SECURE EXPLORATION:
CONCEPTUALIZATION, TYPES, AND RELATIONSHIPS WITH
SECURE ATTACHMENT, SELF-CONSTRUALS AND OTHER SELF-
RELATED VARIABLES

A THESIS SUBMITTED TO
THE GRADUATE SCHOOL OF SOCIAL SCIENCES
OF
MIDDLE EAST TECHNICAL UNIVERSITY

BY

SELEN IMAMOGLU

IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS
FOR
THE DEGREE OF DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY
IN
THE DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY

JUNE 2005



Approval of the Graduate School of Social Sciences

Prof. Dr. Sencer Ayata

Director

I certify that this thesis satisfies all the requirements as a thesis for the degree of

Doctor of Philosophy.

Assoc. Prof. Nebi Stimer

Head of Department

This is to certify that we have read this thesis and that in our opinion it is fully

adequate, in scope and quality, as a thesis for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy.

Assoc. Prof. Bengi Oner-Ozkan Prof. Dr. Olcay Imamoglu

Co-Supervisor Supervisor

Examining Committee Members

Prof. Dr. Olcay Imamoglu

Assoc. Prof. Bengi Oner-Ozkan

Assoc. Prof. Giilden Giiveng

Assoc. Prof. Nuray Sakalli-Ugurlu

Assoc. Prof. Deniz Sahin

il



I hereby declare that all information in this document has been obtained and
presented in accordance with academic rules and ethical conduct. I also
declare that, as required by these rules and conduct, I have fully cited and
referenced all material and results that are not original to this work.

Name, Last name:

Signature

1l



ABSTRACT

SECURE EXPLORATION:
CONCEPTUALIZATION, TYPES, AND RELATIONSHIPS WITH
SECURE ATTACHMENT, SELF-CONSTRUALS AND

OTHER SELF-RELATED VARIABLES

Imamoglu, Selen
Ph.D., Department of Psychology
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Olcay imamoglu

Co-supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Bengi Oner-Ozkan

June 2005, 211 pages

The aim of the present study was to enhance understanding of secure
exploration within the perspective of attachment theory and Imamoglu's (2003)
Balanced Integration-Differentiation (BID) model. A two-dimensional model of
exploration was proposed consisting of trust for self and approaching the unknown,
and scales were developed to study exploration separately from attachment both as
a general and a domain-specific (i.e., cognitive, relational, self-related, spatial, and
time-related) orientation. A questionnaire consisting of measures concerning

exploration, attachment, self-construals, and other affective-relational (i.e., positive

v



self- and other-models, trust for self, self-satisfaction, positive future expectations,
trait anxiety) and intrinsic motivational (i.e., need for exploration, need for
cognition, approaching the unknown, tolerance for ambiguity, curiosity, separation-
differentiation security) variables, was administered to 434 (280 female, 154 male)
Turkish university students. On the basis of the results, it was concluded that, (1)
trust for self and approaching the unknown represent important dimensions in
understanding secure exploration and variations in insecure exploration
orientations; (2) exploration orientation, like attachment, represents both a general
as well as a domain-specific orientation; (3) attachment and exploration represent
distinct but complementary orientations, and separation-differentiation security
provides a conceptual link between the two; (4) attachment and exploration may
represent the foundations of relational and individuational self orientations,
respectively; (5) secure attachment and secure exploration tend to be associated
with the distinct but complementary affective-relational and intrinsic motivational
domains, respectively; (6) of the four types of attachment-exploration orientations
formed by crossing the secure and insecure ends of each, being secure in both

orientations seems to be associated with optimal psychological functioning.

Keywords: Exploration, Attachment, Self-Construals, Types of Exploration,

Optimal Psychological Functioning



0z

GUVENLI KESIF YONELIMI:
KAVRAMSALLASTIRILMASI, TIPLERI, GUVENLI BAGLANMA,
BENLIK KURGULARI VE DIGER BENLIKLE ILINTILI DEGISKENLERLE

ILiSKiSi

Imamoglu, Selen
Doktora, Psikoloji Boliimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Olcay imamoglu

Ortak Tez Yoneticisi: Dog. Dr. Bengi Oner-Ozkan

Haziran 2005, 211 sayfa

Bu caligmanin amaci, baglanma kurami ve Imamoglu'nun (2003) Dengeli
Ayrisma-Biitiinlesme modeli ¢ergevesinde giivenli kesif yoneliminin
incelenmesidir. Kendine giiven ve bilinmeyene yaklasimdan olusan iki boyutlu bir
kesif yonelimi modeli 6nerilmis; ve kesif yonelimini baglanma yoneliminden ayri
bir yonelim olarak inceleyen hem genel, hem de alana 6zgii (bilissel, iliskisel,
benlik-iligkili, mekansal, ve zaman-iligkili) 6lgtimler gelistirilmistir. Kesif
yonelimi, giivenli baglanma, benlik kurgulari, ve diger duygusal-iliskisel (yani,

olumlu benlik ve bagkalari modelleri, kendine giiven, kendinden memnuniyet,
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olumlu gelecek beklentisi, stirekli kaygi) ve igsel motivasyonel (yani, kesif ihtiyaci,
kavrama gereksinimi, bilinmeyene yaklagim, belirsizlige tolerans, merak, ayrilma-
ayrigma giivenligi) nitelikte degiskenlerle ilgili 6l¢eklerden olusan bir anket 434
(280 kiz, 154 erkek) Tiirk iiniversite 6grencisine uygulanmistir. Bulgulardan
hareketle su sonuglara varilmistir: (1) kendine giiven ve bilinmeyene yaklasim
degiskenleri, giivenli ve giivensiz kesif yonelimi tiplerini anlamakta 6nemli boyutlar
olarak kabul edilebilir; (2) kesif yonelimi, baglanma yonelimine benzer sekilde,
hem genel hem de alana 6zgii bir yonelim olarak diisiiniilebilir; (3) baglanma ve
kesif yonelimleri birbirinden ayr1 ama birbirini tamamlayici nitelikte yonelimlerdir
ve ayrilma-ayrisma giivenligi aralarinda kavramsal bir bag olusturmaktadir; (4)
baglanma ve kesif yonelimlerinin, sirasiyla, iligki ve kendilesme yonelimlerinin
temellerini olusturdugu diisiiniilebilir; (5) giivenli baglanma ve giivenli kesif
yonelimleri, sirasiyla, birbirini tamamlayici nitelikte iki ayr1 alan1 temsil eden
duygusal-iliskisel ve i¢sel motivasyonel degisken alanlariyla iliskilendirilebilir; (6)
baglanma ve kesif yonelimlerinin giivenli ve giivensiz kombinasyonlarindan olusan
dort baglanma-kesif yonelim tipi arasindan hem baglanma hem de kesif
yoneliminde giivenli olanin psikolojik isleyis acisindan en uygun tip oldugu

sOylenebilir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Kesif Yonelimi, Giivenli Baglanma, Benlik Kurgulari, Kesif

Yénelimi Tipleri, Optimal Psikolojik Isleyis
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PREFACE

Present dissertation exemplifies the close interplay between attachment and
exploration systems, not only as its topic of investigation but also in its process of
development. When I first considered studying this topic, it involved a modest idea
of investigating some measures related with the neglected topic of exploration
orientation as related to secure attachment. However, using my primary attachment
figure as a secure base with whom to explore, my initial modest idea led us to
avenues I could never have foreseen. Hence, whatever merits this dissertation may
have should be viewed as exemplifying the complementary nature of the link

between attachment and exploration systems.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Exploration is an inseparable part of human life. As children we play with
toys, touch objects that are new to us, try to reach some upper shelves, search for
little treasures hidden inside drawers, or observe strangers. As we grow up, there
comes a time to go to different cities, meet new people, get a job, learn to do
different things, all of which involve some form of exploration. One may be more

or less of an explorer, but people need to explore in order to survive.

As will be discussed later on in this dissertation, attachment theory also
considers exploration as an inseparable part of human functioning. However, as
important as it is, exploration received much less attention in the attachment
literature than it deserves. This dissertation aims to take a step towards filling this
gap by examining the relationship between secure attachment and exploration, as

well as self-construals and other self-related variables.

In this section, first, the basic principles and concepts of attachment theory
are set forth. Second, studies on exploratory behavior as a function of attachment
are examined concerning both children and adults. Thirdly, some cross-cultural

challenges to the attachment-exploration link are considered; and finally, the



conceptual framework, research questions and expectations of the present

dissertation are presented.

1.1. Theoretical Perspective: Attachment Theory

1.1.1. Foundations of Attachment Theory

Humans are vulnerable beings. They have a need for both physical and
emotional protection for survival and proper development. The human infant is
totally helpless at birth and during the early years of life; without the protection of a
caregiver (who is, in most cases, the mother), its chances for survival are practically

non-existent.

The need for physical protection seems to be quite clear. The infant has to
be safe from the dangers in the environment, and also it has to be fed and taken care
of. According to traditional psychoanalytic and social learning theories, the reason
why a tie between the infant and the mother develops is because the mother feeds
the infant (e.g., Freud, 1910/1957; Sears, Macobby, & Lewin, 1957 both cited in
Cassidy, 1999). The child then starts to positively associate the presence of the
mother with the satisfaction of hunger. However, other researchers conducting
animal studies (e.g., Harlow, 1958) indicated that for infants, being fed was not the
only reason to develop a bond with another being. It seemed that, for example, the
need for bodily contact could be among the reasons for the development of such a

bond.



It is through the observation of such studies and his dissatisfaction with the
traditional theories formerly mentioned, John Bowlby attempted to explore the roots
and the nature of the tie between the child and the mother. He wanted to explain
how infants became emotionally attached to their primary caregivers, and distressed
when separated from them (Bowlby, 1969, 1973). Attachment theory, which is
originated from Bowlby’s ideas, further developed and refined through his
collaboration with Mary Salter Ainsworth, and soon became the joint work of

Bowlby and Ainsworth.

Ainsworth, Bell, and Stayton (1971) developed a measurement tool, called
the “Strange Situation”, which is a laboratory procedure that was designed to
examine the balance of attachment and exploratory behavior under conditions of
stress (short episodes of separation and reunion with the caregiver). The Strange
Situation aimed to identify the individual differences in attachment quality in
infants, and enabled classification of the infant’s attachment relationship into one of
three main groups: a “secure” group, and two “insecure” groups, “avoidant” and
“ambivalent”. This classification was based on the infant’s behavior toward the
caregiver during the two reunion episodes, which was viewed in the context of
behavior in the preceding and intervening episodes as well as in response to the
caregiver’s current behavior. Those infants classified as “secure” used their
mothers as a secure base for exploration. They showed signs of missing the parent
when separated, and signs of happiness when reunited. If they got upset, they
sought contact with their parents, and once comforted, they returned back to
exploration. Those who were classified as “avoidant” explored readily without

showing much affect or secure base behavior. They did not show visible signs of



distress when separated from their parents, and actively avoided them during
reunion. They sought distance from their parents and instead often showed interest
in toys. Finally, the infants classified as “ambivalent” failed to engage in
exploration. They showed signs of distress when separated from the parent, and
when they were reunited, they showed alternate behaviors ranging from seeking
contact or appearing passive to angry rejection or throwing tantrums. The Strange
Situation method triggered the empirical study of attachment theory, largely
enabling it to develop to what it is today (Cassidy, 1999). Below, an overview of

the basic concepts of the theory is provided.

1.1.2. Basic Concepts of the Theory

The infant’s relationship with the primary caregiver especially during the
first two years of life is the focus of attachment theory. The responsiveness of the
caregiver and the quality of the responses seem to be of major significance in the
formation of a secure relationship between the infant and the caregiver. Proximity
maintenance, secure base, and safe haven are the three defining features of
attachment, and the basic functions of an attachment relationship. Proximity
maintenance 1s staying close to and resisting separations from the attachment figure.
Secure base is using the attachment figure as a base from which to explore
unfamiliar environments. Finally, safe haven is turning to the attachment figure for
comfort and support, especially in times of distress (Ainsworth et al., 1971;

Bowlby, 1969/1982).

The infant develops certain expectations as to how the caregiver will

respond to him or her based on repeated exposures with the caregiver. These
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expectations then help the infant adjust his or her behavior accordingly, and lead to
the formation of internal working models (or mental representations) which include
models of self and the attachment figure, and are used to predict the availability and
responsiveness of the caregiver (Bowlby, 1969/1982). Once such mental
representations are formed, they continue influencing the way the individual
perceives himself or herself and others, and through this process, individuals carry

their attachment styles into adulthood.

Researchers seem to agree that attachment is characterized by two basic
underlying dimensions (Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998). The first dimension,
avoidance, reflects the extent to which people distrust the goodwill of others and try
to maintain emotional distance from relationship partners. The other dimension,
anxiety, reflects the extent to which people worry that a partner might not be
available or supportive in times of distress. Those scoring low in these two
dimensions are characterized by a secure attachment style, holding positive
expectations that other people will be available and supportive when needed (e.g.,
Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991). Those positive expectations or working models

tend to be carried into adulthood, as considered below.

1.1.3. Adult Attachment

In his writings, Bowlby (1979) referred to attachment behavior as
characterizing human beings “from the cradle to the grave” (p. 129). While the
early studies of attachment focused solely on attachment patterns in childhood, later

studies attempted to develop the theory further into adult attachment.



Involvement in romantic relationships is probably the most important
development in adulthood, since such relationships may ultimately become lifelong
attachments (Ainsworth, 1989). Hazan and Shaver (1987) suggested that romantic
love could be regarded as an attachment process in which an affectional bond
develops between two adults, which resembles the attachment bond that forms
between infants and their parents. By using the three major attachment styles in
infancy (secure, avoidant, anxious-ambivalent) in their studies, they found the
relative prevalence of these attachment styles to be the same in adulthood as in
infancy. Also, the individuals characterized by different attachment styles were
found to differ predictably in the way they experienced romantic love. Specifically,
secure individuals seemed to have trusting, happy relationships and they reported
being able to show support and acceptance to their partners’ weaknesses. Avoidant
individuals exhibited fear of intimacy, jealousy and emotional instability. Anxious-
ambivalent individuals were characterized by obsession, emotional instability,

desire for reciprocation and union, extreme sexual attraction and jealousy.

Reformulating Ainsworth’s three-category classification of attachment
styles in childhood, and its adaptation to adulthood by Hazan and Shaver (1987),
Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991) further developed a model of attachment styles
in adulthood. They proposed two types of internal working models, based on
individual’s level of dependency on others and their extent of avoidance of
intimacy. Together, the internal working model of self and the internal working
model of the other determined four different types of attachment styles; secure,

preoccupied, dismissing and fearful (see Figure 1.1.).



As shown in Figure 1.1., a secure attachment style is characterized by feelings of
being worthy of love, and an expectation that other people are generally accepting
and responsive; thus, trustworthy. A preoccupied attachment style, on the other
hand, is made up of a negative model of the self, and a positive model of the other.
Therefore, while perceiving other people as trustworthy, the individual regards
himself or herself as unworthy of love. Those individuals with a dismissing
attachment style regard themselves as worthy of love, but they do not perceive other
people as accepting or trustworthy. Finally, fearful attachment style is
characterized by two negative working models. The individual perceives himself or
herself as unworthy of love, and others as untrustworthy and unaccepting

(Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991).

Model of Self (Dependence)

Positive (Low) Negative (High)
CELLI CELL II
Positive (Low) |SECURE PREOCCUPIED
Model of Other Comfortable with Preoccupied with
(Avoidance) intimacy and relationships
autonomy
Negative (High) |CELL IV CELL III
DISMISSING FEARFUL
Dismissing of Fearful of intimacy
intimacy Socially avoidant
Counter-dependent

Figure 1.1. Four-Category Model of Adult Attachment Proposed by Bartholomew &
Horowitz (1991).



Adult attachment studies mostly used either the three-category measurement
of Hazan and Shaver (1987), or the four-category classification by Bartholomew
and Horowitz (1991) and generally considered them in relation to close
relationships (e.g., Brennan & Shaver, 1995; Collins & Read, 1990; Cozzarelli,
Siimer, & Major, 1998; Hazan & Shaver, 1994; Stimer & Cozzarelli, 1999). In
general, those studies revealed that secure people perceived love relationships as
satisfying and trustful, were better able to cope with distress, and felt less distress
than insecure persons. Thus, attachment has been studied mostly in relation to
relationships. However, as noted above, exploration also has an important place in
attachment theory through the secure base concept. Still, exploration-related

aspects of attachment theory have been relatively neglected, as considered below.

1.2. Place of Exploration in Attachment Theory

According to attachment theory, there is a complex relationship between the
attachment behavioral system and other biologically based behavioral systems.
Bowlby (1973) emphasized two of these as being particularly related to the
attachment system in children: the exploratory behavioral system and the fear
behavioral system. The activation of these systems is proposed to be related to the

activation of the attachment system.

Exploration and attachment as separate systems are considered to be
complementary yet mutually inhibiting systems. They seem to have evolved to help
the child to learn about the environment while being protected by maintaining

proximity to the attachment figure (Cassidy, 1999). In the words of Ainsworth



(1972), “The dynamic equilibrium between these two behavioral systems is of even
more significance for development (and for survival) than either in isolation.” (p.

118).

Infants balance these two systems by evaluating the environmental cues and
the caregiver’s availability and likely behavior. When the environment is judged to
be dangerous by the infant, exploration is not very likely, and the attachment system
is quite likely to be activated. When the attachment system is not activated, on the
other hand, exploration is facilitated. It can be said that attachment does not

interfere with exploration, but encourages it (Cassidy, 1999).

According to Bowlby (1973), the infant’s belief that the attachment figure
will be available (i.e., both accessible and responsive) when needed, is just as
important as the physical presence of the attachment figure for the child to freely
engage in exploration. While for infants and young children, physical contact with
the attachment figure might be necessary to feel completely secure, older children
and adults can usually feel safe by simply knowing that their attachment figures can
be contacted when needed. Thus, what seems to be more important for adults is
“felt security” (Sroufe & Waters, 1977). In the following two sections, the
relationship between attachment security and exploratory behavior during childhood

and adulthood is examined further in the context of related empirical studies.



