Dor ve ark., 2010), bu sema ve eylem yatkinliklarinin kaygili baglanan bireyleri grup
i¢in 1yi birer bekgi (sentinel) yapabilecegini iddia eder. Bu bekgiler, ortaya ¢ikmakta
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olan bir tehlikenin erken ve muglak isaretlerini (6rn., alisik olunmayan ses, catirti,
koku ve hareketler) tespit eder ve grubun diger tiyelerini uyarirlar. Béylece, grubun
giivenli baglanan iiyelerinin tehdit isaretlerini zamaninda tespit etmedeki eksiklerini
kapatmis ve grup diizeyinde hayatta kalmada uyumlayici fayda sunmus olabilirler.
Diger taraftan, baglanma kaginmasi yiiksek olan insanlar, temel olarak sadece
kendine giivenen ve kendini koruyan, faydaci ve kronik olarak kagmaya egilimlidir
(6rn., Mikulincer ve Shaver, 2007). Sosyal savunma kuramu, yiiksek baglanma
kaginmasi olan kisilerin bu 6zelliklerinin, onlar1 tehlike anlarinda hizli savas-veya-
kag (rapid fight-or-flight) tepkileri vererek kimseden yardim beklemeden kendilerini
korumaya ve (her zaman olumsuz durumdan kagmaya meyilli olduklari igin) kagis
yollarin1 daha ¢abuk fark etmeye yatkin hale getirdigini iddia eder. Diger insanlarin
grubun kaginan baglanan tiyelerini fark ettikleri veya yarattiklar1 bu kagis yollarinda
takip etme olasilig: yiiksek oldugu igin, bu eylem yatkinliklarinin grubun geri kalani
icin de faydali oldugu iddia edilmistir. Boylece, baglanma kaginmasi yiiksek olan
grup tyeleri, tahliye stratejileri aramaktansa baglanma figiirlerini bulmakla mesgul
olan grubun diger giivenli baglanan iiyeleri igin bir nevi kurtulus yolu yaratarak grup
diizeyinde uyumlayici fayda saglamis olur (Ein-Dor ve ark., 2010).

Giivensiz baglanmayi yerel ¢evredeki tehlikelere uyum saglayan bir erken
uyari ve uzaklagma sistemi olarak is gorerek hayatta kalmay1 ve boylece tiremeyi
garantileyen bir yap1 olarak kurgulayan sosyal savunma kurami, gilivensiz
baglanmanin uyumlayici degeri arastirmalarina 6nemli bir katkida bulunmustur.
Ancak kuram giivensiz baglanma ile ilgili kritik bir bulguyu g¢ercevesine dahil
etmemistir: Her ne kadar giivenli baglanma evrensel bir norm olsa da (van
IJzendoorn ve Sagi-Schwartz, 2008), giivensiz baglanmanin yayginlig: kiiltiirler arasi
farkliliklar gostermektedir. Toplulukgu kiiltiirlerde kaygili baglanma daha yaygin
iken, kaginan baglanmaya bireyci kiiltiirlerde daha ¢ok rastlanmaktadir (bkz.,
Schmitt, 2010). Bu nedenle, giivensiz baglanmanin uyumlayici degerini agiklamay1
hedefleyen bir kuramin, giivensiz baglanmanin yaygiliginin kiiltiirlerarasi
farkliliklarin1 g6z 6niine almasi ve analizine dahil etmesi gerektigi 6ne siiriilebilir.
Bu tezin amaci, sosyal savunma kuramina kiiltiirel baglami ekleyerek bu boslugu

doldurmaktir.
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Baglanma kuraminin normatiflik hipotezi ile uyumlu olarak, farkl: kiiltiirel
baglamlar farkli giivensiz baglanma stillerini (muhtemelen farkli giivensiz baglanma
bigimleri farkli kiiltiirel talepleri daha iyi karsiladigi i¢in) besliyor olabilir. Bu tezde
temel olarak, kiiltiirde daha sik goriilen glivensiz baglanma bi¢iminin daha az
olumsuz sonuglar dogurdugunu ortaya atan “kiiltiire uyum hipotezi”’nden (Friedman
ve ark., 2010) yola ¢ikarak, kiiltiirdeki yaygin giivensiz baglanma stilinin daha fazla
uyumlayict degerinin olacagr fikri ortaya atilmaktadir.

Buna gore, kaygili baglanmanin daha yaygin goriildigii toplulukgu/iliskisel
kiiltiirlerde kaygili baglanma ile tanimlanan bek¢i davranislari daha uyumlayict
olurken, kaginan baglanmanin daha yaygin goriildiigi bireyci/bagimsiz kiiltiirlerde
kacinan baglanma ile tanimlanan hizli savas-veya-ka¢ davranislarinin daha
uyumlayici olacagi beklenmektedir. Bir yandan, gorece miidahaleci kaygili/bekgi
davraniglarinin, kisisel alanin dar oldugu, insanlarin benliklerini iliski i¢inde
olduklari diger insanlara goreli kurguladiklari (Markus ve Kitayama, 1991; Triandis,
1989), iletisimin Ortiilk mesajlar ve baglami okumak {izerinden yiiriitildiigii
(Gudykunst, Ting-Toomey ve Chua, 1988; Hall, 1976) toplulukgu/iliskisel kiiltiirlerle
uyumlu olacag diistiniilmektedir. Diger yandan, gérece bencil kaginan/hizli savas-
veya-kag davraniglarinin, kisisel alanin genis oldugu, insanlarin benliklerini temel
olarak kendi varliklar1 tizerinden kurguladiklar1 (Markus ve Kitayama, 1991;
Triandis, 1989), iletisimin acik mesajlar ve direk yiizlesme ile yiirtitiildigi
(Gudykunst ve ark., 1988; Hall, 1976) bireyci/bagimsiz kiiltiirlerle uyumlu olacagi
on goriilmektedir.

Cahsma 1: Baglanma Boyutlan ve Kiiltiirel Degerler Arasindaki iliskinin
Arastirllmasi
Amacg ve Hipotezler

Daha 6nce bahsedildigi gibi, giivensiz baglanmanin farkl tiirlerinin farkl
kiiltirlerde farkli yayginlik seviyelerinde goriildiigii daha 6nce rapor edilmis olsa da
(bkz., Schmitt, 2010; van ljzendoorn ve Sagi, 2008), simdiye kadar higbir ¢aligma
baglanma boyutlari ile kiiltiirel degerler arasindaki iliskiyi sistematik olarak test
etmemistir. Bu tezin ilk ¢calismasinin amaci, toplulukcu Tiirk kiiltiiriinde ve bireyci

Amerikan kiiltiiriinde bir arastirma yaparak bu boslugu doldurmaktir.
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Calismanin ilk hipotezi, hem toplulukgu (Tirkiye) hem de bireyci (ABD)
kiiltiirlerde baglanma kaginmasinin bireycilik/bagimsizlikla ilintili degerler ile
baglanma kaygisinin ise toplulukculuk/iliskisellikle ilintili degerler ile iliskili
bulunacagidir. Caligmanin ikinci hipotezi ise, baglanma kaginmasi ile
bireycilik/bagimsizlik ile ilintili degerler arasindaki iligkinin bireyci Amerikan
ornekleminde daha giiclii, baglanma kaygisi ile toplulukguluk/iliskisellik ile ilintili
degerler arasindaki iliskinin ise topluluk¢u Tiirk 6rnekleminde daha gii¢lii olacagidir.
Katihmeilar

Calismanin Tiirk 6rneklemi 368 yetiskin Facebook kullanicisindan, Amerikan
orneklemi ise 350 Amazon Mechanical Turk ¢alisanindan olugmaktadir. Tiirk
katilimeilarin % 62°si kadindir ve yas ortalamalar1 37.47°dir (SS = 12.38). Amerikali
katilimeilarin ise % 58’i kadindir ve yas ortalamalar1 38.86’dir (SS = 12.60).