1.2.1. Relationship between Attachment Security and Exploratory

Behavior in Childhood

Exploratory behavior has been mostly studied in infancy and childhood.
Such studies revealed a positive relationship between secure attachment and
exploration; for example, securely attached infants were more likely to engage in
autonomous exploration, and to show more enthusiasm, curiosity, and less
frustration in problem solving situations (Magai & McFadden, 1995). Secure
attachment has also been found to be directly associated with sophisticated
symbolic play, active exploration and play engagement and task persistence for

infants and toddlers (Cassidy, 1986).

In another study, by Pastor (1981), children who were classified as securely
attached, anxiously avoidant, or anxiously resistant were paired with securely
attached children for a play session together with their mothers. The results of the
study revealed that securely attached children were more sociable and more
positively oriented toward both their mothers and peers. According to the
qualitative evaluations, securely attached children related in friendly and
cooperative ways with both their peers and mothers, and attempted to engage their
peers in the play session. Pastor argued that the child’s positive relationship with
his or her mother might have generalized to a positive social orientation toward
others. Securely attached children seemed to have developed an expectation that

other interpersonal experiences will also be positive.

In a longitudinal study, Moss and St-Laurent (2001) examined the

association between attachment and school-related cognitive functioning in
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children. When the children were approximately six years of age, by using a
separation-reunion procedure, the quality of the children’s attachment to their
mothers, the affective quality of mother-child interaction patterns, and cognitive
engagement of the children were evaluated in a laboratory setting. When the
children’s mastery motivation and academic performance were measured two years
later, it was found that secure children had higher scores than their insecure peers
on communication, cognitive engagement, and mastery motivation (Moss & St-

Laurent, 2001).

In a study by van den Boom (1994), it was hypothesized that enhancing
maternal responsiveness will improve the quality of interaction between the mother
and the infant; the quality of attachment and infant exploration. To test this
hypothesis, 6-month-old infants, selected on the basis of their irritability, and their
mothers were randomly assigned to intervention and control groups. After a 3-
month intervention period, when the infants were 9 months of age, intervention-
group mothers were significantly more responsive, stimulating, visually attentive,
and controlling of their infant’s behavior than the control group mothers.
Intervention infants were more sociable, better able to soothe themselves, and
engaged in exploration more than the control group infants. There was also an
improvement in the quality of exploration in the sense that intervention infants
engaged in cognitively sophisticated kinds of exploration more than those in the

control group (van den Boom, 1994).

Attachment bond with the mother and that with the father might also lead to
differences in exploratory behavior. Some researchers suggest that fathers have the

role of a playmate (e.g., Bridges, Connell, & Belsky, 1988). A study by Kazura
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(2000) indicated that securely attached children engaged in higher levels of
sophisticated play while playing with their fathers than did insecurely attached
children. The children, feeling secure in their relationship with their father, felt free
to explore the environment to a full extent. The study further indicated that, while
fathers’ type of involvement with their children focused on play interactions,

mothers tended to engage their children in more social exchanges during play.

Thus, these studies indicate that secure attachment seems to enhance
exploration, as predicted by the original formulation of attachment theory. In
general, secure children seem to engage in more concentrated exploration of novel
stimuli and show more focused attention as they engage in particular tasks
(Grossmann, Grossmann, & Zimmermann, 1999). Secure attachment seems to be a
very important psychological precondition for playful exploration. When they
cannot readily adapt to a particular situation, secure children can respond flexibly to
challenges while maintaining a secure feeling during exploration, and if their
competence ceases to be sufficient, they can turn to their social resources.
Grossmann et al. (1999) called this a “wider view of attachment”, in which the
freedom to explore against difficulties and the freedom to call for and accept help

are both viewed as necessary and important aspects of security. In their words,

A secure parental base provides a child with the confidence needed for
meeting challenges of exploration...Exploratory interest and enthusiasm are
based on a feeling of security that reflects an anticipated positive evaluation
of the environment. We propose to use the concept of “security of
exploration” as an integral part of the concept of “security of attachment”.
(p. 761)

Thus, they conclude that “freedom to explore the external and internal world

is an important attachment-related issue throughout the lifespan” (Grossman et al.,
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1999, p. 767). Below, the relationship between attachment and exploration is

considered further at the adult level.

1.2.2. Relationship between Attachment Security and Exploratory

Behavior in Adulthood

Exploration in infancy and childhood has been studied extensively, and
yielded consistent findings. The exploratory aspects of attachment behavior in
adulthood, on the other hand, seem to have gone relatively unexamined. As noted
before, until recently, studies on adult attachment have focused more on the
relational aspects of attachment, such as romantic love and close relationships,
coping with stress, and relationship attributions (e.g., Brennan & Shaver, 1995;
Collins & Read, 1990; Cozzarelli, Siimer, & Major, 1998; Hazan & Shaver, 1994;
Mikulincer & Florian, 1998; Stimer & Cozzarelli, 1999). On the other hand, the
studies examining the relationship between adult attachment and exploration cannot

be said to have investigated a wide range of issues.

Among the areas that attracted attention are work and leisure activities (e.g.,
Carnelley & Ruscher, 2000; Hazan & Shaver, 1990). Hazan and Shaver (1990)
investigated whether love and work in adulthood would be functionally similar to
attachment and exploration in infancy and childhood. According to this study,
secure individuals reported high levels of work satisfaction, placed more value on
relationships than work, had a positive approach to work, reported lower levels of
fear of failure and rejection from coworkers. They also reported enjoying their
vacations and not allowing work to negatively affect their health or relationships.

Anxious-ambivalent participants reported relatively low job satisfaction, had

13



worries about their work performance, had trouble completing projects, and stated
that they were easily distracted at work. Although they preferred to work with
others, they thought that others often interfered with their work. These individuals
also reported that their love relationships affected their work lives. As for the
avoidant participants, they reported high levels of job satisfaction, greater
dissatisfaction with their coworkers, and often preferred to work alone. They
valued work success over relationships, used work to avoid socializing, and
reported that work interfered with their health and relationships (Hazan & Shaver,
1990). Overall, Hazan and Shaver’s findings seem to imply that when compared to
insecure individuals, securely attached individuals may have a greater tendency to

engage in exploration for its intrinsic value.

In another study, Ketterson and Blustein (1997) examined the role of
attachment in adolescents’ career exploration process. In this study, the level of
exploratory activity included exploration of one’s self (in terms of personal values,
attributes, interests) and the relevant educational and vocational environment. The
findings indicated that secure attachment was positively associated with

environmental exploration.

In their study, Carnelley and Ruscher (2000) found that secure and
preoccupied individuals valued attachment relationships over leisure exploration,
unlike avoidant individuals who preferred exploration over relationships. As will
be proposed later in this dissertation, there might be different types of exploration,
and the secure individuals in this study might have preferred another type (such as
relational exploration) over leisure exploration. Furthermore, preoccupied and

fearful individuals (participants high in anxiety about attachment) expressed social

14



reasons such as seeking intimacy and gaining social approval as the basis of their
motivation to engage in leisure exploration. These individuals also reported using
leisure exploration to regulate negative affect they experienced as a result of

relationship problems.

In adulthood, the notion of exploration can take on a much more cognitive
meaning than it has in childhood. Of course discovering new physical
environments, or engaging in novel experiences are still important in adulthood, but
the increased cognitive complexity of adult beings enables them to “explore” within
the domain of cognitive functioning. Information processing is an important part of
cognitive functioning. Searching for new information and bringing together new
information with existing cognitive structures seem to be the basic aspects of
information processing. In a related study, Mikulincer (1997) examined the
relationship between adult attachment style and information processing. The study
revealed that secure individuals, as compared with avoidant and anxious-ambivalent
individuals, tended to be higher in tolerance of unpredictability and ambiguity, and
they were less likely to support rigid beliefs. These people also had a greater
tendency to assimilate new data in their social judgments than those who were

identified as insecure.

Mikulincer and Arad (1999) further examined cognitive openness in close
relationships. According to their studies, secure individuals were more likely than
insecure individuals to change their perceptions of their partner following certain
behaviors of their partner that are incongruent with their expectations. Again, in
general, secure attachment was found to be related to the integration of new data

within cognitive structures.
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In another related study, Mikulincer and Sheffi (2000) examined the role a
person’s attachment style might play in moderating the effects of positive affect on
categorization and creative problem solving. Their main hypothesis that attachment
style would moderate the effects of positive affect on cognitive processes especially
for secure individuals was confirmed. The researchers interpreted their findings in
line with the “mood as an input” approach (Martin, Ward, Achee, & Wyer, 1993).
According to this view, how positive affect is interpreted seems to determine the
effects of positive affect on cognitive processing. Mikulincer and Sheffi (2000)
argued that secure individuals may have a tendency to interpret positive affect as a
signal indicating that everything is all right, that they are closer to reaching their
goals, or that they are enjoying a particular task at hand. Then, these people may
consider such signals as an input for cognitive processing, and they may respond to
them by loosening their cognitive strategies and engaging in playful and creative

exploration.

It seems that secure individuals not only cope with negative affect
efficiently (Mikulincer & Florian, 1998), but also make better use of the
consequences of the arousal of positive affect, such as enhanced creativity. Such
enhanced creativity might help secure individuals to adapt to environmental
demands, set realistic goals, enjoy task performance, and preserve positive mood.
Thus, secure individuals’ ability to maintain psychological well-being might be, in
part, due to the enhanced creativity derived from positive affect (Mikulincer &

Sheffi, 2000).

In another study, Green and Campbell (2000) examined the relationship

between chronic attachment styles and exploratory behavior in adults. They
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constructed an exploration scale that measures willingness to engage in physical
(e.g., “If I had the time and money, I would like to travel overseas this summer”),
social (e.g., “I would like the chance to meet strangers”), and intellectual (e.g., “I
would like to go to a modern art museum”) exploration. The results of the study
indicated that individuals’ attachment styles characterized by anxiety and/or
avoidance showed a significant negative correlation with their exploration scores.
In a follow-up study, by using a sentence memorization task, Green and Campbell
(2000) primed different attachment styles by exposing participants to attachment-
related sentences. Participants who were primed with a secure attachment style

were more open to exploration than those who were primed with insecure styles.

In their study, Aspelmeier and Kerns (2003) found that self-reports of secure
attachment were associated with feelings of competence at academic tasks and
positive attitudes about the exploration of novel and social situations. Self-reports
of dismissing, preoccupied, and fearful attachment, on the other hand, were
associated with avoidance of exploration of social information; anxiety about
academic performance; and negative attitudes about social, physical, and novel

exploration, respectively (Aspelmeier & Kerns, 2003).

Recently, Elliot and Reis (2003) regarded Bowlby's exploration system and
White's (1959) effectance motivation as interchangeable concepts and tried to
examine the link between secure-insecure attachment and approach-avoidance
achievement motivation. They found evidence to support their hypotheses that
secure attachment tends to be associated with approach-oriented achievement
motivation whereas insecure attachment tends to be associated with avoidance-

oriented motivation in achievement settings. In other words, they argued that
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securely attached individuals tend to approach achievement situations as a positive
challenge; on the other hand, the insecurely attached ones regard them as a threat
and hence try to avoid such situations in order to protect themselves from appearing
incompetent. Thus, the insecurely attached persons may be trying to avoid the
anxiety-provoking failure or danger while for the secure persons, the possibility of
failure may not be as anxiety-provoking because they tend to feel assured of the
secure base provided by their attachment figures regardless of their achievement

outcomes.

Thus, the relatively limited number of studies reviewed above generally
supported the assertions of attachment theory regarding the positive association
between secure attachment and exploration, which is explained by the secure base
notion. However, in recent years, basic assertions of the attachment theory
involving exploration and the secure base notion have been challenged from a

cross-cultural perspective, as considered below.

1.3. The Cross-Cultural Challenge to Attachment Theory: Is the

Attachment-Exploration Link Universal or Culture-Bound?

In their review of the cross-cultural attachment studies, van [jzendoorn and
Sagi (1999) concluded that although data from Islamic countries and India are
lacking, attachment theory can claim universality on the basis of existing studies.
However, some other psychologists have criticized attachment theory for being
biased toward Western ways of thinking (Harwood, Miller, & Irizarry, 1995;

Rothbaum, Pott, et al., 2000; Rothbaum, Weisz, et al., 2000). Specifically, it has
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been noted that the theory is built on the values of autonomy, individuation, and
exploration, which are emphasized in the Western outlook, whereas in countries
such as Japan, caregiver sensitivity, social competence, and secure base are
understood quite differently. Thus, the universality claim of attachment theory has
been questioned: For instance, Rothbaum, Pott et al. (2000) questioned the
universality of such processes as using the caregiver as a secure base for
exploration, separation-individuation, and the inevitability of conflict between
partners in all relationships. Instead they suggested that development follows
different paths in different cultures; for example, while the U.S. path may be one of
generative tension, the Japanese one may be referred to as a path of symbiotic
harmony. The emphasis of the latter is suggested to be on union, others'
expectations, stability and assurance of relationships. They hypothesized that
relationships in all cultures tend to be important although their meaning and

dynamics may be different.

As noted above, in Bowlby's (1982) and Ainsworth et al.'s (1971)
formulations, attachment system is most strongly linked with the exploration system
in an inexorable manner via the secure base concept. According to Posada et al.
(1995), Bowlby and Ainsworth “placed the secure base phenomenon at the center of
their analysis and defined an attachment figure as a person whom the child uses as a
secure base across time and situations” (p. 27). That is, a person whose attachment
needs are fulfilled feels free to explore his or her environment. On the other hand,
Rothbaum, Weisz, et al. (2000) claim that the link between attachment and
exploration systems may not be primary and universal as it is claimed; instead, for

example, in Japan, the primary link may be between attachment and dependence
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systems. That is, while sensitive caregivers in the U.S. may be promoting their
children's exploration of the environment, the Japanese ones may be promoting their
dependence on attachment figures. Hence, they argue that caregivers' sensitivity
may be responsive to the infants' need for social engagement in the Japanese
context and to that of individuation and autonomy in the U.S. context. Other
psychologists have provided similar arguments and supportive data (see Harwood et
al., 1995 for a review). For example, while Anglo-American mothers'
representation of the desirable Strange Situation behavior involved an optimal
balance of autonomy and relatedness, that of the Puerto Rican mothers' involved a
balance of proper conduct (i.e., obedient, quiet, respectful, well-mannered, etc.) and

positive engagement (Harwood et al., 1995).

Thus, there is a controversy in the literature regarding the exact nature of the
relationship between attachment and exploration systems. Furthermore, there is a
gap in the literature concerning the nature and characteristics of the exploration
system. Limited number of related studies have only investigated whether
exploratory behavior is related with secure attachment as predicted by the secure
base premise. However, a direct study of the exploration system has been
neglected. As noted above, the aim in the present research has been to increase our
understanding of the exploration system, first by investigating the nature and types
of exploration orientation; and then by studying its association with the attachment
system, self-construal orientations, and other self-related variables, as further

explained below.
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1.4. Conceptual Framework of the Present Research

Attachment theory has been regarded as leading the way to “one of the
broadest, most profound and creative lines of research in 20" century psychology”
(Cassidy & Shaver, 1999, p. x). However, in the related literature, attachment
theory has been considered mostly as a theory of interpersonal relationships. In
fact, Rothbaum, Weisz, et al. (2000) have referred to it as “psychology's most
influential theory of relatedness” (p. 1093). The aim in the present dissertation is to
extend this outlook by studying the exploration system and the interplay between
attachment and exploration systems, which are regarded as separate but

complementary systems of human development and functioning.

The essence of secure attachment may be said to involve feeling free and
secure about both relating to others and separating from them. That is, secure
attachment involves, on the one hand, securely affiliating and relating to others, and
on the other, securely separating from them to explore on one’s own. In contrast, an
insecurely attached individual would be expected to have anxieties about both
relating to others, as well as, separating or differentiating from them and going on
one’s own. Thus, it is proposed that for optimal development and functioning, these
relational orientations toward others and separational orientations toward
exploration need to be balanced. In fact, according to Bowlby and Ainsworth’s
original formulations, secure attachment as a global, general orientation, may be
said to involve distinct but complementary relational and exploratory tendencies. In
this vein, Ainsworth (1972) stated that “All of the behavioral systems implicated in
attachment must be viewed in balance (italics added) with those which have aims

incompatible with proximity-seeking” (p. 108).
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Accordingly, seeking proximity with significant others may be based on the
basic human need for relatedness (Bakan, 1966; Guisinger & Blatt, 1994;
Imamoglu, 1995, 1998; Kagitcibasi, 1996; Ryan, 1991), while feeling free to
explore on one’s own by somewhat distancing oneself from others, may be based on
an evolutionary-based motivation for personal growth (Aron & Aron, 1997) and
individuation (Guisinger & Blatt, 1994; Imamoglu, 1995, 1998, 2003). As
mentioned earlier, of these two orientations, the one concerning the attachment
system has been studied quite extensively; however, its association with the latter
exploration system has been rather neglected in the related literature. It is
considered that one of the reasons for this neglect may be the lack of a conceptual
framework integrating the two systems and the lack of related measuring

instruments involving the exploration orientation.

Thus, an important outlook of the present dissertation is to consider these
two basic human tendencies or “behavioral systems” of attachment and exploration
together in the same study and to examine how they relate to each other, as well as,
to other self-related variables. In line with the present outlook, first it was
necessary to formulate a model within which secure and insecure exploration can be
clearly conceptualized so that exploration can be examined as a process distinct
from attachment. For this purpose, we proposed a four-category classification of

secure-insecure exploration in the following section.
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1.4.1. A Proposed Four-Category Classification of Secure-Insecure

Exploration

The proposed model of secure exploration shown in Figure 1.2., is
developed in parallel to Bartholomew and Horowitz’s (1991) four-category model

of adult attachment shown in Figure 1.1.

Model of Self (Trust-Mistrust)

Positive Negative
SECURE PREOCCUPIED
Positive |Comfortable with self [Mistrustful of self in
Model of Unknown and the unknown approaching the
(Approach-avoidance) unknown
DISMISSING FEARFUL
Negative |Avoidant of the Fearful of the
unknown unknown

Figure 1.2. Proposed Model of Secure-Insecure Exploration.

As represented in Figure 1.2., the proposed model involves two types of
internal working models of secure exploration, based on individuals’ level of trust
or confidence in self, and their extent of avoidance of the unknown or the
unfamiliar. In other words, the internal working model of self and the internal
working model of the unknown are proposed to determine four different types of
exploration styles, in parallel to the four types of attachment styles proposed by
Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991). The same labels are used for ease of

comparison with the original model.

As can be seen in Figure 1.2., a positive model of self and a positive model

of the unknown are proposed to enable a secure exploration style, which is assumed

23



to involve being comfortable with self and the unknown; i.e., being trustful of self
in approaching the unknown. On the other hand, the insecure types are assumed to

have at least one negative model concerning either their selves or the unknown.

Of the insecure types, the preoccupied ones are assumed to have a negative
model of self, but a positive model of the unknown, such that they are assumed to
have inclinations to approach the unknown but lack the necessary self-confidence to
do so. The dismissing ones, on the other hand, are assumed to have a positive
model of self, but a negative one for the unknown which they are assumed to avoid.
Finally, those with the fearful style, with two negative working models, are also

assumed to avoid the unknown which they fear.

In order to measure the above-noted secure and insecure exploration types,
general and domain-specific exploration scales were developed as considered in
more detail later in the Method section. Briefly, these scales consisted of short
paragraphs tapping the secure, preoccupied, dismissing, and fearful exploration
styles in each of the general and specific domains, consisting of the cognitive, self-
related, relational, spatial, and time-related domains. Within the limits and
purposes of the present dissertation, in general, only the security of exploration
(rather than types of insecurity) is considered in relation to attachment security
using Bartholomew and Horowitz’s related and parallel scale as further explained in

the Method section.

24



1.4.2. Conceptualization of Exploration Orientation as General and/or

Domain-Specific

An important problem in the attachment literature concerns the
conceptualization of attachment style as a general, trait-like or as a relationship-
specific orientation. Bowlby (1969/1982) regarded attachment style as a persistent
trait-like characteristic. Accordingly, as noted above, he argued that one's early
expectations, derived from repeated interactions with the primary caregiver in time
are organized into internal working models which tend to persist by becoming
integrated into the personality structure; and hence serve as prototypic internal

representations for later social relationships.

As noted above, Bowlby's premise that early attachment relationships affect
adult relationships has been supported (e.g., Bartholomew, 1993; Hazan & Shaver,
1987). However, some other investigators have argued and provided support that
attachment styles may not only reflect some enduring characteristics of individuals,
but one's attachment behaviors in particular relationships may also depend on one's
working models for that specific relationship or context (Baldwin, Keelan, Fehr,
Enns, & Koh-Rangarajoo, 1996; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Berlin &
Cassidy, 1999; Collins & Read, 1994; Cozzarelli, Hoekstra, & Bylsma, 2000;
Furman, Simon, Shaffer, & Bouchey, 2002; Imamoglu & Imamoglu, 2004; Ross &
Spinner, 2001). For example, Imamoglu & Imamoglu (2004) found that Turkish
individuals' attachment orientations in different contexts (i.e., family, peer, romantic
contexts) depend on both their general orientations as well as the similarity of the
contexts concerned. Thus, attachment styles can be conceptualized as both general

and context-specific orientations.
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In the present study, parallel with the findings concerning attachment, the
exploration orientation was also conceptualized as both a general orientation,
associated with prototypic internal representations, as well as domain-specific
orientations. As noted above and further explained later on, exploration orientation
was considered in the cognitive, relational, spatial, self- and time-related domains.
Although some domain-related differences were expected, still the domain-specific
exploration orientations were expected to be associated with each other as well as

the general exploration orientation.

1.4.3. Relationship between Secure Attachment-Exploration and Self-

Construals

As noted above, Bowlby’s idea of working models is used to refer to mental
representations the individual forms concerning the self and others, on the basis of
past interactions with attachment figures. In fact, Bartholomew and Horowitz
(1991) stated that the self model represents a fundamental dimension of the
individual’s attachment style. As mentioned before, related studies generally
studied people’s ideas and behaviors about relationships (e.g., Hazan & Shaver,
1987), and found secure and insecure groups to differ in terms of expectations,
perceptions, and functioning in close relationships (e.g., Feeney & Noller, 1990;

Mikulincer & Erev, 1991; Pietromonaco & Carnelley, 1994).

However, apart from one’s conceptions of relationships, attachment
experiences’ impact on his or her self-conception is also a central idea in attachment
theory, as noted before. Accordingly, on the basis of secure attachment

experiences, people may learn to feel valued by others and come to value
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themselves. In contrast, those who feel rejected by others may learn to feel
unworthy of love. These expectations were tested in terms of self-esteem, and as
noted above, secure adults were found to have higher self-esteem than insecure ones
(e.g., Bylsma, Cozzarelli, & Stimer, 1997; Feeney & Noller, 1990; Griffin &
Bartholomew, 1994), while one study found no difference between secure and

avoidant adults (Collins & Read, 1990).

Mikulincer (1995) extended these findings beyond positivity to content and
structure of self-representations. Specifically, he showed that secure people have
more positive self-views but admit some negative attributes as well; more complex
self-schemas (differentiated and integrated self-structures) and show low self-
discrepancies. However, he has noted that these differences may reflect general
differences in cognitive organization or skills, and need to be studied using different

techniques.

The above-noted study by Mikulincer (1995) was based on Hazan and
Shaver's (1987) tripartite model. In a direct test of the relationship between
attachment orientations and self-construals, Imamoglu & Imamoglu (2005) used
Bartholomew and Horowitz's (1991) four-category attachment classification and
Imamoglu's (1995, 1998, 2003) Balanced Integration Differentiation (BID) model
of self-construals, as explained below. Briefly, BID model considers the
individuational and relational self orientations as distinct and complementary in that
the former refers to an intrapersonal differentiative orientation while the latter refers
to an interpersonal integrative orientation. Those high in individuation are said to
develop with an internal frame of reference according to their personal abilities,

inclinations, and own wishes, whereas those low in individuation (i.e., the
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“normatively patterned”) are considered to develop with an external frame of
reference according to normative expectations and social control. On the other
hand, the high and low ends of the relational orientation refer to being related and
separated, respectively. A combination of the high and low ends of these two
distinct dimensions yields four self construal types; i.e., separated-individuated,
separated-patterned, related-patterned, and related-individuated. Of these, only the
related-individuated self-construal is asserted and found to represent a balanced
state of differentiation and integration, and hence, a state of optimal human

functioning (Imamoglu, 2002, 2003).

In line with the studies that relate secure attachment to positive self-
representations and functioning in close relationships referred to above (e.g.,
Feeney & Noller, 1990; Mikulincer, 1995), Imamoglu and Imamoglu (2005) found
the more securely attached individuals to have more related-individuated, or
balanced self-construals than the insecure ones. However, attachment seemed to be
mostly associated with the relational rather than the individuational orientation.
Thus, in the present study, in line with Imamoglu's (2003) suggestion that
attachment and exploration orientations may represent the foundations of the
relational and individuational self orientations, respectively, secure attachment was
expected to be associated with relatedness, while secure exploration with
individuation, since the former tends to be more affective-relational, while the latter
more intrinsic motivational in nature (Imamoglu, 2003), as further considered

below.
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1.4.4. Relationship between Secure Attachment-Exploration and

Positive Affective- Relational and Intrinsic Motivational Orientations

In line with Bowlby’s idea of “internal working models” regarding self and
significant others, past literature indicates that secure attachment tends to be
associated with positive affectivity concerning both self and relationship partners;
for example, as noted above, compared to insecure ones, secure individuals tend to
have higher self-esteem (e.g., Bylsma, Cozzarelli, & Siimer, 1997; Feeney &
Noller, 1990; Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994) and to have more trusting, happy and
friendly close relationships with others (e.g., Feeney & Noller, 1990; Hazan &
Shaver, 1987). In line with these findings, secure attachment was expected to be
associated with feeling satisfied with one’s self and with positive models of self and
others. Furthermore, such a positive affective state was also expected to be
extended to a positive outlook to the future. In other words, in addition to being
more likely to be satisfied with themselves and others, secure individuals were
expected to have more positive future expectations or to be more optimistic about

the future than insecure ones.

Unlike the affective-relational aspects, the relationship between secure
attachment and intrinsic motivational variables has not been explored except for
some recent studies mentioned above (e.g., Mikulincer, 1997). This may be
because secure attachment has been construed as having implications for close
relationships. However, as noted before, due to the interplay between attachment
and exploration, one may expect those who are securely attached to show more
intrinsic motivational orientations. In fact, Mikulincer (1997) found a secure

attachment working model to be positively associated with information search and
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integration of new information within cognitive structures. In other words, securely
attached individuals seem to have more open and flexible minds, and may be more

likely to describe themselves as curious.

In view of the above-noted findings, secure attachment may be expected to
be associated with higher intrinsic motivation (e.g., having higher need for
cognition, curiosity, and tolerance for ambiguity). However, our expectations were
based on Imamoglu's (2002, 2003) findings that individuation and relatedness tend
to be associated with qualitatively different domains (i.e., the former being intrinsic
motivational, the latter being affective-relational in nature) and her assertion that
those self orientations are founded on exploration and attachment orientations,
respectively, which tend to complement each other. Thus, within the present
conceptual framework, secure exploration was expected to be a stronger predictor
of intrinsic motivational variables than secure attachment. On the other hand,
secure attachment was expected to be a stronger predictor of affective-relational
variables than secure exploration. Still, however, due to their complementary
relationship both attachment and exploration might, to some degree, be expected to

be positively associated with both domains.

Expecting exploration tendencies to be associated more with the intrinsic
motivational domain is also consistent with the related conceptualizations of
curiosity. For instance, the dictionary defines curiosity in terms of “A desire to
learn or know; something novel or extraordinary that arouses interest” (Webster's 11
new Riverside university dictionary, 1984, p.337). Accordingly, related literature
has considered curiosity in terms of such variables as novelty, complexity, conflict,

and ambiguity. For example, Berlyne (1960) proposed two types of exploratory
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tendencies: diversive and specific curiosity, referring to actively seeking out novelty
and challenge and seeking depth in a particular area of knowledge or experience,
respectively. Regulating self to seek out novelty and challenge has been regarded
as intrinsically motivating (Kashdan, Rose, & Fincham, 2004; Ryan & Deci, 2000).
Thus, secure exploration more than attachment, was expected to be positively
associated with variables of the intrinsic motivational domain such as curiosity,
need for cognition (defined as the tendency to engage in and enjoy thinking, by
Cacioppo and Petty, 1982), and tolerance for ambiguity (defined as “...a
willingness to accept a state of affairs capable of alternate interpretations, or of
alternate outcomes...Low ambiguity tolerance is shown by the desire to have

everything reduced to black and white” (English & English, 1958, p. 24).

1.4.5. Overview of Basic Research Questions and Expectations

The basic research questions addressed in the present dissertation are briefly

summarized below together with the related expectations.

Question 1. How can exploration orientation be conceptualized? Can it
be conceptualized in terms of the dimensions of trust for self and approaching

the unknown as proposed by the two-dimensional model?

In line with the two-dimensional four-category model proposed above, it
was expected that trust for self and approaching the unknown would constitute two
basic dimensions of the exploration orientation. Different combinations of these

dimensions were assumed to yield four different exploration tendencies, of which
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only being high in both dimensions (i.e., high trust for self and high tendency to

approach the unknown) represented a secure exploration orientation.

Question 2. (a) Does secure exploration represent a general or domain-
specific orientation? In other words, does it vary according to different
domains or not? (b) If so, then how are general and domain-specific

exploration orientations related with each other?

In line with the related studies concerning attachment (e.g., Collins & Read,
1994; Cozzarelli et al., 2000; Imamoglu & Imamoglu, 2004; Ross & Spinner,
2001), it was expected that (a) the degree to which one feels secure in exploration
may show variation across domains; e.g., cognitive, relational, self-related, spatial,
and future-related domains. For instance, a person who feels quite at ease about
exploring the physical environment may not feel equally secure in thinking about
himself/ herself or relationships with others. Still, however, again in parallel to
related findings concerning attachment, it was expected that (b) secure exploration
can also be considered as a general trait-like characteristic; that is, someone who
tends to be high in general exploration orientation might be expected to feel
relatively more secure in all domains than a generally less secure person. Thus,
secure exploration can be understood as both a general orientation as well as a

domain-specific one.

Question 3. How are secure exploration and secure attachment
orientations related with each other? That is, what is the nature of the

relationship between secure attachment and secure exploration?
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In contrast to the interpretation of attachment theory that regards exploration
to be inevitably linked with the primary attachment system but in congruence with
the original premise (that regards attachment and exploration as separate and
complementary systems), secure exploration and secure attachment were expected
to represent two separate but complementary (i.e., somewhat positively associated)
orientations. That is, they were not expected to be very strongly correlated so as to
imply that exploration system tends to be inevitably linked with the primary
attachment system. It was considered that such a conceptualization is more
congruent with the recent culture-related critiques of the attachment theory, as
considered above (Rothbaum, Pott et al., 2000; Rothbaum, Weisz, et al., 2000) and
more in line with the self-construal related suggestions of the BID model

(Imamoglu, 2003).

To further analyze the nature of the link between attachment and exploration
systems, the concept of separation-differentiation security was proposed to refer to
feeling secure (rather than anxious) about physically separating or having ideas that
diverge from one’s family, and hence feeling secure about differentiating according
to one’s inner referents. It was assumed that for securely separating and
differentiating, one needs to feel assured about the mutual love-acceptance in one’s
relations with the family, as described by Imamoglu (2003) in her proposal of
“balanced” family contexts. As such, separation-differentiation security was
proposed as a conceptual link between attachment and exploration systems. Thus, it
was expected that separation-differentiation security would mediate between secure

attachment and secure exploration, having stronger links with the latter.
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Question 4. How are secure attachment and exploration orientations
related with relational and individuational self-construal orientations? How
are attachment and exploration orientations associated with different self-

construal types?

In line with Imamoglu’s (2003) suggestion that attachment and exploration
can be considered to represent the origins of the relational and individuational
orientations, respectively, secure attachment was expected to be a stronger predictor
of relatedness and secure exploration was expected to be a stronger predictor of
individuation. Accordingly, individuals with balanced or related-individuated self-
construals were expected to be more secure in both attachment and exploration, as
compared particularly to those having the most unbalanced, separated-patterned

type of self-construal.

Question 5. How are secure attachment and exploration orientations
associated with variables representing affective-relational and intrinsic
motivational domains? That is, do they predict those variables equally well or

in a differentiated manner?

Our expectations were in line with the findings based on the BID model and
other related studies noted above, which indicated relatedness and individuation to
be associated with affective-relational and intrinsic-motivational domains,
respectively (Imamoglu, 2002, 2003). Accordingly, attachment was expected to be
associated basically with the affective-relational variables; namely, positive self-
and other-models, self-satisfaction, positive future expectations, relatedness, low

trait anxiety, and trust for self. On the other hand, exploration was expected to be
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associated basically with intrinsic-motivational variables; i.e., need for cognition,
curiosity, need for exploration, approaching the unknown, individuation, tolerance
for ambiguity, and separation-differentiation security. However, in line with the
proposed complementary relationship, positive linkages were expected between
attachment and exploration orientations and the variables associated with each, as
proposed by the BID model. Hence, for instance, variables of the intrinsic
motivational domain might also be associated with the attachment system, but only

weakly, compared to the exploration system; and vice versa.

Question 6. Does an orientation involving both secure attachment and
secure exploration represent a more optimal state of psychological functioning
(in terms of the variables considered), than orientations involving other

combinations of attachment and exploration?

Assuming attachment and exploration to be distinct systems, four affective-
motivational types of orientations were proposed by crossing these distinct
dimensions; i.e., secure-safe, (high in both attachment security and exploration
security), secure-unsafe (high in attachment security, low in exploration security),
insecure-safe (low in attachment security, high in exploration security), and
insecure-unsafe (low in both attachment and exploration security). Of these, the
secure-safe orientation type was expected to represent an optimal state of
psychological functioning in all of the affective-relational and intrinsic-motivational
variables noted above, particularly as compared to the insecure-unsafe type; i.e., the
secure-safe respondents were expected to be significantly more related,
individuated, to have positive self and other models, positive future orientation,

trust for self, low trait anxiety, high need for cognition, curiosity, need for
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exploration, high tendency to approach the unknown, tolerance for ambiguity and

separation-differentiation security.

Question 7. Are there gender differences in secure exploration

orientation as related to the variables considered?

In general, the basic mechanisms concerning exploration and attachment
systems were expected to apply to both males and females. However, some relative
gender differences can be expected for females to be more secure in both
attachment and exploration-related variables than males in view of the findings
which indicate the well-educated females to score higher in both relatedness and
individuation than the males (e.g., Imamoglu, 2003; Imamoglu & Karakitapoglu-

Aygiin, in press; Kurt, 2000).
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CHAPTER 2

METHOD

2.1. Participants

Four-hundred and thirty-four Turkish university students (280 female, 154
male) participated in the study. The participants were students in psychology
courses from three universities in Ankara; i.e., Middle East Technical University,
Bilkent University, and Hacettepe University, with a mean age of 21 (Range: 17-
36). Most of the students were of urban background (91 %). Most of their fathers
were university graduates and post-graduates (54 %), and 27 % were high school
graduates, whereas 19 % had junior-high or elementary level education or less;
respective percentages for mothers were 35 %, 29 %, and 36 %. Of the mothers, 65
9% were homemakers. Thus, most of the students who participated in the study

came from the middle-upper socioeconomic status (SES).

2.2. Measures

The questionnaire administered consisted of demographic questions and
scales to be checked. The scales described below were presented so that similar
types of scales (e.g., scales measuring exploration in different domains) were placed

at different places in the questionnaire. In doing so, it was hoped that different
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scales would serve as buffers for each other and control response sets. The scales
for which only the English-forms were available (i.e., Curiosity and Exploration
Inventory, and Tolerance for Ambiguity Scale) were translated to Turkish by two
bilingual psychologists and checked by another bilingual judge through back

translations.

2.2.1. Relationship Questionnaire (RQ)

Bartholomew & Horowitz’s (1991) measure of attachment styles consisting
of four descriptive paragraphs (representing secure, preoccupied, dismissing, and
fearful styles) was used in the study as the core measure of the participants’
attachment orientation (see Appendix A.l.). Participants were asked to respond to
each paragraph using 7-point scales (1= not at all descriptive of me, 7= totally
descriptive of me). The Turkish form of this scale was previously used by Siimer
and Giingor (1999) who reported that the scale has acceptable psychometric

characteristics.