Veri Toplama Araclari ve Islem

ODTU Uygulamal Etik Arastirma Merkezi’nden alinan etik iznin (bkz., EK
A) ardindan katilimcilar Qualtrics ile hazirlanan ¢evrimigi ankete
yonlendirilmislerdir (bkz., Ek B).

Yakin liskilerde Yasantilar Envanteri (YIYE). Katilimcilarin yetiskin
baglanma yatkinliklarini lgmek icin yakin iliskilerde yasantilar envanteri (YIYE;
Brennan, Clark ve Shaver, 1998) kullanilmigtir. Baglanma kaygist ve baglanma
kacinmasini 6lgen 18’er sorudan olusan iki alt 6lgegi olan anketteki ifadelere
katilimcilar hangi oranda katildiklarini (1 = kesinlikle katilmiyorum, 7 = kesinlikle
katiliyyorum) belirtmislerdir. Cronbach alfa glivenirlik katsayilar1 Tiirkiye
ornekleminde kaginma alt 6l¢egi i¢in .90, kaygi alt 6l¢egi igin .87; Amerika
ornekleminde ise kaginma alt 6l¢egi i¢in .94, kaygi alt dlgegi igin .95 tir.

Bagimsizhik/Baghlik Degerleri. Katilimcilarin bagimsizlik ve baglilik
degerlerini 6l¢gmek igin Schwartz Degerler Anketi’nin (Schwartz ve Boehnke, 2004)
kisaltilmig versiyonu (Kam, Zhou, Zhang ve Ho, 2012) kullanilmigtir. Katilimcilar
18’er bagimsizlik ve baglilik degerinin kendileri i¢in ne kadar 6nemli oldugunu (1 =
hi¢ onemli degil, 7 = ¢ok onemli) belirtmislerdir. Cronbach alfa giivenirlik katsayilar
Tiirkiye 6rnekleminde bagimsizlik alt dlgegi i¢in .70, baglilik alt 6lgegi i¢in .78;
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Amerika 6rnekleminde ise bagimsizlik alt dlgegi igin .76, baglilik alt 6l¢egi icin .84
olarak bulunmustur.

Ahenk Kontrolii. Morling ve Fiske (1999) tarafindan hazirlanan 21 maddeli
ahenk kontrolii 6l¢egi katilimcilarin daha yiiksek bir giice inanma ve kendini
baskalartyla bir biitlin halinde hissetme egilimlerini 6l¢gmek i¢in kullanilmistir.
Katilimcilar maddelere ne hangi oranda katildiklarini (1 = Kesinlikle katiimryorum, 7
= kesinlikle katilyyorum) belirtmislerdir. Cronbach alfa glivenirlik katsayilar1 Tiirkiye
ornekleminde .79; Amerika 6rnekleminde ise .83 olarak bulunmustur.

Kontrol istegi. Burger ve Cooper’in (1979) hazirladigr 20 maddeli kontrol
istegi Olgegi katilimcilarin hayatlarindaki olaylar tizerinde kontrol sahibi olma
isteklerini 6lgmek icin kullanilmigtir. Katilimeilar maddelere ne hangi oranda
katildiklarini (1 = kesinlikle katilmiyorum, 5 = kesinlikle katilryorum) belirtmislerdir.
Cronbach alfa giivenirlik katsayilar1 Tiirkiye 6rnekleminde .80; Amerika
ornekleminde ise .83 olarak bulunmustur.

INDCOL. Yatay ve dikey bireycilik ile topluluk¢ulugu 6l¢gmek igin INDCOL
Olgegi (Singelis, Triandis, Bhawuk ve Gelfand, 1995) kullanilmistir. Bu 6lgekte
yatay bireycilik, dikey bireycilik, yatay topluluk¢uluk ve dikey toplulukguluk 10’ar
madde ile dl¢iilmektedir. Katilimcilarin maddelere ne hangi oranda katildiklarini (1 =
kesinlikle katilmiyorum, T = kesinlikle katiliyorum) belirttikleri 6l¢ekte Cronbach alfa
giivenirlik katsayilar1 Tiirkiye 6rnekleminde yatay bireycilik i¢in .76, dikey bireycilik
i¢in .77, yatay toplulukculuk i¢in .71, ve dikey toplulukguluk i¢in .76; Amerika
ornekleminde ise yatay bireycilik i¢in .83, dikey bireycilik icin .83, yatay
toplulukguluk i¢in .79, ve dikey topluluk¢uluk igin .85 olarak bulunmustur.

Cembersel Kisilerarasi Degerler Ol¢egi. Locke tarafindan 2000 yilinda
kisilerarasi degerleri 6lgmek igin gelistirilen 6lgegin eylem odakli (agency) ve
paylasimei (communal) degerler alt 6l¢ekleri bu ¢alismada Tiirkgeye uyarlanmistir.
Katilimcilarin bu degerlerin kendileri igin ne kadar 6nemli oldugunu (1 = hi¢ 6nemli
degil, 5 = ¢cok onemli) belirttikleri 6l¢ekte Cronbach alfa giivenirlik katsayilar
Tiirkiye 6rnekleminde eylem odakli degerler icin .72, paylasimci degerler igin .86;
Amerika 6rnekleminde ise eylem odakli degerler i¢in .84, paylasimci degerler igin

.89 olarak bulunmustur.
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Bulgular

Tiirk Ornekleminden Sonuclar. ilk hipotezi test etmek igin korelasyon,
kanonik korelasyon ve regresyon analizleri yapilmigtir. Tablolar 2.3.2.1, 2.3.2.2 ve
2.3.2.3’te goriilebilecegi iizere, ilk hipotezi destekler bicimde Tiirk 6rnekleminde
baglanma kaginmasi bireycilik/bagimsizlikla ilintili degerler ile baglanma kaygisi ise
topluluk¢uluk/iliskisellikle ilintili degerler ile temel olarak iligkili bulunmustur.
Beklendigi iizere, kaginan baglanma, baglilik degerleri, ahenk kontrolii, yatay
toplulukguluk ve paylasimer degerler gibi toplulukgu/iliskisel degerler ile negatif
iligkili; bir bireycilik/bagimsizlik 6l¢iimii olan eylem odakli degerler ile ise pozitif
iligkili bulunmustur. Baglanma kaginmasi, beklenenin aksine, bagimsizlik degerleri,
kontrol istegi ve yatay bireycilik gibi bireycilik/bagimsizlik 6lgiimleriyle negatif
iligkili bulunmustur. Baglanma kaygisi ise, beklendigi lizere, baghlik degerleri,
ahenk kontrolii, yatay ve dikey topluluk¢uluk ve paylasimci degerler gibi
toplulukgu/iliskisel degerler ile pozitif iliskili; kontrol istegi gibi
bireycilik/bagimsizlik ile ilintili bir deger ile de negatif iligkili bulunmustur.
Baglanma kaygisi, beklenenin aksine, dikey bireycilik ve eylem odakli degerler gibi
bireycilik/bagimsizlik 6lgiimleriyle pozitif iliskili bulunmustur. Ayrica yapilan
dogrusal olmayan egrisel (karesel) regresyon analizinde de baglanma kaygisinin orta
derece degerlerinin, baglilik degerleri, ahenk kontrolii ve dikey toplulukguluk gibi
toplulukgu/iliskisel degerlerin yiiksek seviyeleri ile iligkili oldugu ortaya ¢ikmigtir
(bkz., Figiirler 2.3.2.4.1, 2.3.2.4.2 ve 2.3.2.4.4). Baglanma kaygisinin diisiik ve
yiiksek degerleri ise yatay bireyciligin yiiksek seviyeleri ile ilintili bulunmustur
(bkz., Figiir 2.3.2.4.3).

Amerikan Ornekleminden Sonuglar. {lk hipotezi test etmek icin
korelasyon, kanonik korelasyon ve regresyon analizleri Amerikan 6rnekleminde de
tekrarlanmistir. Tablolar 2.3.3.1, 2.3.3.2 ve 2.3.3.3’te goriilebilecegi tizere, ilk
hipotezi destekler bicimde Amerikan 6rnekleminde de baglanma kaginmasi
bireycilik/bagimsizlikla ilintili degerler ile baglanma kaygisi ise
toplulukguluk/iliskisellikle ilintili degerler ile temel olarak iligkili bulunmustur.
Beklendigi iizere, kaginan baglanma, baglilik degerleri, ahenk kontrolii, yatay ve

dikey toplulukg¢uluk ve paylasimci degerler gibi toplulukgu/iligkisel degerler ile
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negatif iliskili; dikey bireycilik gibi bireycilik/bagimsizlik ile ilintili bir deger ile de
pozitif iliskili bulunmustur. Baglanma kaygisi ise, beklendigi tizere, dikey
topluluk¢uluk ve paylasimci degerler gibi toplulukgu/iliskisel degerler ile pozitif
iliskili; kontrol istegi ve yatay bireycilik gibi bireycilik/bagimsizlik ile ilintili
degerler ile de negatif iligkili bulunmustur. Baglanma kaygisi, beklenenin aksine,
dikey bireycilik ve eylem odakl1 degerler gibi bireycilik/bagimsizlik 6lgtimleriyle
pozitif iliskili bulunmustur. Ayrica yapilan dogrusal olmayan egrisel (karesel)
regresyon analizinde de hem baglanma kaginmasinin hem de baglanma kaygisinin
diistik ve yliksek degerlerinin yatay bireyciligin yiiksek seviyeleri ile iligkili oldugu
ortaya ¢ikmistir (bkz., Figiirler 2.3.3.4.1 ve 2.3.3.4.2).

Ikinci hipotezi test etmek iginse her iki drneklemdeki korelasyon
katsayilarinin arasinda istatistiki diizeyde anlamli fark olup olmadig1 Cohen ve
Cohen’in (1983) yontemleri izlenerek test edilmistir. Sonuglar, baglanma kaginmasi
ile bireycilik/bagimsizlik ile ilintili degerler arasindaki iligkinin bireyci Amerikan
ornekleminde daha giiglii, baglanma kaygisi ile toplulukguluk/iliskisellik ile ilintili
degerler arasindaki iligkinin ise topluluk¢u Tiirk 6rnekleminde daha giiglii olacagi
hipotezini desteklemis ve baglanma kac¢inmasi ile ahenk kontrolii, yatay
toplulukguluk ve paylasimer degerler gibi toplulukgu/iliskisel degerler arasindaki
negatif korelasyon katsayilarinin Amerikan 6rnekleminde Tiirk 6rneklemindeki ayni
katsayilara gore anlamli diizeyde daha yiiksek oldugunu; baglanma kaygisi ile dikey
toplulukguluk gibi toplulukgu/iliskisel bir deger arasindaki pozitif korelasyon
katsayisinin ise Tiirk 6rnekleminde Amerikan 6rneklemindeki ayni katsayiya gore
anlamli diizeyde daha yiiksek oldugunu géstermistir.

Calisma 2: Giivensiz Baglanmanin islevselliginin Deneysel bir Arastirmasi
Amacg ve Hipotezler

Bu tezin genel amaci olan giivensiz baglanmanin olas1 uyumlayici islevlerini
kiiltiire bagl olarak inceleme dogrultusunda, ilk ¢aligma romantik baglanma
boyutlari ile kiiltiirel degerler arasinda gercekten de bir iligki oldugunu ve bu
iliskinin kiiltiirdeki yaygin baglanma stili ile kiiltiiriin yaygin degerleri arasinda daha
kuvvetli oldugunu gdstermistir. Ikinci calismanin amaci, bu sonuglari temel alarak,

bu baglanma boyutu-kiiltiirel deger iliskisinin kiiltiiriin {iyeleri i¢in herhangi bir
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uyumlayict islev goriip gormedigini ilk defa arastirmaktir. Bu ¢alismada giivensiz
baglanmanin islevi, giivensiz baglanma davranislariin o kiiltiiriin tiyeleri tarafindan
ne kadar islevsel olarak algilandigi ile 6l¢iilmiistiir ve bu 6l¢lim ¢alismanin bagiml
degiskeni olarak degerlendirilmistir. Yine bu ¢alismada kiiltlirel baglam, hem
bagimsiz hem de bagli benlik kurgusunun hangi kiiltlirde yasarsa yasasin her bireyde
bulundugu (Singelis, 1994) ve ¢agristirma yontemi ile bu zihinsel semalarin aktif
hale getirilebilecegi (bkz., Oyserman ve Lee, 2008) diisiinceleri ile, katilimcilara
bagimsizlik veya baghilik degerleri ¢cagristirilmak suretiyle deneysel olarak maniple
edilerek yaratilmistir. Calismanin ilk bagimsiz degiskeni bu yaratilan kiiltiirel
baglamken, ikinci bagimsiz degiskeni kisisel baglanma stilleridir.

Calismanin genel hipotezi, glivensiz baglanma davranislarinin, kiiltiirdeki
yaygin baglanma boyutu-kiiltiirel deger iliskisi ile uyumlu oldugu siirece kiiltiiriin
tiyeleri tarafindan islevsel algilanacagi, yani kiiltlirel olarak uyumlayici olacagidir.
[k calismanin sonuglari iizerine insa edilerek beklenmektedir ki, kaygili baglanma
ile iligkili bekg¢i davraniglar1 toplulukgu/iligkisel kiiltiirel baglamlarda (baglilik
cagristiricisi altinda) daha islevsel olarak algilanirken, kaginan baglanma ile iligkili
hizl1 savas-veya-ka¢ davranislar bireyci/bagimsiz kiiltiirel baglamlarda (bagimsizlik
cagrigtiricisi altinda) daha islevsel olarak algilanacaktir (Hipotez 1). Kisilerin
baglanma yatkinliklarinin da giivensiz baglanma davraniglarini nasil
degerlendirecekleri tizerinde etkisi olacagi beklenmektedir. Baglanma kaygisi yiiksek
bireyler kaygili/bekg¢i davranislarini daha islevsel algilarken, baglanma kaginmasi
yiiksek bireylerin kacinan/hizli savas-veya-ka¢ davraniglarin1 daha islevsel
algilayacaklar: beklenmektedir (Hipotez 2). Son olarak, bireylerin baglanma
ortintiileri ile kiiltiirel baglamin giivensiz baglanma davraniglarinin degerlendirmesi
tizerinde bir ortak etkisinin olmasi da beklenmektedir. Bir yandan, belirli bir
giivensiz baglanma davranisi kisinin kendi baglanma oriintiisii ile uyumlu oldugunda,
icinde bulunulan kiiltiirel baglam da bu gilivensiz baglanma davranis1 ile uyumlu ise,
bu baglamin bu davranisin olumlu degerlendirilmesi iizerinde arttiric1 bir etkisi
olacagi beklenmektedir (Hipotez 3a). Buna gore, baglanma kaygis1 yiiksek
bireylerin kaygili/bek¢i davraniglarini baglilik ¢agristiricist altindayken, bagimsizlik

cagristiricisi altinda olduklar1 duruma gore, daha islevsel degerlendirecekleri
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beklenirken; baglanma kaginmasi yiiksek bireylerin kagiman/hizli savas-veya-kag
davraniglarini bagimsizlik ¢agristiricisi altindayken, baglilik ¢agristiricisi altinda
olduklar1 duruma gore, daha islevsel degerlendirecekleri beklenmektedir.