2.2.2. Positive Model of Self and Positive Model of Other Scales

Considering that a model of self and a model of other are the two basic
dimensions of attachment orientation, Positive Model of Self and Positive Model of
Other Scales have been developed for the present purposes (see Appendix A.2.1.
and A.2.2.). In both scales, participants were asked to respond to the items using 7-

point scales (1= totally disagree, 7= totally agree).

Positive Model of Self Scale consisted of nine items measuring one’s views

of self (e.g., “I am happy with the way I am”, “Instead of accepting me the way |
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am, I sometimes feel that my family expects me to be a different person”-reverse
item). High mean scores on this scale indicate having a positive mental

representation of oneself.

Positive Model of Other Scale consisted of nine items measuring the way
one perceives other people (e.g., “I believe that the positive characteristics of the
people I know are more than the negative ones”, “I guess it is best to keep away
from people”-reverse item). High mean scores on this scale indicate having a

positive mental representation of other people.

2.2.3. The Exploration Questionnaire

An exploration scale parallel to Bartholomew and Horowitz’s (1991)
attachment measure, Relationship Questionnaire (RQ), has been developed for the
present purposes. The Exploration Questionnaire consisted of six sets of four
paragraphs; of these, one set involves the general exploration orientations, while the
other five sets concern domain-specific exploration orientations, i.e., cognitive,
relational, self-related, spatial, and time-related domains. For each set, participants
are asked to rate how descriptive each paragraph is of themselves on 7-point scales

(1= not at all descriptive, 7= totally descriptive).

In line with the four-category exploration model proposed in the
Introduction above, and as shown in Appendix A.3., the general version aimed to
enquire about secure, preoccupied, dismissing, and fearful exploration orientations
in general. The cognitive version asked specifically about cognitive explorations
(e.g., thinking, knowledge). The relational one asked about exploring people, i.e.,

new people with different characteristics. The self-related version enquired about
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being open to learning things about oneself, i.e., exploring the origins and depths of
one’s emotions and thoughts and discovering new characteristics. The spatial
version involved exploring new, unfamiliar places and their nature and
characteristics. Finally, the time-related version asked about going beyond the
present to explore the future, i.e., to think, imagine and/or plan about the unknown,

novel aspects of the future.

In each set of four paragraphs, the first paragraph about secure exploration
stated that one feels comfortable with oneself in such exploratory acts; the second
one about preoccupied exploration, stated that although one would be interested in
exploring, one feels anxious about not being able to cope with it; the third
paragraph about dismissing exploration, stated that one is not interested in exploring
the unknown and is very content with one already knows; finally, the last paragraph

about fearful exploration, stated feeling uneasy and fearful about the unknown.

2.2.4. Trust for Self and Approaching the Unknown Scales

These scales were developed in accordance with the proposal that trust for
self and approaching the unknown may underlie the basic dimensions of the
exploratory orientation, as explained in the Introduction. Each scale consisted of
eight items to which participants were to respond using 7-point scales of
agreement/disagreement (1=strongly disagree, 7=strongly agree). Three items in
each scale were reverse-scored to protect against response bias. High scores
indicated high trust for self and high tendency to approach the unknown,

respectively.
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The Trust for Self scale consisted of items tapping the degree to which one
feels trust for oneself that he or she can cope with the difficulties or novelties in life
(see Appendix A.4.1.). Some sample items may be “I generally trust myself”; “I
often feel helpless in coping with the difficulties of life”(reverse scored);
“Regardless of whether or not there are people whom I can count on, I feel that I

can always count on myself”.

On the other hand, the Approaching the Unknown scale aimed to measure
the degree to which one tends to approach or avoid the unknown (see Appendix
A.4.2.). Some sample items may be stated as follows: “In general I identify with
the idea of ‘stay away from the unknown, abide by the known’.”(reverse scored);

“The unknown things seem to attract me”; “I regard the idea of travelling in time or

the universe interesting and appealing”.

2.2.5. The Need for Exploration Scale

Thirty-nine items were created to tap the need for exploration in different
domains; e.g., cognitive, interpersonal, spatial, temporal, self-related (see Appendix
A.5.). Twenty-one of these were reverse items to control for response biases. Some
sample items are: “Instead of trying newly opened shops, I prefer to shop at those I
am accustomed to” (reverse item); “I enjoy questioning ideas which are taken for
granted”; “I am interested in discovering new places”; “I am curious about the
personality characteristics of the people I know”; “Rather than thinking about an
unknown future, I am more interested in the known present time” (reverse item).

High mean scores on this scale indicate having a high need for exploration.
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2.2.6. Separation-Differentiation Security Scale

This scale consists of 15 items created for the present purposes (see
Appendix A.6.). Separation-differentiation security has been defined as the
freedom to think, feel and act in a genuine way without fear of losing or not being
able to feel the love and acceptance of one’s family. That is, it is proposed that
those individuals characterized by separation-differentiation security would feel that
the love of their families has become so much a part of themselves that they could
feel it even if they were separated physically (a strong sense of felt security); and so
they would not feel anxious about being their true selves or expressing their
differences. Some sample items may be stated as follows: “Because I always feel
my family’s love inside me, I can work even at far away places”; “I cannot be
separated from my family even if it is for a brief period of time” (reverse scored);
“Having different opinions from those of my family makes me anxious” (reverse
scored); “Even if I think differently on some issues, I always feel that my family’s
support is with me”. Eight of the 15 items were reverse scored to control for
response bias. Respondents were asked to indicate their degree of agreement or
disagreement with the items using 7-point scales (1=strongly disagree, 7=strongly

agree). High mean scores indicated high separation-differentiation security.

2.2.7. The Balanced Integration-Differentiation (BID) Scale

Imamoglu’s (1998, 2003) self-construal scale is made up of two subscales
(see Appendix A.7.). The Interrelational Orientation subscale consists of 16 items
measuring interpersonal integration (i.e., having and valuing close emotional ties to

one's family and others). A high score on this scale indicates feelings of
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relatedness, whereas a low score indicates feelings of separatedness. Cronbach's
alpha values for this subscale have been reported to vary between .80 and .91 in
different studies. (Gezici & Giiveng, 2003; Giiler, 2004; Imamoglu, 1998, 2003;
Imamoglu-Karakitapoglu-Aygiin, in press; Kurt, 2000). The second subscale of the
measure, the Self-Developmental Orientation subscale, consists of 13 items
measuring intrapersonal differentiation toward individuation (i.e., relying on one's
inner qualities and interests as a developmental frame of reference, rather than
accommodating oneself to a normative frame of reference). A high score on this
subscale refers to a self-developmental tendency toward individuation, whereas a
low score refers to a tendency toward normative patterning. Cronbach's alpha
values for this subscale have been reported to vary between .74 and .82 in previous
studies (Gezici & Giiveng, 2003; Giiler, 2004; Imamoglu, 1998, 2003; Imamoglu-
Karakitapoglu-Aygiin, in press; Kurt, 2000). Test-retest reliability of the BID scale
was found to be .82 (Giiler, 2004). In congruence with the other scales used in the
present study, the BID Scale was also used as a 7-point scale (1= totally disagree,
T=totally agree). The mean scores on the two subscales were used to measure

relatedness and individuation, respectively.

2.2.8. Need for Cognition Scale (NCS)

Cacioppo and Petty's (1982) Need for Cognition Scale is a measure of the
tendency to engage in and enjoy thinking. Originally, NCS had 45 items; of these,
34 items were retained in Cacioppo and Petty's later studies. In adapting the
Turkish version used in the present study, Imamoglu (2001) started out with the

original 45 items, and reduced the number of items to 27 (see Appendix A.8.).
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Cronbach's alpha values of the Turkish form were reported to be .88 and .91.
(Imamoglu, 2001, 2003, respectively). Participants were asked to rate the items on

7-point scales (1= totally disagree, 7= totally agree).

2.2.9. Tolerance for Ambiguity Scale

This scale is a combination of six items selected from the Intolerance of
Ambiguity Scale developed by Budner (1962), and 12 items selected from the
Revised Scale for Ambiguity Tolerance (Revision of the Rydell and Rosen, 1966
scale) by MacDonald (1970). The idea in selecting these items was to include those
with high face validity and cross-cultural relevance. We aimed to be able to come
up with a reliable measure of the tolerance for ambiguity by using the best items of
this combined scale. The reliabilities of the existing scales seemed less than
satisfactory; for example, those for Budner’s scale varied between .39 and .62 for
different samples (Budner, 1962). On the other hand, although MacDonald (1970)
reported improving the reliability of the 16-item Rydell and Rosen (1966) scale
(from .64 to .86) by adding four more items, some of the items did not appear to
have face validity; e.g., “Sometimes I rather enjoy going against the rules and doing
things I’'m not supposed to do”’; or “Perfect balance is the essence of all good
composition”; or did not seem to be clear, e.g., “I would rather bet, 1 to 6 on a long
shot than 3 to 1 on a probable winner”. Thus, the 18 items shown in Appendix A.9.
were presented to participants who were asked to indicate their degree of agreement
or disagreement using 7-point scales (1=strongly disagree, 7=strongly agree).
Fourteen of the items were reverse scored so that high scores indicated high

tolerance for ambiguity.
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2.2.10. Curiosity and Exploration Inventory (Trait Version)

Kashdan, Rose, and Fincham’s (2004) Curiosity and Exploration Inventory
was used in the study as one of the measures of exploration orientation (see
Appendix A.10.). It consists of seven items, which gives an index of curiosity (e.g.,
“I am not the type of person who probes deeply into new situations or things”-
reverse scored). Respondents were asked to rate the items on a 7-point scale (1=
totally disagree, 7= totally agree). Alpha for the original scale has been reported to

vary between .72 and .80 (Kashdan et al., 2004).

2.2.11. Self-Satisfaction Index

This index, developed by Imamoglu (2001), consists of six questions asking
how satisfied or pleased one feels with oneself; how competent one feels; to what
degree one feels one has achieved one's goals; how satisfied one feels with one's life
in general; and if it were possible, to what extent one would wish to change oneself
(see Appendix A.11.). Respondents were asked to rate the items by using 5-point
scales (1= not at all, 5= very). Higher mean scores on this index were considered to
indicate self-satisfaction, with Cronbach's alpha values of .88 and .86 in previous

studies (Imamoglu, 2001, 2003, respectively).

2.2.12. Positive Future Expectations Scale

This scale developed by Imamoglu (2001) consists of five items concerned
with the degree to which one has positive or negative expectations for one’s future
(see Appendix A.12.). Some sample items are: “I am optimistic about achieving my

future aims”; “I can be regarded as pessimistic concerning my personal future.”
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(reverse scored). The Cronbach's alpha coefficients of this scale were found to be

.85 (Imamoglu, 2001) and .93 (Giiler, 2004) in previous studies.

2.2.13. Trait Anxiety Scale

State-Trait Anxiety Scale’s (Spielberger, Gorsuch, & Lushene, 1970) 20-
item Trait Anxiety subscale was used as a measure of anxiety (see Appendix A.13.).
The Turkish version (LeCompte & Oner, 1976) of the scale was found to have
acceptable psychometric characteristics. LeCompte and Oner have reported the
Cronbach's alpha coefficients to be between .83 and .87; and test-retest reliabilities
were reported to vary between .71 and .86. Some sample items are: “I worry about
trivial stuff”, “I usually do not trust myself”, “I am generally happy” (reverse item).
Higher mean scores on this scale indicate high trait anxiety. Respondents were

asked to rate the items on a 7-point scale (1= totally disagree, 7= totally agree).

2.3. Procedure

Participants were asked to complete the questionnaire set in classroom
settings. They were given the instructions: “This study aims to understand your
views about yourself and other people. There are no right or wrong answers, and
you are not asked to write your names. What is important is that you express your
sincere thoughts openly and provide answers on the basis of your initial reactions.
Please answer all of the following questions sincerely. Thank you very much for
your participation”. The participants were given bonus grades for their participation

in the study. The time for completing the questionnaire was about 30-50 minutes.
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CHAPTER 3

RESULTS

Data have been analyzed in accordance with the seven basic questions raised
in the Introduction. Hence, the results are presented by following the order of the
questions except for the seventh question regarding gender differences. If
applicable, results involving gender are presented as related to the analyses
concerning other questions. Also, although the relationship between attachment and
exploration was related with the third question, results concerning the distinct
nature of these two orientations are reported first because the measures specified in

those analyses have been used in later analyses.

Descriptive information about the characteristics of the scales with regards
to the present study has been summarized in Table 3.1. More detailed information
about the analyses involving the factor structure of the newly developed or adapted
scales can be found in Appendix B. As can be seen in Table 3.1, the Cronbach's
alpha coefficients of all the scales were found to be acceptable. Further reference
will be made to the characteristics of the specific scales when reporting the related

results below.
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Table 3.1. Descriptive Information About the Scales Used in the Present Study

Measures Number Mean SD o
of Items
Composite Exploration Index 24 5.57 81 93
General Exploration 4 5.37 .99 .82
Relational Exploration 4 541 1.01 718
Cognitive Exploration 4 5.46 92 .79
Self-Related Exploration 4 5.66 92 76
Spatial Exploration 4 5.78 93 .80
Time-Related Exploration 4 5.39 .99 .80
Need for Exploration 39 5.06 .68 93
Approaching the Unknown 8 5.39 92 .88
Trust for Self 8 5.30 91 .88
Separation-Differentiation Security 15 5.39 .76 .84
Spatial Separation Security 7 5.30 1.03 .86
Parental Acceptance Security 4 5.56 1.17 .85
Psychological Differentiation Security 4 5.39 1.06 .79
Composite Attachment Index 19 4.94 .88 .85
Attachment (Simple Measure) 1 4.67 1.61
Positive Model of Self 9 5.19 .86 78
Positive Model of Other 9 4.95 .83 g7
Tolerance for Ambiguity 16 4.16 73 .80
Self Developmental Orientation Scale 13 5.28 5 .83
(Individuation)
Interrelational Orientation Scale (Relatedness) 16 5.13 .99 .90
Need for Cognition 27 5.09 72 92
Curiosity and Exploration Inventory 7 4.84 93 .80
Self-Satisfaction 6 3.39 .70 .88
Trait Anxiety 20 3.48 .80 .89
Positive Future Expectations 5 5.56 1.02 92

3.1. Analyses Concerning Question 3: Attachment and Exploration as

Distinct Orientations

As noted above, in this section the results of analyses involving correlations

and factor analysis of the data on secure, preoccupied, dismissing, and fearful styles
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of both attachment and exploration are reported. In doing so, an attempt was made
to investigate the nature of the relationship between secure attachment and secure

exploration measures, in relation to Question 3.

3.1.1. Relationships Between General Attachment and Exploration

Ratings for Secure, Preoccupied, Dismissing, and Fearful Tendencies

3.1.1.1. Intercorrelations Between Related Variables

To explore how secure, preoccupied, dismissing, and fearful attachment
orientations were associated with the respective general exploration orientations,
intercorrelations were calculated as shown in Table 3.2. As can be seen in Table
3.2, all the correlations involving secure and insecure types of exploration were
significant, coefficients ranging between .48 and .59 (p < .001). On the other hand,
the correlations between the four secure and insecure styles of attachment
orientations were generally nonsignificant for the dismissing type, and were .30 and
.33, respectively for the preoccupied with secure and the preoccupied with fearful
tendencies (p < .001). The only relatively strong association was between the two

poles of secure and fearful attachment orientations (r = .56, p < .001).

As for the associations involving attachment and exploration orientations,
the correlations were either nonsignificant (for those involving dismissing
orientations) or significant but weak (correlation coefficients ranging between .08

and .27).
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Table 3.2. Intercorrelations Between Secure, Preoccupied, Dismissing, and Fearful

Styles of Attachment and Respective General Exploration Orientations

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Attachment
1. Secure _
2. Preoccupied (R) 3077 _
3. Dismissing (R) .01 -.05 _
4. Fearful (R) 56" 337 107 _
Exploration
5. Secure 217 08" .05 197 _
6. Preoccupied (R) 277 237 .01 2077 577 _
7. Dismissing (R) .05 09" 04 .06 567" 48 _
8. Fearful (R) 237 157 .01 17 517 52 597

Note: Items indicated as (R) indicate items recoded so that higher scores imply lower preoccupied,

dismissing or fearful scores. p <.05; p<.01;  p<.001

3.1.1.2. Factor Analysis of Related Variables

To explore whether ratings for the paragraphs representing secure,
preoccupied, dismissing, and fearful exploration orientations tend to be distinct
from those of attachment orientations, a varimax rotated principal axis factoring
was conducted. According to eigenvalue greater-than-one and explained variance
greater than 5 % criteria, two factors were obtained. As can be seen in Table 3.3,
ratings for the four exploration paragraphs constituted the Exploration Factor,
which explained 27.29 % of the total variance. The fearful, secure, and preoccupied
attachment tendencies formed the Attachment Factor, which explained 17.05 % of
the variance. On the other hand, the dismissing attachment tendency did not load
on any of the factors (in the three-factor solution it appeared as a separate weak
factor explaining only 4.26 % of the variance). Thus, ratings of the four paragraphs
involving exploration seemed to form a response domain distinct from those of the

attachment domain.
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3.1.2. The Measures for Secure Attachment and Secure Exploration

Orientations Used in the Present Study

Since the basic aim of the present dissertation was to explore general and
domain-specific secure exploration as related to secure attachment (rather than
exploring the relationships between secure, preoccupied, dismissing, fearful
tendencies), mean secure exploration orientation measures were calculated by

finding the means of the secure and the reverse-coded insecure ratings separately

Table 3.3. Results of the Varimax Rotated Factor Analysis Involving Ratings for

Secure, Preoccupied, Dismissing and Fearful Orientations

Items Loading

Factor 1- Exploration Orientation
(eigenvalue = 2.93, explained variance = 27.29 %)

Dismissing Exploration (R) 78
Secure Exploration 73
Fearful Exploration (R) 12
Preoccupied Exploration (R) .68

Factor 2- Attachment Orientation
(eigenvalue = 1.55, explained variance = 17.05 %)

Fearful Attachment (R) 7
Secure Attachment .70
Preoccupied Attachment (R) 40

Dismissing Attachment (R)

for the paragraphs involving general and each of the five specific exploration
domains. As can be seen in Table 3.4, ratings for secure, preoccupied, dismissing,

and fearful exploration orientations all were significantly correlated and item-total
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correlations for each domain were quite high. As shown in Table 3.1, Cronbach’s

alpha coefficients varied between .82 and .76.