Diger yandan, belirli bir giivensiz baglanma davranisi kisinin kendi baglanma
Orlintiisii ile uyumsuz oldugunda, iginde bulunulan kiiltiirel baglam bu glivensiz
baglanma davranisi ile uyumlu ise, bu baglamin bu davranigin olumsuz
degerlendirilmesi lizerinde hafifletici bir etkisi olacagi beklenmektedir (Hipotez 3b).
Buna gore, baglanma kaygisi yiiksek bireylerin kaginan/hizli savas-veya-kag
davraniglarin1 bagimsizlik ¢agristiricist altindayken, baglilik cagristiricist altinda
olduklar1 duruma gore, daha az islevsiz degerlendirecekleri beklenirken; baglanma
kacinmasi yiiksek bireylerin kaygili/beke¢i davraniglarini baghlik ¢agristiricis
altindayken, bagimsizlik cagristiricisi altinda olduklari duruma gore, daha az islevsiz
degerlendirecekleri beklenmektedir.

Katilimcilar

Calismanin &rneklemi 164 ODTU lisans dgrencisinden olusmaktadir.
Katilimcilarin % 54.30u kadindir ve yas ortalamalar1 21.84°dir (SS = 1.63).
Ogrencilere katilimlar1 karsihiginda kismi ders notu verilmistir.

Veri Toplama Araclari ve Islem

ODTU Uygulamal Etik Arastirma Merkezi’nden alinan etik iznin (bkz., Ek
C) ardindan katilimcilar Qualtrics ile hazirlanan ¢evrimigi ankete
yonlendirilmislerdir (bkz., EK E).

Yakin liskilerde Yasantilar Envanteri (YIYE). Katilimcilarin yetiskin
baglanma yatkinliklarini 6l¢mek i¢in Calisma 1’°de kullanilan yakin iliskilerde
yasantilar envanteri (YIYE; Brennan, Clark ve Shaver, 1998) kullanilmustir.
Cronbach alfa giivenirlik katsayilar1 kacinma alt 6lgegi i¢in .91, kaygi alt 6l¢egi igin
.91 olarak hesaplanmustir.

Bagimsizhik/Baghhk Cagristirillmasi. Bu calismada farkli kiiltiirel baglamlar
bir bagimsizlik/baglilik ¢agristirilmasi gorevi ile saglanmistir. Katilimeilar rastgele
bir bigimde sayica esit iki gruba ayrilmistir ve katilimcilara Gardner, Gabriel ve Lee
(1999) tarafindan gelistirilen zamir isaretleme gorevi vasitasi ile bagimsizlik veya

baglilik ¢agristiricisi verilmistir. Bu gorevde katilimcilardan bir sehir gezisini anlatan
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bir paragraftaki zamirleri isaretlemeleri istenmektedir. Tiirk¢e’de Ingilizce’den farkli
olarak 6zne vurgusu zamirde degil fiilde oldugu i¢in (6rn., “ben giderim” yerine
“giderim” ifadesinin daha sik kullanilmasi), gorev bu calisma i¢in biraz degistirilmis
ve katilimcilardan ciimlelerdeki fiilleri isaretlemeleri istenmistir. Bagimsizlik
kosulunda isaretlenecek fiiller birinci tekil sahis ¢ekimliyken (6rn., “giderim”),
baglilik kosulunda birinci ¢ogul sahis ¢ekimli (6rn., “gideriz”) verilmistir (bkz., EK
E).

Bekgi ve Hizh Savas-veya-Ka¢ Davramislari. Cagristirici gérevinden sonra
katilimeilar tipik kaygili/bekei ve tipik kagian/hizli savag-veya-kag davranislari ile
kars1 karstya birakilmistir. Katilimcilar bu ¢aligsma i¢in hazirlanan ve 6ncelikle bir
pilot ¢alisma ile gegerlilik ve giivenilirlik analizi yapilan dort senaryo okumustur
(bkz., EK E). Bu senaryolarda, bir grup geng ¢esitli tehlikeli durumlarda kalmaktadir.
1. ve 3. senaryoda, gruptaki karakterlerden biri bu tehlike karsisinda tipik bekgi
davranigi sergilerken, 2. ve 4. senaryoda, gruptaki karakterlerden biri bu tehlike
karsisinda tipik hizli savas-veya-kag davranisi sergilemektedir. Her katilimer her
hikayeyi rastgele dengelemis bir sirada okumustur.

Bekgi ve Hizh Savas-veya-Kag¢ Davramislarinin Degerlendirilmesi. Tiim
hikayeleri okuduktan sonra katilimcilardan biraz 6nce gordiikleri tipik bekei ve hizl
savag-veya-kag¢ davraniglarini bir seri soruya cevap vererek degerlendirmeleri
istenmistir (bkz., EK E). Bu degerlendirmeler ¢aligmanin bagiml degiskenleri olarak
kullanilmistir. Katilimeilardan oncelikle okuduklari her bir hikaye icin iki
alternatiften birini daha olas1 son olarak se¢meleri istenmistir. Bu alternatiflerden
birinde senaryoda anlatilan giivensiz baglanma davranigi grup i¢in islevsel bir sonug
dogururken digeri olumsuz bir sonug¢ dogurmaktadir. Bu soruya verilen cevap
katilimcilarin bu giivensiz baglanma davraniginin sonucunu ne kadar islevsel
gordiiglinii 6lgmiistiir (bu degiskene sonu¢ ad1 verilmistir). Daha sonra katilimcilara
okuduklar1 senaryolardaki giivensiz baglanma davranislarini ne kadar islevsel
gordiiklerini, bu senaryolardaki karakterleri ne kadar sevilebilir bulduklarini ve son
olarak bu karakterleri takip etme olasiliklarinin ne kadar yiiksek oldugunu 6lgen bazi
sorular 7°1i Likert 6l¢ekleri ile yoneltilmistir (bu degiskenlere sirasiyla davranisin

degerlendirilmesi, Karakterin degerlendirilmesi ve takip etme olasiligi adlar
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verilmistir). Bu ti¢ siirekli 6l¢limiin hepsinden alinan puanlarin ortalamasi alinarak
genel islevsellik adl1 bir toplam islevsellik 6l¢iitii de hesaplanmistir. Son olarak, bu
dort siirekli degiskenin her iki kaygili/bek¢i senaryosu ve her iki kaginan/hizli savas-
veya-kag senaryosu icin ayri ayri ortalamasi alinarak toplam davranisin
degerlendirilmesi kaygi, toplam karakterin degerlendirilmesi kaygi, toplam takip
etme olasiligi kaygi, toplam genel islevsellik kaygi ve toplam davranisin
degerlendirilmesi kaginma, toplam karakterin degerlendirilmesi kKaginma, toplam
takip etme olasilig1 kKaginma, toplam genel islevsellik kaginma adli toplam kaygili ve
kaginan baglanma davranigi 6lgtimleri halinde hesaplanmistir. Hem kaygili/bekgi
hem de kaginan/ hizli savas-veya-kag¢ senaryolarindaki siireksiz sonu¢ degiskenleri
de senaryo c¢iftleri arasinda toplanarak toplam sonug kaygi ve toplam sonug¢ kaginma
degiskenleri de hesaplanmistir. Tiim degiskenlerde yiliksek puanlar yiiksek islevsellik
degerlendirmesine isaret etmektedir.