On the basis of these alpha coefficients, and other related results noted
above, it was decided that using mean secure exploration scores involving
composite responses to the four secure and insecure exploration paragraphs might
be more reliable than using responses only to the secure exploration paragraphs.
Hence, in the following sections involving secure exploration orientations, mean

composite scores were used, unless otherwise stated.

Unlike the case in exploration orientation, ratings for secure and insecure
attachment orientations could not be combined to yield a single composite score.
As mentioned above, correlations between ratings for different styles of attachment
orientations were not high or were not even significant for the dismissing
attachment orientation. Alpha coefficient for all four items was found to be .52 and
even when the dismissing attachment item was deleted, it was not higher than .66.
On the basis of these findings, in the following sections, mean rating for secure
attachment paragraph was used to represent secure attachment orientation rather

than a composite score of secure and insecure attachment ratings.

Results of a regression analysis indicated that positive self and positive other
scores together explained 22 % of the variance in secure attachment. The
contributions of both variables were significant; standardized Beta coefficients

being .24 and .30 for positive self and other models (p < .000).
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Table 3.4. Correlations Between General and Domain-Specific Ratings for Secure,
Preoccupied, Dismissing, and Fearful Exploration Orientations and

Related Item-Total Correlations

Exploration Styles
Exploration Secure Preoccupied Dismissing Item-Total
Domains Correlations
General (0= .82)
Secure _ .66
Preoccupied (R) .57 _ .62
Dismissing (R) .56 48 _ .65
Fearful (R) 51 52 .59 .65
Cognitive (0= .79)
Secure _ .65
Preoccupied (R) .60 _ .62
Dismissing (R) 44 .35 _ 51
Fearful (R) 49 .53 S1 .63
Relational (0= .77)
Secure _ .67
Preoccupied (R) .50 _ 48
Dismissing (R) .55 32 _ .58
Fearful (R) .52 .39 .55 .60
Self-Related (0= .76)
Secure _ .59
Preoccupied (R) 48 _ .53
Dismissing (R) 48 .34 _ 53
Fearful (R) 42 47 48 58
Spatial (o= .80)
Secure _ .63
Preoccupied (R) .49 _ 57
Dismissing (R) .55 40 _ .60
Fearful (R) .50 .52 .54 .64
Time-Related (0= .80)
Secure _ .64
Preoccupied (R) 52 _ .58
Dismissing (R) .53 .38 _ .57
Fearful (R) 49 .53 51 .64

Note: Ratings for the preoccupied, dismissing and fearful exploration orientations are reverse scored.

All correlations are significant at least at the .001 level.
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3.1.3. Gender Differences in General and Domain-Specific Secure and

Insecure Exploration Orientations

To explore gender differences in exploration orientation, first, a one-way
MANOVA was conducted using gender as the independent variable and four types
of general exploration orientation (i.e., secure, preoccupied, dismissing, and fearful,
the latter three being reverse scored) scores as the dependent variables. Results
indicated that males and females did not differ in terms of general exploration

orientations involving secure, preoccupied, dismissing, and fearful tendencies.

Secondly, to explore domain-specific differences in exploration orientations
separate MANOV As were conducted using gender as the independent variable and
the five exploration domains (i.e., cognitive, relational, self-related, spatial, and
time-related) as the dependent variables, for each of the secure, preoccupied,
dismissing, and fearful tendencies. Related Wilks’ lambda reached significance
only for secure and dismissing exploration tendencies, Fs (5, 428) =4.73 and 5.94,

p < .000, n2 = .05 and .07, respectively.

As shown in Table 3.5, the univariate F tests indicated females to have more
secure exploration orientation than males in all domains except the cognitive for
which they did not differ. On the other hand, the males seemed to show more
dismissing type of exploration tendency than females in all domains although the
trend for the time-related domain did not reach significance. Males also seemed to
have a more fearful tendency in the relational exploration domain as compared to

females (Table 3.5).
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Table 3.5. Gender Differences in Domain-Specific Secure, Preoccupied,

Dismissing, and Fearful Exploration Tendencies

Exploration Female Male F* p MSE |
Domain
M (sd) M (sd)
Secure
Cognitive 5.38 (1.19) 5.38 (1.21) .00 n.s. 1.44 .00
Relational 5.62 (1.19) 5.27 (1.28) 7.78 .006 1.51 .02
Self-related 5.98 (.95) 5.66 (1.22) 9.32 .002 1.12 .02
Spatial 6.05 (1.08) 5.78 (1.14) 5.82 .02 1.22 .01
Time-related 5.56 (1.16) 5.23 (1.33) 7.07 .008 1.50 .02
Preoccupied
Cognitive 2.94 (1.38) 2.78 (1.26) 1.48 n.s. 1.80 .00
Relational 2.89 (1.55) 2.95 (1.34) 1.77 n.s. 2.18 .00
Self-related 2.61 (1.34) 2.69 (1.29) 1.77 n.s. 1.75 .00
Spatial 2.53 (1.39) 2.49 (1.23) .08 n.s. 1.78 .00
Time-related 2.84 (1.33) 2.97 (1.35) .86 n.s. 1.79 .00
Dismissing
Cognitive 2.25 (91) 2.60 (1.24) 10.80 .001 1.08 .02
Relational 247 (1.19) 3.03 (1.42) 19.51 .000 1.63 .04
Self-related 2.11 (1.03) 2.59 (1.36) 16.94 .000 1.33 .04
Spatial 2.13 (1.06) 2.55 (1.27) 13.33 .000 1.30 .03
Time-related 2.57 (1.25) 2.75 (1.25) 2.07 15 1.57 .01
Fearful
Cognitive 2.27 (1.07) 2.32 (1.10) 34 n.s. 1.16 .00
Relational 2.15 (1.15) 243 (1.21) 5.56 .02 1.38 .01
Self-related 2.24 (1.18) 2.38 (1.36) 1.39 n.s. 1.55 .00
Spatial 1.97 (1.08) 2.13 (1.09) 2.11 n.s. 1.18 .01
Time-related 2.35 (1.21) 2.39 (1.10) .10 n.s. 1.37 .00

*df =1, 432.

3.2. Analyses Concerning Question 1: Conceptualization of Exploration

in Terms of Trust for Self and Approaching the Unknown

The analyses reported in this section are concerned with conceptualization

of secure exploration in terms of the dimensions of trust for self and approaching

the unknown. As will be remembered, these two dimensions not only served as the
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basis of the paragraphs representing general and domain-specific exploration
orientations, but were measured also by using the scales of Trust for Self and
Approaching the Unknown. An attempt was made to test the proposed
conceptualization, first by using the scores from the Trust for Self and Approaching
the Unknown Scales to create four-types of exploration; secondly, by using those
two variables as dependent variables in a MANOVA to test the effects of being
high/low in general exploration security; and thirdly, by using those two variables
as predictors of composite secure exploration scores in a regression analysis, as

explained below.

3.2.1. Testing the Validity of the Proposed Four-Category Model of
Exploration Based on the Trust for Self and Approaching the Unknown

Dimensions

Using the medians of the scores from the Trust for Self and Approaching the
Unknown Scales as cut-off points, high (above the median) and low groups were
created, the combinations of which yielded four exploration types. As has been
proposed in the introduction, these were labeled as secure (high on both),
preoccupied (low in trust, high in approach), dismissing (high in trust, low in
approach), and fearful (low in both), in parallel to Bartholomew and Horowitz’s
(1991) Relationship Questionnaire. These four exploration types were used as the

independent variable.

As for the dependent variable, an overall composite secure exploration index
was created by obtaining the mean of the general and the five domain-specific

secure exploration indices (representing the means of each of the four-paragraph
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sets; i.e., paragraphs representing one secure and the reverse scored three insecure

exploration orientations).

A one-way ANOVA was conducted using the four exploration types created
as the independent variable and the overall composite secure exploration index
scores as the dependent variable. Results indicated the exploration types effect to
be significant, F(3, 430) =77.76, p < .000, MSE = .38, 112 =.35. According to
follow-up analysis using Tukey HSD test, the four exploration types appeared to
represent four homogeneous subsets (p < .05), the means of which were: 6.07 for
secure (SD = .55, N = 130), 5.70 for preoccupied (SD = .53, N =79), 5.46 for
dismissing (SD = .60, N= 66), and 4.99 for fearful (SD =.70, N = 159) exploration
orientations. Thus, the four exploration types formed by crossing the trust for self
and approaching the unknown dimensions seemed to form four homogeneous
groups that differ significantly from each other in terms of secure exploration, as

shown in Figure 3.1.

3.2.2. Differences in Trust for Self and Approaching the Unknown

Ratings of Respondents High or Low in Secure Exploration

A 2 (gender) X 2 (secure exploration: low, high) MANOVA conducted on
the data involving trust for self and approaching the unknown indicated the
multivariate effect for secure exploration to be significant, F (2, 429) = 132.77, p <

.000, n2 = .38, whereas that for gender was not significant. According to the related
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Figure 3.1. Mean (composite) secure exploration ratings of the fearful,
dismissing, preoccupied, and secure exploration types (formed by crossing
the high/low groups on the trust for self and approaching the unknown

scales) yielding four homogeneous groups.

univariate tests, respondents high in exploration security had significantly higher
scores in both trusting themselves and in approaching the unknown than those low

in exploration security (see Table 3.6). Being secure in exploration explained 14 %

58



of the variance in trust for self and 35 % of the variance in approaching the

unknown.

Table 3.6. Differences Between Respondents High or Low in General Exploration
Security in Terms of Trust for Self and Approaching the Unknown

General Exploration Security

Low High
Variables M SD M SD F p MSE n’
Trust for Self 4.99 89 5.69 77 67.49  .000 70 14
Approaching the 4.90 .82 6.00 63 229.97  .000 55 35

Unknown

3.2.3. Trust for Self and Approaching the Unknown as Predictors of

Secure Exploration

According to regression analyses, scores from the Trust for Self and
Approaching the Unknown Scales together predicted 54 % of the variance in overall
composite secure exploration scores. The contributions of both variables were
significant (Standardized beta coefficients being .37 and .52 for Trust for Self and

Approaching the Unknown, respectively, p < .000).

3.3. Analyses Concerning Question 2: Relationship Between Different

Types and Measures of Exploration Orientation

The analyses reported in this section are concerned with the nature of the
relationship between general and domain-specific exploration orientations in

relation to Question 2. Accordingly, first, correlations between general and specific
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exploration scores are reported; secondly, the factor analysis of the related data is
considered; thirdly, MANOV A and ANOVA results are reported, involving
differences in domain-specific exploration orientations and need for exploration,
respectively, between respondents high or low in general exploration security;
finally, gender differences in general and specific exploration orientations are

considered.

As explained in the previous section, secure exploration orientation scores
were obtained by finding the means of the respondents’ ratings in response to the
four paragraphs involving secure, preoccupied, dismissing, and fearful exploration
orientations (reverse coding the latter three insecure ratings) for each of the general
and the five specific exploration domains. In the analyses explained in the
following sections, these mean general and domain-specific secure exploration

scores were used, unless otherwise stated.

3.3.1. Correlations Between General and Domain-Specific Secure

Exploration Orientation Scores

To explore the relationships between general and domain-specific
exploration orientations, Pearson correlation coefficients were found. As shown in
Table 3.7, correlations between general and domain-specific secure exploration
mean scores were highly significant (p < .0001). The strength of the correlations
were moderate to strong, range being from .46 (for relational and time-related
exploration) to .70 (for general and cognitive exploration). In fact, a factor analysis

of the data involving the five types of domain-specific secure exploration
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orientations indicated them to be unidimensional, as explained in the following

section.

Table 3.7. Correlations Between General and Domain-Specific Secure Exploration

Mean Scores

Type of General Cognitive Relational  Self- Spatial  Time-
Exploration Related Related
General _

Cognitive .70 _

Relational 54 57 _

Self-Related A48 .65 .52 _

Spatial 52 .62 Sl 52 _
Time-Related 49 .60 46 57 .56

Note: N =434; p <.0001 for all correlations.

3.3.2. Factor Analysis of the Data Involving Different Types of Domain-

Specific Exploration Orientations

Data involving the five types of domain-specific secure exploration scores
were subjected to a factor analysis to explore the basic dimensions of this
orientation. Factor analysis yielded only one factor which explained 64.53 % of the
total variance, with an eigenvalue of 2.93 (see Table 3.8). These findings indicated
that secure exploration orientations in different domains can generally be

considered as a unidimensional orientation.

3.3.3. Domain-Specific Secure Exploration Differences Between
Respondents Who Tend to be High or Low in General Exploration

Security

To examine the domain-specific implications of being high or low in general

exploration security, a 2 (gender) X 2 (secure general exploration: low, high)
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MANOVA was conducted using the five domain-specific secure exploration scores
as the dependent variables. Using Wilks’ lambda, the multivariate general
exploration effect was significant, F (5, 426) = 39.27, p < .000, 112 =.32. As shown

in Table 3.8, all five of the univariate effects were significant. Accordingly,

Table 3.8. Factor Loadings for the Factor Analysis of the Data Involving Domain-

Specific Secure Exploration Orientations

Exploration Types Factor Loadings
Factor 1. Secure Exploration Orientation
Cognitive .84
Relational .76
Self-Related 74
Spatial 73
Time-Related .67

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring

respondents high in general exploration security were significantly more secure in
all domains of exploration, i.e., cognitive, relational, self-related, spatial, and time-
related. As shown in Table 3.9, general exploration security seemed to have more
impact on secure exploration in the cognitive domain (explaining 28 % of the

variance) than in the other domains (explaining 15-17 % of the variance).

The above-noted results were found to be independent of gender. However,
the significant gender differences in domain-specific secure exploration have not

been considered since they have already been reported in section 3.3.5.

62



Table 3.9. Domain-Specific Secure Exploration Differences Between Respondents

High or Low in General Exploration Security

General Exploration Security

Exploration Security Low High
Domains

M SD M SD F* MSE nz
Cognitive 5.01 .86 6.00 .67 170.41 .60 28
Relational 5.02 97 5.89 .84 90.30 .81 A7
Self-related 5.35 .89 6.05 .80 76.80 1 15
Spatial 5.44 .98 6.21 .64 87.59 .70 17
Time-related 5.02 .98 5.83 .80 90.70 .80 17
N 238 196

*df =1, 430; p <.000 for all differences.

3.3.4. Differences in Need for Exploration Between Respondents High or Low

in Secure Exploration

To examine differences in need for exploration between males and females
who tend to be high or low in secure exploration a 2 X 2 ANOVA was conducted.
Both main effects of gender and secure exploration reached significance.
Respondents high in secure exploration (M = 5.42, SD = .56) had significantly
higher need for exploration scores than the low ones (M =4.78, SD = .63), F (1,
430) = 128.98, MSE = .35, p < .000. This effect indicated that being high or low in
secure exploration explained 23% of the variance in need for exploration. As for
the gender main effect, females seemed to be higher in need for exploration than the
males F (1, 430) = 6.14, MSE = .35, p < .01, = .01 (Ms = 5.11, 4.98; SDs = .64,

.73, respectively).

63



3.4. Analyses Concerning Question 3 Continued: Relationship Between

Secure Attachment and Secure Exploration Orientations

As will be remembered, the relationship between attachment and exploration
was briefly considered in section 3.1. in order to test the empirical basis of using
attachment and exploration as distinct measures. In this section, the relationship
between attachment and exploration orientations is pursued further in relation to
Question 3. Accordingly, first, related correlations are considered; secondly, secure
attachment is considered as a predictor of general and domain-specific exploration;
thirdly, secure attachment differences between males and females who tend to be
high/low in exploration security is considered; fourthly, differences in positive self-
other models, trust for self and approaching the unknown, and separation-
differentiation security are considered between respondents high/low in secure
exploration and secure attachment; and finally, separation-differentiation security is

considered as a predictor of secure exploration together with secure attachment.

3.4.1. Correlations Between Secure Exploration, Secure Attachment,

and Related Variables

As will be remembered, correlations between attachment and exploration in
terms of secure, preoccupied, dismissing, and fearful styles were considered above
in section 3.1.1.1. In this section, correlations of general and domain-specific
exploration orientations with attachment-related variables are reported. As can be
seen in Table 3.10, all the correlations between general and domain-specific
exploration scores and attachment-related measures were significant. However, in

general, the correlations of secure attachment scores with general and domain-
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specific exploration scores were significant, but weak, except for Relational
Exploration, which was moderately associated (r = .40). A similar pattern was
obtained for associations involving positive other model, which again seemed to
have a relatively stronger association with Relational Exploration, compared to
other types. The variables of positive self model and separation-differentiation
security also seemed to be consistently associated with general and domain-specific
exploration scores, except for the parental acceptance component of separation-

differentiation security, which, in general, was weakly associated.

Table 3.10. Correlations of General and Domain-Specific Secure Exploration

Scores with Attachment-Related Variables

Secure Exploration

General Cognitive ~ Relational  Self- Spatial ~ Time-
Related Related

Secure 24 23 40 20 .19 18
Attachment
Positive Model .34 .38 .39 42 .29 .36
of Self
Positive Model .29 .29 A7 31 .26 24
of Other
Separation- 42 52 44 44 .50 .56
Differentiation
Security
Separation 42 47 35 .30 45 47
Security
Parental (.09) A5 A7 22 17 22
Acceptance
Differentiation .30 42 .39 44 .38 46
Security

Note: All correlation coefficients are significant at least at the .001 level, except for r = .09, p < .07.
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3.4.2. Secure Attachment as a Predictor of General and Domain-

Specific Secure Exploration

Regression analyses using secure attachment as the independent variable
and general and domain-specific secure exploration scores as the dependent
variables indicated that secure attachment explained 6 % of the variance in secure
general exploration, F (1, 432) =26.59, p <.000; 5 % of the variance in secure
cognitive exploration, F (1, 432) = 24.06, p < .000; 16 % of the variance in secure
relational exploration, F (1, 432) = 83.07, p <.000; 4 % of the variance in secure
self-related exploration, F (1, 432) = 18.13, p <.000; 4 % of the variance in secure
spatial exploration, F (1, 432) = 15.96, p < .000; and 3 % of the variance in time-
related secure exploration, F (1, 432) = 14.30, p <.000. When overall composite
secure exploration scores were considered by combining general and domain-
specific exploration scores, secure attachment explained 9 % of the variance in

secure exploration, F (1, 432) =44.42, p < .000.