Bagimsizlik/Baghhk Degerleri. Calisma 1°de kullanilan Schwartz Degerler
Anketi’nin (Schwartz ve Boehnke, 2004) kisaltilmis versiyonu (Kam, Zhou, Zhang
ve Ho, 2012) katilimcilarin bagimsizlik ve baglilik degerlerinde birbirilerinden deney
gruplar1 bazinda ayrisip ayrismadiklarini 6lgmek etmek i¢in manipiilasyon kontrolii
olarak kullanilmigtir. Cronbach alfa gilivenirlik katsayilar1 bagimsizlik alt 6lgegi i¢in
.68, baglilik alt 6l¢egi igin .73 olarak bulunmusgtur.

Bulgular

Kategorik Analizler: Varyans Analizi (ANOVA) ve Ki Kare Testi.
Hipotezler 6nce ¢agristirici tipleri ve K ortalama kiimeleme analizi ile olusturulmus
baglanma stilleri bagimsiz degiskenler olarak alinarak her bir siirekli bagimli
degisken i¢in varyans analizine, her bir siireksiz bagimli degisken i¢in de ki kare
testine tabi tutulmak sureti ile test edilmistir.

Cagnistirict Tipleri Temel Etkileri. i1k 6nce cagristirict tipleri tek bagimsiz
degisken olarak analize sokularak Hipotez 1 test edilmistir. Hipotez 1 uyarinca
kaygili baglanma ile iliskili bek¢i davraniglar: toplulukgu/iliskisel kiiltiirel
baglamlarda (baglilik ¢agristiricisi altinda) daha islevsel olarak algilanirken, kaginan
baglanma ile iliskili hizli savas-veya-kag¢ davraniglar1 bireyci/bagimsiz kiiltiirel

baglamlarda (bagimsizlik ¢cagristiricisi altinda) daha islevsel olarak algilanacagi
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beklenmistir. Ancak, Tablolar 3.3.2.2.1.1 ve 3.3.2.2.1.2°de goriilebilecegi gibi hi¢bir
bagimli degiskende ¢agristirici tipine gore anlaml diizeyde fark rapor edilmemistir,
boylece bu analiz Hipotez 1’e destek saglayamamustir.

Baglanma Stilleri Temel Etkileri. Daha sonra baglanma stilleri tek bagimsiz
degisken olarak analize sokularak Hipotez 2 test edilmistir. Hipotez 2 uyarinca
baglanma kaygisi yiiksek bireyler kaygili/bek¢i davraniglarini daha islevsel
algilarken, baglanma kaginmasi yliksek bireylerin kaginan/hizli savas-veya-kag
davraniglarini daha islevsel algilayacaklar1 beklenmistir. Kayitsiz baglanan
katilimcilarin (Ort. = 3.29; Ort. = 3.80; Ort. = 3.46; Ort. = 3.08; Ort. =3.72; Ort. =
3.18; Ort. = 3.76; Ort. = 3.38), giivenli (Ort. = 4.15; Ort. = 4.33; Ort. = 4.08; Ort. =
3.92; Ort. = 4.44; Ort. = 4.03; Ort. = 4.39; Ort. = 4.00) ve korkulu (Ort. = 4.31; Ort.
= 4.40; Ort. = 4.29; Ort. = 3.68; Ort. = 4.28; Ort. = 4.00; Ort. = 4.34; Ort. = 4.06)
baglanan katilimcilara gore kaygili/bekgi davraniglart degerlendirmelerini igeren 1.
senaryo i¢in davranisin degerlendirilmesi (F (3, 160) = 4.28, p = .006, kismi n°= .07),
karakterin degerlendirilmesi (F (3, 160) = 3.21, p = .025, kismi n°= .06) ve genel
islevsellik (F (3, 160) = 3.42, p = .019, kismi n?= .06); 3. senaryo i¢in davranigin
degerlendirilmesi (F (3, 160) = 2.56, p = .057, kismi 1°= .05) ve karakterin
degerlendirilmesi (F (3, 160) = 3.99, p = .009, kismi n?= .07); biitiin kaygil
senaryolarda toplam davranisin degerlendirilmesi (F (3, 160) = 4.91, p = .003, kismi
n?=.08), toplam karakterin degerlendirilmesi (F (3, 160) = 4.71, p = .004, kismi 1=
.08) ve toplam genel islevsellik (F (3, 160) = 3.72, p = .013, kismi n°= .07)
Olctimlerinde anlamli diizeyde diisiik puanlar verdigini gosteren sonuglar bu hipotezi
kismi olarak desteklemistir (bkz., Tablo 3.3.2.2.2.1). Saplantili baglanan katilimcilar
kaygili/bekgi davraniglarini diger katilimcilara gore daha olumlu degerlendirmeyerek
Hipotez 2’ye destek saglamamistir.

Ki kare testleri, siireksiz degiskenler iginden sadece biitiin kaygili
senaryolarda toplam sonug degiskenin baglanma stilleri ile sinirda anlamli iligkili
oldugunu gostermistir (x*(6) = 10.84, p = .093) (bkz., Tablo 3.3.2.2.2.2). Tablo
3.3.2.2.2.3’de de goriilebilecegi lizere, Hipotez 2 ile paralel olarak, kayitsiz baglanan
katilimcilar biitiin kaygili senaryolar1 daha islevsiz degerlendirmeye rastgele sansa

gore sinirda anlamli diizeyde daha yatkindir (z = 1.90, p = .057). Yine ayn
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katilicimlar bu senaryolari orta diizeyde islevli bulmaya rastgele sansa gore sinirda
anlamli diizeyde daha az yatkindir (z =-1.69, p =.091).

Cagristirict Tipleri ve Baglanma Stilleri Ortak Etkileri. Son olarak
cagristirici tipleri ve baglanma stilleri beraber analize sokularak Hipotez 3 test
edilmistir. Hipotez 3 uyarinca bireylerin baglanma oriintiileri ile kiiltiirel baglamin
giivensiz baglanma davraniglarinin degerlendirmesi tizerinde bir ortak etkisi olmasi
beklenmistir.

Varyans analizi, ¢cagristirici tipleri ve baglanma stillerinin, 3. senaryoda
karakterin degerlendirilmesi (F (7, 156) = 2.20, p = .037, kismi n?= .09); biitiin
kaygili senaryolarda toplam davranigin degerlendirilmesi (F (7, 156) = 2.21, p =
.037, kismi n°= .09) ve toplam karakterin degerlendirilmesi (F (7, 156) = 2.38, p =
.024, kismi n°= .10) iizerinde anlamli diizeyde; 1. senaryoda davranisin
degerlendirilmesi (F (7, 156) = 1.94, p = .066, kismi n°= .08), karakterin
degerlendirilmesi (F (7, 156) = 1.84, p = .083, kismi n°= .08) ve genel islevsellik (F
(7, 156) = 1.80, p = .091, kismi n>= .08); tiim kaygili senaryolarda toplam genel
islevsellik (F (7, 156) = 1.81, p = .089, kismi n>= .08) iizerinde sinirda anlamli
diizeyde ortak etkisini ortaya ¢ikarmustir.

Tablo 3.3.2.2.3.1°de goriildiigii tizere, ne kayitsiz ne de saplantili baglanan
katilimcilar kaginan/hizli savas-veya-kag ve kaygili/bekei senaryolarini
degerlendirmelerinde farkli ¢agristirict kosullarina gére anlamli diizeyde
farklilasmamaistir, bu da Hipotez 3’e destek vermemistir. Hipotez 3a’ya kismi destek
vererek, kayitsiz baglanan katilimcilar (Ort. = 3.14; Ort. = 3.61; Ort. = 3.30; Ort. =
3.79; Ort. = 3.21; Ort. = 3.70; Ort. = 3.32), giivenli (Ort. = 4.31; Ort. = 4.44; Ort. =
4.31; Ort. = 4.49; Ort. = 4.00; Ort. = 4.46; Ort. = 4.11) ve korkulu (Ort. = 4.40; Ort.
=4.62; Ort. =4.43; Ort. = 4.35; Ort. = 4.12; Ort. = 4.49; Ort. = 4.17) baglanan
katilimcilara gore kaygili/bekei davranislarina dair pek ¢ok 6l¢iimde (sirasiyla 1.
senaryoda davranigin degerlendirilmesi, karakterin degerlendirilmesi, genel
islevsellik; 3. senaryoda karakterin degerlendirilmesi; biitiin kaygili senaryolarda
toplam davranigin degerlendirilmesi, toplam karakterin degerlendirilmesi ve toplam
genel islevsellik) sadece bagimsizlik ¢agristiricist altindayken daha diisiik

degerlendirme puanlar1 vermistir. Ayni bulgu, baglilik cagristiricisi altindayken
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sadece toplam davranisin degerlendirilmesi kaygi degiskeninde gézlenmistir. Bu
bulgular, baglanma kag¢inmasi yiiksek insanlarin kaygili davraniglar: olumlu
degerlendirmekte diger insanlara gére daha ¢ok zorlandiklarini gostererek ayni
zamanda Hipotez 2’ye destek vermektedir.

Ki kare analizlerinde siireksiz bagimli degiskenlerin hi¢ birinde ¢agristirict
tipi ile baglanma stilinin etkilesiminin anlamli diizeyde etkisi ortaya ¢ikmamustir
(bkz., Tablo 3.3.2.2.3.2).

Siirekli Analizler: Hiyerarsik Regresyon Analizi. Kategorik analizler
varyansin daralmasina ve bu yiizden de analiz giiciiniin azalmasina sebep olabilecegi
icin hipotezler bir kere de baglanma boyutlarinin siirekli degiskenler olarak alindigt
bir seri hiyerarsik regresyon analizi ile test edilmistir. Deneysel manipiilasyonun
etkisini test edebilmek icin ¢agristirici adinda bir degisken yaratilmis ve bagimsizlik
cagristiricist alan katilimeilar “1”, baglilik ¢agristiricisi alan katilimcilar da “2”
seklinde kodlanmistir. Analizlerde, Aiken ve West’in (1991) yontemleri kullanilarak
once bagimsiz degiskenler ortalamalarina gére merkezlenmistir, daha sonra bu
degiskenler birbiri ile ¢arpilarak ortak etki degiskenleri olusturulmustur. Analizlerin
ilk adiminda yas, etkisini kontrol etmek i¢in, girilmistir. Daha sonra baglanma
kaygist ve kacinmasi ve ¢agristirici ikinci adimda analize sokulmustur. Son olarak da
bagimsiz degiskenlerin ikili ve liglii ortak etki degiskenleri analize sokulmustur.
Anlaml ortak etkilerin yonlerini belirlemek iginse yine Aiken ve West’in (1991)
yontemleri kullanilarak ilgili bagimli degiskenlerin ortalamalarinin bir standart
sapma list ve bir standart sapma alt degerleri alinarak bagimsiz degiskenlerin ortak
etkileri grafik halinde ¢izilmistir.

Analizlerde, tipik kaygili/bek¢i davraniglarinin resmedildigi 1. senaryo i¢in
davranigin degerlendirilmesi (t (156) = 1.68, p = .094) ve karakterin
degerlendirilmesi (t (156) = 2.31, p =.022) degiskenlerinde, baglanma ka¢inmasinin
yiiksek ve baglanma kaygisinin diisiik oldugu durumlarda, baglilik ¢agristiricist alan
katilimcilarin bagimsizlik ¢agristiricist alan katilimeilara gore sinirda anlamli ve
anlamli diizeyde daha yiiksek puanlar verdigi ortaya ¢ikmistir (bkz., Figiirler
3.3.2.3.1 ve 3.3.2.3.2). Bu sonuglar, baglanma kaginmasi yiiksek olan insanlarin

baglilik cagristiricist aldiklarinda bu ¢agristirict ile uyumlu kaygili/bekgi
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davraniglarin1 daha az islevsiz olarak degerlendirecegini dngoren Hipotez 3b’yi
desteklemektedir. Beklenenin aksine, hem baglanma kaygisi hem de baglanma
kaginmasi yiiksek oldugunda, bagimsizlik ¢agristiricist alan katilimcilar bu
senaryodaki karakteri baglilik ¢agristiricisi alan katilimcilara gére daha olumlu
degerlendirmistir (t (156) = -2.21, p = .028) (bkz., Figiir 3.3.2.3.2).

Senaryo 1’e ait davranisin degerlendirilmesi, karakterin degerlendirilmesi,
takip etme olasilig1 ve genel islevsellik; tiim kaygili senaryolarda ise toplam
davranigin degerlendirilmesi, toplam karakterin degerlendirilmesi ve toplam genel
islevsellik degiskenlerinin hepsi i¢in ayn1 Oriintii gozlenmistir: Baglanma kaygisinin
diisiik oldugu durumlarda baglanma kaginmasi arttik¢a kaygili/bek¢i davranisi daha
az islevsel olarak degerlendirilmistir (t (160) = -2.46, p =.015; t (160) = -2.04, p =
.043; t (160) =-1.98, p = .050; t (160) = -2.40, p = .018; t (160) = -2.14, p = .034; t
(160) =-1.92, p = .057; t (160) = -2.07, p = .040) (bkz., Figiirler 3.3.2.3.3,3.3.2.3.4,
3.3.2.3.5,3.3.2.3.6,3.3.2.3.7, 3.3.2.3.8 ve 3.3.2.3.9). Bir arada degerlendirildiginde,
bu sonuglar baglanma kaginmasi yiiksek bireylerin tipik kaygili/bekg¢i davraniglarini
daha olumsuz degerlendirdigini gostererek Hipotez 2’ye destek vermektedir.

Tipik kagman/hizli savas-veya-ka¢ davranislarinin resmedildigi Senaryo 2
i¢in davranisin degerlendirilmesi degiskeninde hem baglanma kaygisit hem baglanma
kaginmas diisiik oldugunda, bagimsizlik ¢agristiricisi alan katilimeilar baglilik
cagristiricisi alan katilimeilara gore anlaml diizeyde daha yiiksek islevsellik puanlari
vermistir (t (156) =-2.10, p =.038) (bkz., Figiir 3.3.2.3.10). Bu sonug tipik
kacgian/hizli savas-veya ka¢ davraniglarinin bagimsizlik cagristiricisi altinda daha
islevsel degerlendirilecegi ongoriisiiniin gergeklestigini gostererek Hipotez 1’e kismi
destek vermektedir.

Tartisma
Calisma 1

Giivensiz baglanmanin farkl tiirlerinin farkl kiiltlirlerde farkli yayginlik
seviyelerinde goriildiigli daha 6nce rapor edilmis olsa da (bkz., Schmitt, 2010; van
Ijzendoorn ve Sagi, 2008), simdiye kadar hicbir ¢alisma baglanma boyutlari ile
kiiltiirel degerler arasindaki iliskiyi sistematik olarak test etmemistir. Bu tezin ilk

caligmasi, baglanma boyutlari ile kiiltiirel degerler arasindaki iliskiyi inceleyerek bu
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boslugu doldurmustur ve tezin genel amaci olan farkli giivensiz baglanma stillerinin
farkli kiiltiirlerde farkli islevler gorebilecegi hipotezinin arastirilmasi i¢in gerekli
altyapiy1 hazirlamistir.