3.4.3. Secure Attachment Differences Between Male and Female

Respondents High or Low in Secure Exploration

To explore attachment security differences between males and females who
tend to be high or low in (general) secure exploration, a 2 (gender) X 2 (secure
exploration: low, high) ANOVA was conducted. Results indicated both main
effects to be significant. Respondents high (M =4.98, SD = 1.59) in general
exploration security were more securely attached than the low ones . (M = 4.40, SD

=1.58), F (1, 430) = 4.53, MSE = 2.48, p < .001, n*= .02.
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According to gender main effect, females (M =4.77, SD = 1.55) were more
securely attached than the males (M =4.47, SD = 1.70), F(1, 430) =4.53, , p < .03,

n?=.01. The interaction effect did not reach significance.

3.4.4. Differences in Positive Models of Self and Other Between

Respondents High/Low in Secure Attachment and Secure Exploration

To explore differences in self-other models of male and female respondents
who tend to be high or low in secure attachment and secure (general) exploration, a
2 (gender) X 2 (secure attachment: low, high) X 2 (secure exploration: low, high)
MANOVA was conducted using positive self and positive-other scores as
dependent variables. Using Wilks’ criteria, multivariate effects for both attachment
and exploration were significant, F (2, 425) = 29.34, p < .000, nz =.12;and F (2,
425) =13.60, p < .000, n2 = .06, whereas that for gender was not so. As indicated
by eta-squares, attachment seemed to have twice as much impact on self-other

models.

As shown in Table 3.11, the related univariate tests indicated that
respondents high in attachment security had more positive self and other models
than the low ones. Secure attachment explained 9 % of the variance in both self and
other models. Similarly, respondents high rather than low in exploration security
had more positive self and other models (Table 3.11). However, exploration
security seemed to have less impact than attachment security (variance explained by

exploration being .05 and .03 for self and other models, respectively).
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Table 3.11. Differences Between Respondents Low or High in Secure Attachment

and Secure Exploration in Terms of Related Variables

Low High

Variables M SD M SD F n’

Secure Attachment
Positive Model of Self 4.97 .88 5.56 67 42517 .09
Positive Model of Other 4.72 79 5.32 76 4152 .09
Separation-Differentiation 5.25 73 5.63 75 11.80° .03
Security
Spatial Separation 5.14 1.05 5.57 93 8.17" .02
Security
Parental Acceptance 5.49 1.13 5.66 1.21 49 .00
Psychological 5.21 1.05 5.70 1.01 11337 .03
Differentiation Security
Trust for Self 5.04 94 5.73 .66 47.06"" 10
Approaching the 5.26 .95 5.61 .82 4.32° .01
Unknown

Secure Exploration
Positive Model of Self 4.99 .88 5.44 75 23.54™ .05
Positive Model of Other 4.77 81 5.17 .80 14617 .03
Separation-Differentiation 5.17 72 5.66 72 33.82°" 07
Security
Spatial Separation 5.00 1.01 5.66 94 31.82° 07
Security
Parental Acceptance 5.50 1.04 5.63 1.30 .66 .00
Psychological 5.14 1.07 5.70 96 2285 .05
Differentiation Security
Trust for Self 4.99 .89 5.69 77 50.07"" A1
Approaching the 4.90 82 6.00 63 195.88"" 32
Unknown

Note: df = 1, 426.
*p<.05; ** p<.01; *%* p <.001.

3.4.5. Differences in Trust for Self and Approaching the Unknown
Between Respondents High/Low in Secure Attachment and Secure

Exploration

To explore differences in trust for self and approaching the unknown scores
of males and females who were high or low in secure attachment and secure

(general) exploration, a 2 (gender) X 2 (secure attachment: low, high) X 2 (secure
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exploration: low, high) MANOVA was conducted. Using Wilks' criteria, the
multivariate effects for both attachment and exploration were significant, F(2,
425)=24.23, p < .000, > = .10, and F (2, 425) = 112.06, p < .000, n*= .35,

respectively. The other effects were not significant.

As shown in Table 3.11, the univariate tests indicated that respondents high
rather than low in secure attachment had higher scores in both trust for self and
approaching the unknown with a much higher impact on trust for self. Similarly,
respondents high rather than low in secure exploration had higher mean scores in
both trust for self and approaching the unknown. As can be seen in Table 3.11,
secure attachment and exploration had similar degree of impact on trust for self (n2
=.10 and .11, respectively). On the other hand, while the impact of attachment on
approaching the unknown was minimal (T]2 =.01), that of exploration was quite

strong (n° = .32).

3.4.6. Differences in Separation-Differentiation Security Between

Respondents High/Low in Secure Attachment and Secure Exploration

To explore differences in separation-differentiation security between male
and female respondents high or low in secure attachment and secure (general)
exploration, a 2 (gender) X 2 (secure attachment: low, high) X 2 (secure
exploration: low, high) ANOVA was conducted. Results indicated all (three) main
effects to be significant. According to gender main effect, mean for females (M =
5.46, SD = .76) was higher than that for males (M = 5.28, SD = .74), F (1,

426)=8.79, MSE =.49, p < .003, *= .02
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As shown in Table 3.11, attachment main effect indicated that respondents
high rather than low in attachment security to have higher separation-differentiation
security scores. Similarly, those high rather than low in exploration security
appeared to be higher in separation-differentiation security (Table 3.11). The
impact of exploration seemed to be greater than that of attachment on separation-

differentiation security (> = .07 and .03, respectively).

Furthermore, a 2 (gender) X 2 (secure attachment: low, high) X 2 (secure
exploration: low, high) MANOVA was conducted using the three dimensions of
separation-differentiation security as dependent variables, i.e., spatial separation
security, parental acceptance, and psychological differentiation security. The
multivariate effects for all three variables were significant; F (3, 424) =5.82, p <

.001, n*= .04 for gender; F (3, 424) = 5.55, p< .001, 1> = .04 for attachment; and F

(3,424) =15.47, p < .000, T]2 = .10 for exploration.

As shown in Table 3.11, the univariate tests for both secure attachment and
exploration reached significance only for spatial separation and psychological
differentiation security and not for parental acceptance. Accordingly, respondents
high rather than low in secure attachment and exploration had significantly higher

scores in both spatial separation and psychological differentiation security.

As for the gender effect, only the univariate test for parental acceptance was
significant, indicating that the females reported more parental acceptance than the
males (Ms =5.71, 5.28; SDs = 1.10, 1.24, respectively), F (1,426) = 15.72, p <

.000, n* = .04.
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3.4.7. Separation-Differentiation Security as a Mediator Between Secure

Attachment and Secure Exploration

As noted above in section 3.4.2., secure attachment explained 9 % of the
variance in overall exploration security. Results of a stepwise regression analysis
indicated that when separation-differentiation security was entered after secure
attachment, the explained variance in secure exploration increased to 39 %, as
shown in Table 3.12. When entered after separation-differentiation security, secure
attachment still predicted secure exploration but its contribution was reduced to 3 %

(p <.000).

Table 3.12. Results of a Stepwise Regression Analysis Involving Secure Attachment
and Separation-Differentiation Security as Predictors and Secure

Exploration as the Criterion Variable

Adjusted Beta Adjusted R’ F change p
Coefficient R’ change

Model 1

Secure Attachment .30 .09 .09 44.42 .000
Model 2

Secure Attachment 18

Separation-Differentiation .56 .39 .30 214.87 .000
Security

Whether separation-differentiation security served as a mediator between
secure attachment and exploration (using an overall composite measure consisting
of the mean domain-specific exploration measures) was tested using LISREL.
Figure 3.2.(a) shows the results of the first analysis of using the simple secure

attachment measure while Figure 3.2.(b) shows the results of the second analysis
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Figure 3.2. (a) and (b). Significant path coefficients showing the relationships
between attachment, exploration, and separation-differentiation security obtained
by LISREL using the simple attachment measure in (a), and the composite
attachment index (i.e., mean of attachment and positive models of self and other
measures) in (b). (Note: ATT1_1 = Simple attachment measure; ATT_S_O =
Composite attachment index; EXPGRAND = Composite Exploration Index;
SEPFAM = Separation-differentiation security).
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conducted using a composite attachment index formed by obtaining the mean of
attachment and positive self-other measures. Both analyses yielded perfect fit for
the model (XZ: 0.00, p= 1, root mean square error of approximation = 0.00). As can
be seen in Figure 3.2. (a) and (b), attachment predicted exploration both directly and
indirectly; however, compared to the direct route the indirect via separation-
differentiation security was found to be stronger in both analyses, providing

converging evidence.

3.5. Analyses Concerning Question 4: Relationships Between Secure
Attachment-Exploration Orientations and Individuational-Relational

Self-Construals

As explained below, relationships of attachment and exploration orientations
with relational and individuational self-construals were investigated first by
considering attachment and exploration orientations as independent variables, and
then by considering them as dependent variables in two MANOV A designs; thirdly,
the assertion that attachment and exploration might be considered as the origins of
relational and individuational self orientations was tested using LISREL. Finally,
differences between the four self-construal types proposed by the BID model were

investigated in terms of attachment and exploration-related variables.

Before explaining those results, first correlations of relatedness and
individuation with attachment- and exploration-related variables are considered to
get an overview of the associations involved. By the way, as predicted by the BID

model, relatedness and individuation were found to be distinct (r = .09, p < .07). As
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can be seen in Table 3.13, positive self- and other-models and secure attachment
seemed to have stronger correlations with relatedness than individuation although
the correlations with the latter were also significant. Separation-differentiation
security appeared to be associated with both individuation and relatedness;
however, of its components, Physical Separation Security was not correlated with
relatedness but moderately correlated with individuation (r = .44); in contrast, the
component of Parental Acceptance was correlated with relatedness quite strongly
but was correlated only weakly with individuation, finally, the component of
Psychological Differentiation Security appeared to be associated equally strongly

with both relatedness and individuation.

Table 3.13. Correlations of Relational and Individuational Self-Orientations with

Attachment- and Exploration-Related Measures

Relatedness Individuation
Secure Attachment 257 18"
Positive Self-Model 537 317
Positive Other-Model 527 137
Separation-Differentiation Security 38" 497
Physical Separation Security -.06 447
Parental Acceptance 66 137
Psychological Differentiation 407 427
Security
Secure General Exploration 157 457
Secure Cognitive Exploration 197 597
Secure Relational Exploration 337 417
Secure Self-Related Exploration 217 457
Secure Spatial Exploration 287 497
Secure Time-Related Exploration 257 A7
Trust for Self 387 327
Approaching the Unknown .02 487
Need for Exploration 207 6077

T p< 05" p<.01; 7 p< .001.
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On the other hand, general and domain-specific exploration orientations as
well as the need for exploration had weak (though significant) correlations with
relatedness, but moderately strong to strong ones with individuation. Finally, while
trust for self seemed to be equally associated with both relatedness and
individuation, the variable of approaching the unknown was moderately associated

with individuation (r = .48) but not correlated with relatedness.

3.5.1. The Effects of High/Low Secure Attachment and Secure

Exploration on Individuational and Relational Self Orientations

A 2 (gender) X 2 (secure attachment: low, high) X 2 (secure exploration:
low, high) MANOVA was conducted on individuational and relational self
construal scores. According to Wilks’ lambda criterion only the three main effects
were significant; F (2, 425) = 14.03, p< .000, n2 = .06 for gender; F (2, 425) = 8.57,
p< .000, > = .04 for attachment, and F (2, 425) = 32.09, p < .000, n°= .13 for

exploration.

According to univariate tests for gender, females scored higher in both
individuation (M = 5.35, SD = .74) and relatedness (M = 5.28, SD = .96) than males
(Ms =5.15, 4.86; SDs = .76, .98), F(1, 426) = 10.04, p< .002, n*= .02, and F(1,
426) = 18.16, p< .000, T]2 = .04, respectively. As for secure attachment, Table 3.14
shows that the high-secure respondents were found to be both more individuated
and more related than the low secure ones. On the other hand, the effect of secure
exploration was significant only for individuation (Table 3.14). Accordingly, those

high in secure exploration appeared to be more individuated than the low ones. As
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for relatedness, a nonsignificant trend was obtained for the respondents high in

secure exploration to be more related than the low ones.

Table 3.14. Mean Differences Between High and Low Secure Attachment and
Secure Exploration Groups in Terms of Individuational and Relational

Self-Construals

Groups
Low High

M SD M SD F* MSE p n’

DV=Individuational Self-Construal
Secure Attachment 5.15 73 5.49 74 9.96 47 .002 .02
Secure Exploration 5.03 .70 5.59 .70 6226 47 .000 13

DV= Relational Self-Construal
Secure Attachment 5.01 1.01 5.34 .92 7.26 .92 .007 .02
Secure Exploration  5.05 .94 5.23 1.04 2.12 92 15 .01

Note: *df = 1, 426

3.5.2. The Effects of High/Low Individuation and Relatedness on Secure

Attachment and Secure Exploration Orientations

A 2 (gender) X 2 (individuation: low, high) X 2 (relatedness: low, high)
MANOVA was conducted using secure attachment and secure exploration scores as
the dependent variables. According to Wilks’ lambda criterion, the effects of both
individuation and relatedness were significant, Fs (2, 425) = 29.07, 12.57, n2 =.12,
.06, respectively, and p< .000 for both. The univariate tests indicated both effects to
be significant for both attachment and exploration. Accordingly, as shown in Table

3.15, the low individuated respondents scored lower in both secure attachment and

76



exploration than the high individuated ones. Similarly, the low-related respondents

scored lower in both attachment and exploration than the high-related ones.

Table 3.15. Mean Differences Between High and Low Individuated and Related
Groups in Terms of Secure Attachment and Secure Exploration

Orientations

Groups
Low High

M SD M SD F MSE p n’

DV= Secure Attachment
Individuation 4.40 1.54 4.94 1.63 9.76 2.39 .002 .02
Relatedness 4.27 1.69 5.06 1.41 19.21 2.39 .000 .04

DV= Secure Exploration
Individuation 491 1.17 5.67 .99 53.86 1.16 .000 11
Relatedness 5.12 1.25 545 1.02 9.27 1.16 .002 .02

3.5.3. Attachment and Exploration as Respective Predictors of

Relatedness and Individuation

The expectation that attachment and exploration may be considered as the
respective predictors of relatedness and individuation was tested by structural
equation modeling using LISREL. First analysis was done using the simple
attachment measure consisting of secure attachment paragraph responses on the RQ
(Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991). Although the analysis yielded good results for
goodness of fit index (.97), and comparative fit index (.90), the other indices did not
imply a good fit because the attachment variable's predictive power was significant
but rather low (beta coefficient = .25) while that of exploration (consisting of

overall composite index) was much stronger (beta coefficient = .60).
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The analysis was done again using composite attachment index (consisting
of the mean of secure attachment, positive self-other models measure). As shown
in Figure 3.3.(a), attachment was found to predict relatedness while exploration was
found to predict individuation; when the errors of attachment and exploration were
let to covary; and support for the model was found x2 (3, N =434) =9.33, p< .03,
goodness of fit index (GFI) = .99, adjusted goodness of fit index (AGFI) = .96,
comparative fit index (CFI) = .98; the root mean square error of approximation
(RMSEA) = .07'. As shown in Figure 3.3.(b), the model improved somewhat when
a path was added from exploration to relatedness % (2, N = 434) = 5.91, p< .05,
GFI = .99, AGFI = .97, CFI = .99; RMSEA = .067. Thus, as predicted, attachment
and exploration predicted relatedness and individuation, respectively; however,

there was a weak tendency for exploration to also predict relatedness.

' The chi-square statistics provided by the LISREL program tests the probability that the
sample data confirm the hypothesized model. However, a significant chi-square does not necessarily
imply a poor fit because it is affected by sample size; hence, if the sample is large, even trivial
deviations might lead to a rejection of the null hypothesis. Therefore, the ratio of chi-square to its
degree of freedom is also considered. It has been suggested by some that a ratio of 5:1 or less may
indicate acceptable fit, while others have suggested a ratio of 2:1 as indicating adequate fit
(Wheaton, Muthen, Alwin, & Summers, 1977 and Carmines & Mclver, 1981, respectively, cited in
Rhee, Uleman, & Lee, 1996). GFI and AGFI, which provide an estimation of the degree to which
the sample variances are reproduced by the model, vary between .00 and 1.00 and values above .9
and .8, respectively, are generally considered as representing a good fit. GFI can be considered as
analogous to R”in multiple regression, and AGFI has been adjusted for the number of parameters
estimated in the model. For CFI, which assesses the fit relative to other models, values greater than
.95 are considered as indicating a good fit. The RMSEA, which provides an estimation of the lack of
fit in a model compared to a perfect model, values of .06 or less indicate good fit whereas values
larger than .10 indicate poor-fitting models (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001).
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Figure 3.3. (a) and (b). Significant path coefficients showing the relationships between
composite attachment index (ATT_S_O), composite exploration index (EXPGRAND),
relatedness (BID_RLT), and individuation (BID_IND) measures obtained by using
LISREL.
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3.5.4. Differences Between the Four Self-Construal Types of the BID
Model in Terms of Variables Involving Secure Attachment and Secure

Exploration

Four self-construal types were created using the medians of the relational
and individuational orientation scores of the Balanced Integration-Differentiation
(BID) Scale as cut-off points, referred to as separated-patterned (low in both),
separated-individuated (low related, high individuated), related-patterned (high
related, low individuated), and related-individuated (high in both) by Imamoglu
(1998, 2003). Then four separate 2 (gender) X 4 (self type) MANOV As were
conducted on secure attachment and secure exploration (general) scores, trust for
self and approaching the unknown, positive self and other models; and an ANOVA
was conducted on separation-differentiation security dimensions, as explained

below.

3.5.4.1. Differences Between Self-Types in Secure Attachment and

Exploration

Using the Wilks’ lambda criterion, only the effect of self types on the
dependent variables was found to be significant, F (6, 850) = 13.97, p < .000,
n2:.09. Univariate tests indicated the effect to be significant for both attachment

and exploration, F's (3, 426) = 10.17, 21.87, MSEs = 2.39, 1.16, p < .000, n2= .07,

.13, respectively.

As shown in Table 3.16, follow-up analyses using Tukey HSD tests
indicated the related-individuated group to be the only one to be high in both secure

attachment and secure exploration. As shown in Figure 3.4, in terms of attachment
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Table 3.16. Mean Differences Between the Four Self-Construal Types of the BID

Model in Terms of Variables Involving Secure Attachment and Secure

Exploration
Self Types
1 2 3 4 F p MSE ¢
Secure Attachment 4.03, 454,, 48l,. 531, 10.17  .000 2.39 .07
Secure Exploration 4.77, 5.53, 5.08, 5.80, 21.87  .000 1.16 13
Trust for Self 4.80, 5.21, 5.404 5.81, 30.80  .000 .66 18
Approaching the 4.99, 5.77, 5.13, 5.72 22.41  .000 74 14

Unknown

Positive Model of Self  4.59, 5.05, 5.44, 573 42.08 .000 .55 .23

Positive Model of 4.52, 4.67, 5.26y 5.37, 35.08 .000 55 .20
Other
Separation— 4.90, 5.47, 5.39, 5.85, 33.95 .000 46 .19
Differentiation
Security

N 117 101 105 111

Note: Self Type 1= Separated-Patterned; Self Type 2= Separated-Individuated; Self Type 3 =
Related-Patterned; Self Type 4 = Related-Individuated; tdf = 3, 426; Means in the same row that do
not share a common subscript are significantly different from each other according to Tukey HSD at

least at the .05 level.

81



—&— Secure Exploration

- - @ - - Secure Attachment

Mean Ratings
(W)}

4.5 A
4 o
35
Separated- Separated- Related- Related-

Patterned Individuated Patterned Individuated

Self-Construal Type

Figure 3.4. Mean secure attachment and secure exploration scores of the four self-

construal types suggested by the BID model.

this balanced group was significantly more secure than both separated groups (p <
.002) and showed a nonsignificant trend to be so compared to the related-patterned
group (p < .09). The separated-individuated and related-patterned groups did not
differ from each other while the separated-patterned group appeared as the least

securely attached type.

As can be seen in Figure 3.4, in terms of secure exploration, both of the
individuated groups scored significantly higher than both of the patterned groups
(which did not differ from one another except for a trend at the .15 level) at least at

the .01 level.
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3.5.4.2. Differences Between Self-Types in Trust for Self and Approaching the

Unknown

Using Wilks’ criterion, the effect of self-construal types was significant on
trust for self and approaching the unknown scores, F (6, 850) = 23.18, p <.000, n2 =
.14. As can be seen in Table 3.16, univariate analyses indicated that the separated-
patterned group was lowest in trust for self, the related-individuated group was the
highest while the separated-individuated and related-patterned groups, which did
not differ from one another, were in between. On the other hand, in terms of
approaching the unknown, the two patterned groups had lower mean scores than the

two individuated groups (Table 3.16 and Figure 3.5).

As for gender differences, using Wilks’ lambda criterion, the multivariate
effect of gender was found to be significant, F (2, 425) = 9.03, p < .000, nz =.04.
However, the univariate tests indicated the effect to be significant only for trust for
self, which indicated that the male respondents' (M = 5.25, SD = .94), F (1, 426) =

17.43, p < .000, n* = .04.

3.5.4.3. Differences Between Self-Types in Positive Models of Self and Other

Using Wilks’ lambda, the multivariate effects of both self-construal types
and gender on positive self and other scores were found significant, F (6, 850) =
26.70, p< .000, 1> = .16, and F (2, 425) = 3.78, p< .02, 1> = .02, respectively. As

shown in Table 3.16, according to univariate tests, the effect of self-construals was

83



6.5

w 6
=T
k=
~—
5]
=
= 554
o}
é" - - @ - - Trust for Self
5 4 —&— Approaching the
. Unknown
P
4.5
Separated- Separated- Related- Related-

Patterned Individuated Patterned Individuated
Self-Construal Type

Figure 3.5. Mean trust for self and approaching the unknown scores of the four

self-construal types suggested by the BID model.

significant for both positive self and positive other scores. Accordingly, the
separated-patterned group had the lowest mean positive-self score, followed by
separated-individuated, then related-patterned, and related-individuated groups, the
differences between all groups being significant. On the other hand, the two groups
with separated self-construals had lower positive-other scores than the two groups

with related self-construals (see Table 3.16 and Figure 3.6).

As for gender, the univariate tests indicated gender effect to be significant only for
positive-other scores, F (1, 426) = 7.53, p < .006, n2 =.02. Accordingly, male
respondents' (M = 4.96, SD = .80) mean scores for positive other index was higher

than that of the females' (M = 4.94, SD = .85).

84



6 _
7]
2
= 5.5
2]
&~
=
L 51 - - @ - - Positi
2 ositive Self-
Model
4.5 - —&— Positive
Other-Model
4

Separated- Separated- Related- Related-
Patterned Individuated Patterned Individuated

Self-Construal Type

Figure 3.6. Mean positive self and positive other model scores of the four self-

construal types suggested by the BID model.
3.5.4.4. Differences Between Self-Types in Separation-Differentiation Security

The effects of gender and self-construal types on separation-differentiation
security were examined by a 2 X 4 ANOVA. As can be seen in Table 3.16, the
significant self-construal type main effect indicated that the separated-patterned
group had the lowest, and the related-individuated group had the highest secure
separation scores, while the other two groups, that did not differ from each other

were in between (see Figure 3.7). Gender effects were not significant.
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Figure 3.7. Mean separation-differentiation security scores of the four self-

construal types suggested by the BID model.

3.6. Analyses Concerning Question 5: Relationships Between Secure
Attachment, Secure Exploration, and Variables Associated with

Affective-Relational and Intrinsic Motivational Orientations

In this section, relationships of secure attachment and secure exploration
with a wider range of related variables are examined to further extend the
understanding regarding the nature of their relationship, in relation to Question 5.
Below, first, their correlates are considered; secondly, the results of regression
analyses concerning their contributions to related variables are reported; thirdly, the

results of a factor analysis involving all the key variables are reported to see
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whether attachment and exploration are associated with distinct variable domains.

Finally, results of confirmatory factor analyses are reported.

3.6.1. Correlates of Secure Attachment and Secure Exploration

The correlations of secure attachment and secure general and domain-
specific exploration with the other variables considered are shown in Table 3.17.
As can be seen in the related table, in general both secure attachment as well as
exploration seem to be associated with the variables considered; however, relative
to secure attachment, both general and domain-specific secure exploration seem to
be more strongly associated with the variables of need for exploration, curiosity,
separation-differentiation security (with the exception of its parental acceptance
dimension), individuation, approaching the unknown, need for cognition, and
tolerance for ambiguity, while secure attachment was relatively more strongly
associated with having positive-other model and relatedness. The rest of the
variables seem to be more similarly associated with both secure attachment and
exploration. The associations of secure attachment and exploration with the other

variables considered become clearer in the following sections.
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Table 3.17. Correlates of General and Domain-Specific Secure Exploration and

Secure Attachment
Variables Secure Secure Exploration
Attachment
General  Cognitive  Relational ~ Self- Spatial Time-
related related
Positive Model of .39 .34 .38 .39 42 .29 .36
Self
Positive Model of 42 .29 .29 47 31 .26 24
Other
Relatedness 25 15 .19 33 28 21 25
Individuation 18 45 .59 41 49 45 47
Trust for Self .39 .50 46 42 44 .39 .39
Approaching the .16 5 57 41 41 47 46
Unknown
Self-Satisfaction 28 22 25 28 32 .19 .26
Positive Future 25 27 .29 .30 34 .26 32
Expectations
Need for Cognition .17 52 .62 .36 47 .39 49
Tolerance for .10 .38 48 33 32 .36 41
Ambiguity (.04)
Need for A5 .60 .70 53 57 .61 1
Exploration (.002)
Curiosity 17 Sl Sl .35 .37 40 35
Separation- 23 42 52 44 44 .50 .56
Differentiation
Security
Secure Spatial A5 42 47 35 .30 45 47
Separation
Parental 13 .09 15 17 22 17 22
Acceptance (.005) (.07)
Secure 20 .30 42 .39 44 .38 46
Psychological
Differentiation
Trait Anxiety -40 -41 -43 -41 -41 -.36 -42

Note: All correlations are significant at least at the .001 level unless otherwise indicated in

parentheses.

88



3.6.2. Contributions of Secure Attachment and Secure Exploration to
Variables Associated with Affective-Relational and Intrinsic

Motivational Orientations

In order to explore the contributions of secure attachment and secure
exploration to the variables considered hierarchical regression analyses were
conducted. In these analyses, first secure attachment scores were entered, followed
by secure exploration scores because theoretically the former was assumed to be
primary. Table 3.18 summarizes the results of these analyses. The results of the
hierarchical multiple regression results obtained by entering secure exploration first

and secure attachment second can be seen in Appendix C, Table C.1.

3.6.2.1. Individuation and Relatedness

As has been hypothesized, secure attachment appeared to be a significant
predictor of relatedness (explaining 6 % of the variance). The contribution of
exploration to relatedness was significant only when it was entered first but not

significant when entered into the equation after attachment.

As for individuation, secure exploration appeared as a major contributor;
explaining 16 % of the variance, when entered second, and 20 % of the variance
when entered first. On the other hand, the contribution of secure attachment was
significant (3 %) only when entered first. Secure attachment and exploration
together explained 19 % of the variance in individuation and 7 % of that in

relatedness.
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Table 3.18. Results of the Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses of Secure

Attachment and Secure Exploration Orientations on the Variables

Considered

Variable B* PB° R R*>  Adjusted R? F- df p
R? change  change®

INDIVIDUATION
Secure attachment 18 .10 18 .03 .03 .03 14.91 1,432 .000
Secure exploration 41 44 .19 .19 .16 83.70 1, 431 .000
RELATEDNESS
Secure attachment 25 24 25 .06 .06 .06 28.65 1,432  .000
Secure exploration .07 26 .07 .06 .01 2.15 1,431 14
POSITIVE MODEL OF SELF
Secure attachment .39 .36 .39 15 15 15 78.69 1,432  .000
Secure exploration .16 42 .18 .18 .03 13.50 1,431 .000
POSITIVE MODEL OF OTHER
Secure attachment 42 .39 42 18 18 18 94.59 1,432 .000
Secure exploration .16 45 21 .20 .03 13.54 1,431 .000
TRUST FOR SELF
Secure attachment .39 31 .39 15 15 15 75.71 1,432 .000
Secure exploration 38 .54 .29 .29 .14 84.17 1, 431 .000
APPROACHING THE UNKNOWN
Secure attachment .16 .01 .16 .03 .02 .03 11.63 1,432 .001
Secure exploration 72 72 52 .52 .49 443.64 1, 431 .000
NEED FOR EXPLORATION
Secure attachment 15 .02 15 .02 .02 .02 9.52 1,432 .002
Secure exploration .58 .59 35 .34 32 212.52 1, 431 .000
SEPARATION-DIFFERENTIATION SECURITY
Secure attachment 23 .16 23 .05 .05 .05 23.09 1,432 .000
Secure exploration 32 38 .15 .14 .10 47.67 1,431 .000
Secure Spatial Separation
Secure attachment 15 .08 15 .02 .02 .02 10.34 1,432  .001
Secure exploration 34 37 .14 13 11 56.21 1, 431 .000
Parental Acceptance
Secure attachment 13 12 13 .02 .02 .02 7.90 1,432 .005
Secure exploration .07 15 .02 02 .01 2.23 1,431 .14
Secure Cognitive Differentiation
Secure attachment .20 .16 .20 .04 .04 .04 17.55 1,432  .000
Secure exploration 18 27 .07 .07 .03 14.53 1,431 .000
TRAIT ANXIETY
Secure attachment -40 -34 40 .16 .16 .16 81.29 1,432 .000
Secure exploration -26 47 22 22 .06 35.16 1,431 .000
POSITIVE FUTURE EXPECTATIONS
Secure attachment 25 21 25 .06 .06 .06 29.37 1,432 .000
Secure exploration 22 33 11 11 .05 22.89 1, 431 .000
SELF-SATISFACTION
Secure attachment 28 25 28 .08 .08 .08 36.85 1,432  .000
Secure exploration A5 0 31 .10 .09 .02 9.57 1,431 .002
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Table 3.18 (continued).

Variable B B R R>  Adjusted R? F- df p
R? change  change®

NEED FOR COGNITION

Secure attachment 17 .06 17 .03 .03 .03 12.91 1,432 .000

Secure exploration .52 .53 28 28 25 152.23 1, 431 .000

TOLERANCE FOR AMBIGUITY

Secure attachment 08 -.01 .08 .01 .00 .01 2.92 1,432 .09

Secure exploration .36 .36 .13 13 12 61.21 1,431 .000

CURIOSITY

Secure attachment .17 .06 17 .03 .03 .03 12.41 1,432 .000

Secure exploration 52 .53 28 28 .26 153.25 1,431 .000

* Standardized beta coefficients when only the first variable is entered.
® Standardized beta coefficients when both variables are entered to the analysis.
“df =1, 432 and 1, 431 respectively.

3.6.2.2. Positive Models of Self and Other

As expected, secure attachment was a stronger contributor to having positive
self and other models than secure exploration (the former explaining 15 % and 18 %
while the latter explaining 3 % and 3 % of the variance, respectively for self and
other models). However, the contributions of secure exploration were also

significant even when entered second.

3.6.2.3. Trust for Self and Approaching the Unknown

Both secure attachment and secure exploration appeared to be important
predictors of the trust for self, each explaining 15 % and 14 % of the variance,
respectively. Hence, together these secure orientations explained 29 % of the

variance in the trust for self measure.

On the other hand, approaching the unknown was predicted primarily by

secure exploration (explaining 49 % of the variance). Although the contribution of

91



attachment was significant by itself (3 %), it was not significant when considered

together with exploration in step 2.
3.6.2.4. Need for Exploration

As expected, secure exploration was a stronger predictor of the need for
exploration than secure attachment, explained percentages of variance being 32 %
and 2 %, respectively. In fact, attachment’s contribution was significant only when

considered by itself but not when considered after or together with exploration.
3.6.2.5. Separation-Differentiation Security

Secure attachment explained 5 %, and secure exploration explained 10 % of
the variance in separation-differentiation security. Their contributions either alone
or together were significant; however, exploration appeared to be a stronger

predictor.

Considering the components of separation-differentiation security, secure
exploration seemed to be a stronger predictor of secure spatial separation and
psychological differentiation (R*=.11 and .03, respectively, p < .000 for both), than
of parental acceptance security (R*= .01, p <.14). On the other hand, attachment
explained 4 % of the variance in psychological differentiation and 2 % of that in
each of the spatial separation and parental acceptance security components (each
significant at least at the .001 level). However, when considered after exploration,
attachment's contribution to spatial separation was nonsignificant whereas
contributions to psychological differentiation and parental acceptance security were

significant.
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3.6.2.6. Trait Anxiety

As was expected secure attachment was a stronger predictor of trait anxiety
than secure exploration, although the contributions of both were significant. The
former explained 16 % of the variance while the latter explained 6 %; thus, secure

attachment-exploration together explained 22 % of the variance in trait anxiety.

3.6.2.7. Positive Future Expectations

Both secure attachment and secure exploration appeared to be significant
predictors of having a positive future orientation, the former explaining 6 % and the

latter 5 % of the variance.

3.6.2.8. Self-Satisfaction

Secure exploration explained only 2 %, while secure attachment explained 8
% of the variance in self-satisfaction. Thus, secure attachment appeared to be a

stronger predictor of self-satisfaction compared to secure exploration.

3.6.2.9. Need for Cognition

As was expected, secure exploration was found to be a stronger predictor of
the need for cognition explaining 25 % of the variance. Although the contribution
of secure attachment (3 %) was also significant by itself, when considered together

with exploration orientation its contribution was not significant.

3.6.2.10. Tolerance for Ambiguity

As hypothesized, tolerance for ambiguity was predicted mostly by secure
exploration (12 % of the variance), while the contribution of secure attachment (1

%) only showed a nonsignificant trend, p < .09 when considered by itself, but did
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not even show a trend to be significant when considered together with secure

exploration.

3.6.2.11. Curiosity

As was expected, secure exploration appeared to be a strong predictor of
curiosity explaining 26 % of the variance, while secure attachment’s contribution (3
%) though significant by itself, was not so when considered together with secure

exploration or when entered second.

3.6.3. Factor Analysis of the General Variables Considered

The data for the variables of composite secure exploration (i.e., mean of
general and domain-specific exploration scores), need for exploration, need for
cognition, trust for self, approaching the unknown, individuation, tolerance for
ambiguity, curiosity, separation-differentiation security, secure attachment, positive
self and other models, trait anxiety, relatedness, self-satisfaction, and positive future
orientation were subjected to a varimax rotated factor analysis (principal axis).
According to eigenvalue-greater-than-one criterion and the results of the scree plot,
two factors were extracted. As shown in Table 3.19, results yielded two equally
strong factors explaining 25.79 % and 25.25 % of the total variance, respectively.
The first one, labeled the Affective-Relational Factor, involved the variables
associated with a positive affective orientation to self, others and the future. The
variables that loaded on this factor were: positive model of self, trait anxiety
(negatively loaded), trust for self, self-satisfaction, relatedness, positive future

expectations, positive model of other, and secure attachment.
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Table 3.19. Results of the General Factor Analysis Involving All the Variables

Considered

Varimax Rotation Oblimin Rotation

Variable Loading Loading
Factor 1*  Factor 2° Factor 1 Factor 2

Positive model of self 81 .82
Trait anxiety -.76 -.76
Trust for self 75 (31 73
Self-satisfaction 73 7
Relatedness .66 .69
Positive future expectations .61 .61
Positive model of other .59 .59
Secure attachment 45 45
Need for exploration .88 .89
Secure exploration (composite) (.35) 76 75
Need for cognition .76 7
Approaching the unknown g1 73
Individuation .70 1
Tolerance for ambiguity .56 .63
Curiosity (.32) .54 49
Separation-Differentiation Security (.38) .52 48

Note: * Explained variance = 25.79 %; eigenvalue = 4.13

® Explained variance = 25.25 %; eigenvalue = 4.04

On the other hand, the second factor, labeled the Intrinsic Motivational
Factor, was concerned with variables involving a secure intrinsic exploratory
orientation; i.e., need for exploration, secure exploration (composite), need for
cognition, approaching the unknown, individuation, tolerance for ambiguity,

curiosity, and separation-differentiation security.