Bu ¢alismanin genel sonuglari ilk hipotezi desteklemistir ve hem toplulukgu
Tiirk 6rnekleminde hem de bireyci Amerikan 6rnekleminde baglanma kaginmasinin
bireycilik/bagimsizlikla ilintili degerler ile baglanma kaygisinin ise
topluluk¢uluk/iliskisellikle ilintili degerler ile iligkili oldugunu géstermistir. Bu
sonuglar bir araya geldiginde ortaya ¢ikmaktadir ki, kisilerarasi iliskilerde kronik bir
sekilde sadece kendine glivenmek, konu diinya goriislerine geldiginde de bireyci
egilimlerle el ele gitmektedir. Ayni sekilde, reddedilme ve terk edilme korkusu olan
bireyler daha iliskisel olma ve grubun hedeflerini kendi hedeflerinin {izerinde tutma
egiliminde olabilmektedir. Bu bulgular, milli kaygi seviyelerinin bireycilik 6l¢iimleri
ile negatif yonde iliskili oldugunu gosteren Schmitt ve arkadaslariin (2004)
bulgulari ile de ortiismektedir. Baska arastirmacilar da baglanma kaygisi ile
toplulukguluk ve baglilik degerleri arasinda pozitif iliski bulmustur (6rn., Agishtein
ve Brumbaugh, 2013; Cheng ve Kwan, 2008; You ve Malley-Morrison, 2000). Bu
sonuglar ayn1 zamanda kuramsal olarak tutarlidir. Baskalarina dayanma ve onlarla i¢
ige gecme istegi ile tanimlanan baglanma kaygis1 dogal olarak kendini bir grubun
pargasi olarak tanimlama ve grubun harmonisini koruma gibi toplulukc¢u degerler ile
iligkili olarak goriiniirken; kronik bir bi¢gimde sadece kendine giivenme ve
yakinliktan kagma ile tanimlanan kaginan baglanma dogal olarak bagimsizlik,
otonomi ve genis kisisel alan istegi gibi bireyci degerler ile iliskili ¢ikmaktadir.

Bu dogrusal iligkilere ek olarak, baglanma bigimleri ile kiiltiirel degerler
arasinda dogrusal olmayan egrisel (karesel) iligkiler de ortaya ¢ikmigtir. Tiirk
ornekleminde pek c¢ok toplulukguluk/iliskisellik degeri ile baglanma kaygis1 egrisel
olarak ilintili ¢ikmistir. Analizler gostermistir ki, baglanma kaygisinin orta seviyeleri
bu degerlerin yiiksek seviyeleri ile iligkilidir. Bu sonuglar, bir 6l¢imiin orta
degerlerinin ug¢ degerlerine gore daha temsili oldugu beklentisini desteklemektedir.
Ayrica, bu degerlerin Tiirk kiiltiiriinde yaygin olarak gézlenen degerler oldugu
diisiiniildiiglinde, bu sonuclar ne asir1 baghiligin ne de asir1 bagimsizligin islevsel

oldugunu, tam tersine orta seviyelerin kiiltiire uyumlayici oldugunu kanitlamaktadir.
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Bu bulgular, Kagit¢ibasi’nin (2005) artan sehirlesme ve egitim diizeyi ile gocugun
ekonomik degerinin azaldig1 ama psikolojik degerinin arttig1 “duygusal bagintililik
aile modeli” ile de uyumludur.

Calismanin bulgularina gore ikinci hipotez de desteklenmistir: Sonuglar,
baglanma kaginmasi ile toplulukculuk/iliskisellik ile ilintili degerler arasindaki
negatif iliskinin bireyci Amerikan 6érnekleminde daha kuvvetli, baglanma kaygisi ile
toplulukguluk/iliskisellik ile ilintili degerler arasindaki pozitif iligkinin ise toplulukcu
Tirk 6rnekleminde daha kuvvetli oldugunu gostermistir. Bu bulgular, giivensiz
baglanmanin kiiltiirel baglama has islevleri oldugu fikrine destek vermektedir:
Kiiltiirde yaygin olarak goriilen giivensiz baglanma stili, yine kiiltiirde yaygin olarak
goriilen kiiltiirel degerler ile el ele gitmektedir (topluluke¢u Tiirk kiiltiiriinde kaygili
baglanma ile toplulukgu/iliskisel degerler, bireyci Amerikan kiiltiiriinde ise kaginan
baglanma ile bireyci/bagimsiz degerler). Bu bulgular, kiiltiirde yaygin goriilen
giivensiz baglanma tiiriiniin daha az olumsuz ¢ikt1 ile iligkili oldugunu 6ne siiren
kiiltiire uyum hipotezi (Friedman ve ark., 2010) ile de ortiismektedir. Nasil yerel
ekolojiye uyum saglamak hayatta kalma uyumu i¢in biiyiik avantaj sagliyorsa (6rn.,
Belsky ve ark., 1991; Chisholm, 1996), kiiltiirel ortama uyum saglamak da ayni
sekilde uyumlayici avantajlar sagliyor gibi goriinmektedir. Kiiltiirde yaygin olarak
goriilen giivensiz baglanma-kiiltiirel degerler iliskisine uyum saglamak da bu
stratejinin bir pargasi olarak ortaya ¢ikmaktadir.

Caliyma 2

Romantik baglanma boyutlari ile kiiltiirel degerler arasinda gergekten de bir
iligski oldugunu ve bu iligkinin kiiltiirdeki yaygin baglanma stili ile kiiltiiriin yaygin
degerleri arasinda daha kuvvetli oldugunu gosteren ilk ¢alismanin sonuglarinin
izerine inga edilen ikinci ¢aligma, bu baglanma boyutu-kiiltiirel deger iliskisinin
kiiltliriin iiyeleri i¢in herhangi bir uyumlayici islev goriip gormedigini ilk defa
arastirmistir.

Sonuglar, giivensiz baglanma davranislarinin, kiiltiirdeki yaygin baglanma
boyutu-kiiltiirel deger iliskisi ile uyumlu oldugu stirece kiiltiiriin tiyeleri tarafindan
islevsel algilanacagi, yani kiiltiirel olarak uyumlayici olacagi seklindeki genel

hipoteze destek saglamistir.
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Sirekli analizler birinci hipoteze destek vererek gostermistir ki, giivenli
baglanan katilimcilar, bagimsizlik ¢agristiricist altindayken, baglilik ¢cagristiricisi
altinda olduklar1 duruma gore, kaginan/hizli savas-veya-kag¢ davranislarini daha
islevsel degerlendirmistir. Bu sonuglar Friedman ve arkadaslarinin (2010) kiiltiire
uyum hipotezi ile uyumludur: Kiiltiirde yaygin olarak goriilen baglanma stili, o
kiiltliriin iiyeleri tarafindan kiiltiirel atmosferle daha uyumlu oldugu i¢in daha islevsel
degerlendirilmekte ve daha az olumsuz sonuca neden olmaktadir. Bencil ama
problem ¢oziimiine odakli kaginan/hizli savas-veya-ka¢ davranislari, bireyselligin 6n
planda oldugu, kendi ¢ikarlarini grubun ¢ikarlarindan énce gozetmenin olumsuz
algilanmadigi, direk yilizlesme ve agik iletisimin deger gordiigii (Gudykunst ve ark.,
1988; Hall, 1976; Markus ve Kitayama, 1991) bireyci/bagimsiz kiiltiirler tarafindan
daha ¢ok onaylaniyor gibi goriinmektedir.

Baglanma kaygisi yiiksek bireyler kaygili/bek¢i davranislarint daha islevsel
algilarken, baglanma kaginmasi yiiksek bireylerin kaginan/hizli savag-veya-kag
davraniglarini daha islevsel algilayacaklarini 6ngéren ikinci hipotez de bu ¢alismada
gorgiil destek kazanmistir. Hem kategorik hem de siirekli analizler baglanma
kaginmasi yiiksek olan bireylerin kaygili/bek¢i senaryolarint pek ¢ok 6l¢iim iizerinde
daha olumsuz degerlendirdigini gostermistir. Bu bulgular, Ein-Dor ve arkadaglarinin
(2011a) orijinal bulgular ile ortiismekte ve bireylerin sadece kendi baglanma
oriintiileri ile uyumlu giivensiz baglanma davranislarina iligkin semalarinin daha aktif
olmadigini, ayn1 zamanda kendi baglanma oriintiileri ile uyumsuz giivensiz baglanma
davraniglarini daha olumsuz degerlendirdigini gostermektedir.

Bireylerin baglanma oriintiileri ile kiiltiirel baglamin gilivensiz baglanma
davranislarinin degerlendirmesi tizerinde bir ortak etkisi olacagini 6ngdren tigiincii
hipotez sadece kismi destek almistir, bu etki sadece baglanma kaginmasi yiiksek olan
katilimcilarda gézlenmistir. Kategorik analizlerin sonuglar1 kayitsiz baglanan
katilimcilarin tipik kaygili/bek¢i davraniglarini sadece bagimsizlik ¢agristiricisi
aldiklar1 durumda diger katilimcilara gore daha islevsiz degerlendirdigini
gostermistir. Bu bulgu, degerlendirilen giivensiz baglanma davranisi kisinin kendi
baglanma Oriintiisli ile uyumlu oldugunda, i¢inde bulunan kiiltiirel baglam da bu

giivensiz baglanma davranisi ile uyumlu ise, bu baglamin bu davranisin olumlu

201



degerlendirilmesi lizerinde arttiric bir etkisi olacagini 6ngéren Hipotez 3a’ya kismi
destek vermektedir. Bu bulgu, sosyal psikolojinin tekrarlanan insanlarin kendi deger
ve goriislerini paylasan bir sosyal ortamdayken bu goriislere daha da siki sikiya
sarildig1 bulgusuyla (kapsamli bir derleme i¢in bakiniz Isenberg, 1986) da
uyumludur. Siirekli analizlerin sonuglari ise, baglanma kaginmast yiiksek
katilimcilarin, kaygili/bekg¢i davranislarini baglilik ¢agristiricist altindayken daha az
islevsiz degerlendirdigini gostererek, belirli bir giivensiz baglanma davranisi kisinin
kendi baglanma Oriintiisli ile uyumsuz oldugunda, i¢inde bulunan kiiltiirel baglam bu
giivensiz baglanma davranisi ile uyumlu ise, bu baglamin bu davranigin olumsuz
degerlendirilmesi lizerinde hafifletici bir etkisi olacagin1 6ngdéren Hipotez 3b’ye
destek saglamistir. Bu bulgu da insanlarin grup tarafindan dislanmamak icin i¢inde
bunduklar1 sosyal ortamin normlarina uyum saglamaya yatkin olduklarini gésteren
sosyal psikoloji bulgulariyla (kapsamli bir derleme i¢in bakiniz Cialdini & Goldstein,
2004) uyumludur.

Arastirmanin Sagladig1 Katkilar ve Pratik Cikarimlar

Bu arastirmanin temel katkisi, glivensiz baglanmanin olasi islevselligi
arastirmalarina daha 6nce goz ardi edilen kiiltiirel baglami eklemektir. Oncelikle, bu
arastirma ile daha once farkh kiiltiirlerde farkl yayginliklarda goriilen farkl
giivensiz baglanma Oriintiileri ilk defa kiiltiirel degerler ile iliskilendirilmistir. Ayrica,
bu arastirma ile glivensiz baglanma davranislarinin kiiltiiriin iiyeleri tarafindan ne
kadar islevsel degerlendirildiginin, yani kiiltiirle ne kadar uyumlu oldugunun da bu
yaygin giivensiz baglanma oriintiisii-kiiltiirel degerler iliskisine uyuma bagli oldugu
ilk defa gosterilmistir.

Bu bulgular, giivensiz baglanmanin kiiltiirel baglamda nasil
degerlendirilecegi hususunda 6nemli kuramsal ve pratik ¢ikarimlar da sunmaktadir.
Giivensiz baglanan grup liyelerinin gruba saglayacagi avantajlar tehlike durumunda
hayatta kalmanin 6tesinde, grup gorevleri (6rn., Lavy, Bareli ve Ein-Dor, 2015) ve
gruplar arasi iligkiler (6rn., Maitner, Mackie ve Smith, 2006; Smith, 1993)
alanlarinda da gortilebilir. Ayrica, baglanma Oriintiilerine gore hangi grup tliyelerinin
hangi kiiltiirel baglamlarda daha dezavantajli konumda oldugunun bilgisi bu

dezavantaj1 ortadan kaldirmak i¢in faydali bir arag olabilir.
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Arastirmanin Kisithhiklar: ve Gelecek Cahismalar icin Oneriler

[k calismanin en nemli kisitlihig korelatif dogasidir. Bu ¢alisma, her ne
kadar baglanma boyutlar ile kiiltiirel degerler arasindaki iliskiyi ortaya koysa da bu
iliskinin nedensel y&niinii ¢ikarsamak eldeki verilerle imkansizdir. ikinci ¢alisma ise
kiltiirel baglami sadece ¢agristiricilarla yarattigi ve giivensiz baglanma
davraniglarinin islevselligini sadece katilimcilarin degerlendirmeleri iizerinden
Olctiigii icin kisithdir. Gelecekteki ¢alismalar, daha hassas islevsellik dlgiimleri
gelistirmeli ve hipotezleri gergek kiiltiirel ortamlarda test etmelidir. Ayrica glivensiz
baglanma davraniglarinin gosterildigi senaryolar ilk defa bu ¢aligma i¢in yaratilmis
ve kullanilmigtir. Her ne kadar bu senaryolar bir 6n pilot ¢aligmayla test edilmis olsa
da, bu senaryolarin gegerlilik ve giivenilirlikleri ilerideki ¢aligmalarla da test
edilmelidir.
Sonu¢

Bu diinyada hayatta kalmak i¢in bakim verenlerle kurdugumuz yakin iligkiler
tek tip degildir. Bu yiizden, baglanma figiirlerimizle nasil iliski kurdugumuzu
inceleyen arastirma perspektiflerinin, yaygin olarak yetersiz ve uyumsuz olarak
degerlendirilen glivensiz baglanan bireylerin olas1 giigliiliik ve katkilarin1 da igine
alacak sekilde genislemesi gerektigi one siiriilebilir. Hizla biriken arastirma bulgulari
gostermektedir ki, giivensiz baglanan bireyler kuralin istisnalar1 olmadiklar1 gibi,
varligimizi siirdiirmede en az giivenli baglananlar kadar dnemli olabilirler. Bu tez
caligsmasi, giivensiz baglanmanin kiiltiirel baglamda bireylere uyumlayici avantajlar
kazandirabilecegini ortaya atmistir ve ger¢ek durumun da bu sekilde olabilecegine
isaret eden ilk kanitlar1 ortaya koymustur. Bu ¢aligmanin gilivensiz baglanmanin
neden hala var oldugunun agiklamasina bir katkida bulunarak gelecek ¢alismalara

yol gostermesi beklenmektedir.
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Appendix H: Tez Fotokopisi izin Formu

ENSTITU

Fen Bilimleri Enstitiist

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii

Uygulamali Matematik Enstitiisti I:I

Enformatik Enstittisi

Deniz Bilimleri Enstitiist

YAZARIN
Soyadi : Sakman
Adi : Ezgi

Bolimi : Psikoloji

TEZIN ADI (ingilizce): Functionality of Insecure Attachment in Cultural Context as
an Early Alarm and Escape System

TEZIN TURU : Yiiksek Lisans Doktora

Tezimin tamamindan kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

Tezimin igindekiler sayfasi, dzet, indeks sayfalarindan ve/veya bir

boliimiinden kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi aliabilir.

Tezimden bir (1) yil siireyle fotokopi alinamaz.

TEZIN KUTUPHANEYE TESLiM TARIHi:
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