Considering the separate but correlated nature of the factors, also a principal
axis factor analysis with oblique rotation was conducted. As the results of the
pattern matrix shown in Table 3.19 indicate, the same factor structure was obtained

as with orthogonal rotation. The correlation between the two factors was .39.
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Thus, results indicated that secure attachment-related positive affectivity
variables and secure exploration-related variables seem to constitute two distinct
domains. Of the variables loading on the first factor, only trust for self also loaded
on the second factor. On the other hand, of the variables that loaded on the second
factor, separation-differentiation security, secure exploration, and curiosity also
loaded on the first factor, the implications of which are considered in the Discussion

section.

Intercorrelations of the key variables considered above are shown in Table
3.20. As the correlations in Table 3.20 indicate, most of the variables loading on
one of the factors, noted above, were, to some degree, also correlated with the
variables that loaded on the other factor with few exceptions: Relatedness was not
correlated significantly with individuation, tolerance for ambiguity, and
approaching the unknown. Additionally, tolerance for ambiguity was not correlated

with attachment, self-satisfaction, and positive future expectations.
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Table 3.20. Intercorrelations of the Key Variables Considered

(N = 434)
0 1 2 3 4

1. Composite Secure Exploration

2. Individuation »

3. Tolerance for
Ambiguity 34 46"

4. Need for Cognition

5. Curiosity » . . »

6. Trust for Self » . . » »

7. Approaching the
Unknown 64" 48" 38" 527 47t 347
8. Separation-Differentiation

Security 527 49 30 3977 39" 40" 3677

9. Need for Exploration » . . » » . . .
10. Secure Attachment » . » » . . . .

11. Relatedness

2409 .04 127 28" 38" ! 38" 20" 25
12. Self-Satisfaction
13. Trait Anxiety
4277 3077 207 2977 34T 757 237 44T 34T 407 46T 56

14. Positive Future Expectations » . » » . . . » » . . »

15. Positive Model of

16. Positive -Model of

" p<.05; “p< .01; " p<.001 or less.
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3.6.4. Confirmatory Factor Analyses

A confirmatory factor analysis, using LISREL, was conducted to further test
the proposition that affective-relational and intrinsic motivational domains
associated with attachment and exploration-related variables, respectively, tend to
be separate but somewhat positively correlated. First analysis was done using the
overall composite exploration index (consisting of the mean of general and domain-
specific secure exploration indices) and, as shown in Figure 3.8., the model was
supported, x2 (24, N =434) =50.32, p < .001, goodness of fit index (GFI) = .98,
adjusted goodness of fit index (AGFI) = .95, comparative fit index (CFI) = .99, root
mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) = .05. Accordingly, attachment
index (mean of scores for secure attachment and positive self-other models), self-
satisfaction, positive future expectations, relatedness, and low trait anxiety were
predicted by the latent affective-relational factor, while composite exploration
index, need for exploration, tolerance for ambiguity, need for cognition, and
individuation were predicted by the latent intrinsic motivational factor. Weak paths
from the intrinsic motivational domain to low trait anxiety and secure attachment as
well as from the affective-relational domain to secure exploration seemed to
improve the model. The fact that the errors of the two latent variables of affective-
relational and intrinsic motivational domains as well as the measured variables were
let to covary in the model implies that the two domains tend to be distinct but

somewhat positively associated.
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Figure 3.8. Results of the confirmatory factor analysis obtained by using LISREL
showing the significant beta coefficients linking the measured variables of
composite attachment index (ATT_S_O), self-satisfaction (S_SATIS), positive
future expectations (POSFUT), relatedness (BID_RLT), and trait anxiety (negative)
(ANXIETY) to the latent variable of the Affective-Relational Domain (Affrlt); and
linking those of composite exploration index (EXPGRAND), need for exploration
(N_EXP), tolerance for ambiguity (TOLAMBBB), need for cognition (N_COG),
and individuation (BID_IND) to the latent variable of the Intrinsic Motivational

Domain (Intrmot).
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In the second analysis, the model shown in Figure 3.9. was tested and it
yielded acceptable fit, x2 (30, N=434) =84.21, p < .00, GFI = .97, AGFI = .93, CFI
= .98, RMSEA = .07. The model indicates that the latent variable of secure
exploration, as measured by the variables of the overall composite exploration index
and the mean index of trust for self and approaching the unknown, is predicted
strongly by the intrinsic motivational domain and somewhat by the affective-

relational domain.

.45 RIT § @
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9-28 09
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>A57"- §_SATIS ~—0 ..

EXPGRRND |==-0.19

\

7o BID_RIT 4

0.33-==  ANXIETY
0.06 @

0.69 0.80
™~ TR_APUNK ~=-0.34
0.82
.3z N_ENP /0.59
/,7
O.\O?),es-- TOLAMBRBB 0.74
0.05
‘0.44—— N_CO66
o.45-= Bil_IND

Figure 3.9. Significant beta coefficients of the model testing the relationships
between the latent variables of secure exploration (Explorat), affective-relational
(Affrlt) and intrinsic motivational (Intrmot) domains obtained by using LISREL.
(Note = ATT_S_O = Composite attachment index, POSFUT = Positive future expectations,
S_SATIS = Self-satisfaction, BID_RLT = Relatedness, ANXIETY = Trait anxiety, N_EXP
= Need for exploration, TOLAMBBB = Tolerance for ambiguity, N_COG = Need for
cognition, BID_IND = Individuation, EXPGRAND = Composite exploration index,

TR_APUNK= Mean index of trust for self and approaching the unknown).
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3.7. Analyses Concerning Question 6: Differences Between Four Types
of Affective-Motivational Orientations (Formed by Being High/Low in
Secure Attachment and Secure Exploration) in Terms of the Variables

Considered

High and low groups of secure attachment and secure (general) exploration
were formed using medians as the cut-off points. Then four orientation types were
created by crossing these high or low groups, labeled as insecure-unsafe (low
attachment security, low exploration security), insecure-safe (low attachment
security, high exploration security), secure-unsafe (high attachment security, low
exploration security), secure-safe (high attachment security, high exploration
security). To explore the differences between male and female respondents in these
four groups, a series of 2 (gender) X 4 (attachment-exploration orientation type)
MANOV As (one for positive models of self and other, one for trust for self and
approaching the unknown; and one for individuation and relatedness) and ANOV As
were conducted using the other variables listed in Table 3.21. Using Wilks’
criterion the multivariate effects of orientation type were significant for positive-self
and other models, F' (6, 850) = 12.30, p < .000, n2 = .08; for trust for self and
approaching the unknown, F' (6, 850) = 43.77, p < .000, n2 = .24; and for
individuation and relatedness, F' (6, 850) = 13.42, p < .000, T]2 =.09. As has been
reported in previous analyses, in these MANOV A analyses, multivariate gender
effect was significant only for the self-construal orientations (i.e., individuation-
relatedness), F (2, 425) = 15.18, p < .000, nz = .07. Gender differences are

considered further later in this section.
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Table 3.21. Differences Between Four Types of Affective-Motivational Orientations
Formed by Being High or Low in Secure Attachment and Secure

Exploration in Terms of the Variables Considered

Attachment-Exploration Orientation Type

Insecure- Insecure-Safe Secure- Secure-Safe F* MSE n2
Unsafe Unsafe

Positive self ~ 4.90,(.88) 5.08,(.88)  5.47,(.68) 5.61,(66) 1851 .65 .12
Positive other ~ 4.64, (.78)  4.84,(.80)  5.19,(.83) 5.40,(71) 1843 .60 .12
Trust for self  4.86,(91) 5.33,(91)  5.44,(67) 590,(.60) 2978 .66 .17

Approaching 4.82,(.84) 5.94, (.68) 495, (.73) 5.98;, (.61) 75.11 .55 .35
the unknown

Individuation ~ 4.96, (.68)  5.44,(71)  5.14,(.74)  5.70,(67) 24.84 47 .15
Relatedness  4.98,(.97)  5.04,,(1.08) 5.28,,(87) 5.37,(95) 324 .93 .02

Need for 4.73,(.68)  5.33.(.61) 497, (.63)  5.47.(.64) 3581 42 .20
cognition

Need for 4.72,(.63)  5.34,(.53) 4.83,(.57) 546, (61) 44.07 35 24
exploration

Curiosity 4.43,(90) 5.13,(.89) 4.60, (.83) 5.304 (.75) 25.27 73 15

Tolerance for  3.97,(.67) 4.27,.(.72) 4.01,,(.78)  4.45.(.70) 11.39 50 .07
ambiguity

Trait anxiety 3.79,(77)  3.55,,(.84) 3.39, (.62) 2.99. (.64) 1992 54 12

Separation- 5.14,(73) 5.42, (.69) 5.34,,(74)  5.79.(.72) 1544 51 .10
differentiation

security

Self- 3.22,(.69) 3.35,, (.71) 349, (.66)  3.65.(.65) 8.16 47 .05
satisfaction

Positive future  5.32,(1.08) 5.50,(1.19)  5.68,, (.80)  5.92, (.69) 6.84 99 .05
expectations

N 164 106 60 104

Note = Means that do not share a common subscript are significantly different from each other
according to Tukey HSD at least at the .05 level; ~ df = 3, 426; p < .000 for all analyses except that

involving relatedness for which p < .02.

According to ANOVA results shown in Table 3.21, differences between the
four orientation types were significant for all the variables considered. According
to Tukey results, the secure-safe type of respondents differed significantly from
those with insecure-unsafe orientations for each variable. Accordingly, the secure-
safe respondents had more positive self and other models, higher scores in self-trust

and approaching the unknown, individuation, relatedness, needs for cognition and
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exploration, curiosity, tolerance for ambiguity, separation-differentiation security,
self-satisfaction, positive future expectations, and lower trait anxiety than the
insecure-unsafe typed ones (see Figures 3.10-3.20). The insecure-safe and secure-
unsafe respondents fell in between these most favorable and the most unfavorable
types. However, as the Tukey HSD test results shown in Table 3.21 indicate, in
terms of variables of the affective-relational (or attachment) domain, such as
positive-self and other models, the two secure groups (i.e., secure-unsafe and
secure-safe) did not differ from each other but both had significantly more positive
self and other models than the two insecure groups (Figure 3.10). As for the
variables in the intrinsic motivational (or exploration) domain, such as approaching
the unknown, individuation, need for exploration, and curiosity, the two safe groups
(high in secure exploration) did not differ from each other and had higher scores
than those low in secure exploration (Figures 3.14, 3.15, 3.17, 3.18). On the other
hand, for some variables that tended to be associated with both attachment and
exploration domains, as for example, trust for self, the two middle groups (i.e., the
insecure-safe and secure-unsafe) appeared to be similar to each other and to differ
significantly from the most and the least favorable groups of secure-safe and
insecure-unsafe, respectively (Figure 3.15). Similar to trust for self, for trait anxiety
and separation-differentiation security variables as well, the secure-safe group

differed from all the other three groups (Figures 3.13, 3.16).

In spite of some variations, the similarities in the general pattern of the
variables associated with the affective-relational and intrinsic motivational domains
was striking. In general, those of the former domain tended to show a linear shape,

whereas those of the latter domain tended to show an N-shaped pattern.
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Figure 3.10. Mean positive self and positive other model scores of the four

attachment-exploration types.
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Figure 3.11. Mean self-satisfaction scores of the four attachment-exploration types.
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Figure 3.12. Mean positive future expectations scores of the four attachment-

exploration types.
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Figure 3.13. Mean trait anxiety scores of the four attachment-exploration types.
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Figure 3.14. Mean individuation and relatedness scores of the four attachment-

exploration types.
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Figure 3.15. Mean trust for self and approaching the unknown scores of the four

attachment-exploration types.
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Figure 3.16. Mean separation-differentiation security scores of the four attachment-

exploration types.
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Figure 3.17. Mean need for exploration scores of the four attachment-exploration

types.
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Figure 3.18. Mean curiosity scores of the four attachment-exploration types.
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Figure 3.19. Mean need for cognition scores of the four attachment-exploration

types.
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Figure 3.20. Mean tolerance for ambiguity scores of the four attachment-

exploration types.

As expected, the above-noted effects did not change for males and females.
Only a few gender main effects were obtained in relation to some of the variables,
as shown in Table 3.22. Accordingly, females seemed to have significantly higher
scores for individuation, relatedness, need for exploration, separation-differentiation
security; and to show a nonsignificant trend to have higher need for cognition (p <

.08), as compared to the male respondents.

Table 3.22. Significant Gender Differences or Trends in the Variables Considered

Female Male

M SD M SD F MSE p n’
Individuation 5.35 74 5.15 .76 13.41 47 .000 .03
Relatedness 5.28 .96 4.86 .98 17.39 .93 .000 .04
Need for Cognition 5.11 .70 5.04 .76 3.01 42 .08 .01
Need for Exploration 5.11 .64 4.98 73 7.61 35 .006 .02
Separation- 5.46 .76 5.28 74 9.70 51 .002 .02
differentiation security
df =1, 426.
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CHAPTER 4

DISCUSSION

In this section, main findings of the study are discussed with regards to the
basic questions addressed in the Introduction. Specifically, the main issues
considered in the study involved conceptualization and types of exploration
(Questions 1 and 2), the nature of the relationship between exploration and
attachment orientations (Question 3), relationship of attachment and exploration
orientations with self-construals and other self-related variables (Questions 4 and
5), the assertion that a secure attachment-exploration orientation represents an
optimal state of functioning (Question 6), and gender differences associated with
secure exploration and related variables (Question 7). After discussing findings
associated with the questions addressed, some limitations of the study are
considered together with suggestions for future research, and an overview of the

major contributions is provided.
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4.1. Conceptualization of Secure and Insecure Exploration and Types of

Exploration

4.1.1. Trust for Self and Approaching the Unknown as Basic
Dimensions of the Proposed Four-Category Model of Exploration

(Question 1)

As explained in the Introduction, trust for self and approaching the unknown
were proposed as two basic dimensions of exploration. Results indicated that
respondents high rather than low in secure exploration had higher scores in both
trusting themselves and in approaching the unknown. The variables of trust for self
and approaching the unknown together explained 54 % of the variance in
(composite) secure exploration. Thus, results supported the proposal regarding the

important role of these basic dimensions in exploration.

A related proposal was that the combinations of these basic dimensions of
trust for self and approaching the unknown would give way to four types of
exploration orientations. As will be remembered, parallel to Bartholomew and
Horowitz’s (1991) four-category model of attachment, these were labeled as secure
(high in both), preoccupied (low in trust for self, high in approaching the unknown),
dismissing (high in trust for self, low in approaching the unknown), and fearful (low
in both). One of the questions tested was whether these four exploration types
would be associated with distinct groups of exploration orientations as proposed.
Results indicated that the four exploration types, created by the low/high
combinations of scores on the Trust for Self and Approaching the Unknown scales,

yielded four significantly different homogeneous groups of exploration (based on
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the data consisting of the mean composite index scores of general and domain-
specific secure exploration). Thus, results seem to be supportive of the proposal
that trust for self and approaching the unknown represent important dimensions in
understanding secure exploration and variations in insecure exploration

orientations.

Because the present dissertation is basically concerned with secure
exploration, the proposed preoccupied, dismissing, and fearful types of insecure
exploration orientations have not been examined. However, in line with the present
purposes, it was discovered that ratings on the four paragraphs representing secure
and (the reverse scored) insecure exploration orientations were significantly
correlated and all loaded on the same factor. Thus, it seems that these four different
exploration tendencies may be combined to represent a basic secure or insecure
exploration orientation. In fact, these four exploration types were found to be
significantly correlated with each other in each of the general and specific

exploration domains, as considered further in the next section.

4.1.2. Relationship Between General and Domain-Specific Secure

Exploration Orientations (Question 2)

Results indicated that secure and the reverse-coded insecure exploration
orientations of preoccupied, dismissing, and fearful can be combined to form
internally consistent, composite measures for each of the general and the five
domains of cognitive, relational, self-related, spatial, and time-related exploration.
Using these composite measures, general and each of the domain-specific secure

exploration orientations were found to be positively correlated. The strongest
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correlation was obtained between general and cognitive exploration orientations.
That is, the impact of the general exploration orientation seemed to be greater on
the cognitive domain (explaining 28 % of the variance) than on other domains
(explaining 15-17 % of the variance). Similarly, the correlations between the
exploration scores in the cognitive domain with those of other domains seemed to
be relatively stronger (ranging between .57 and .70) than those of other domains
(range being .46 -.57), implying that the cognitive exploration orientation may be a
basic domain representative of the general as well as the other exploration domains

considered in the present study.

The above finding suggests that the cognitive exploration tends to play a
central role in exploration orientations of adults. On the other hand, certain
domain-specific exploration orientations were only moderately correlated (e.g.,
time-related orientation with relational orientation). In line with the above-noted
findings that exploration orientations in different domains seemed to be associated,
results of a factor analysis indicated that secure exploration orientations in five
domains loaded on the same factor (with the cognitive domain being the most
heavily loaded item) and hence can generally be considered as a unidimensional

orientation.

The relationship between exploration orientations in different domains was
further investigated by tackling the question of whether respondents high in general
exploration security were secure in all domains of exploration. Results indicated
that they were; that is, respondents high rather than low in general exploration
security seemed to be significantly more secure in all domains considered, i.e.,

cognitive, relational, self-related, spatial, and time-related areas of exploration.
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Thus, in spite of some domain-related variations, secure exploration also
seems to have a general trait-like characteristic, just as secure attachment. As noted
in the Introduction, secure attachment has been demonstrated to show both a
general trait-like tendency, as well as variations across different contexts, such as
family, peer and romantic relationships (Berlin & Cassidy, 1999; Collins & Read,
1994; Imamoglu & Imamoglu, 2004; Ross & Spinner, 2001). Thus, as expected,
exploration orientation, like attachment, seems to represent a general orientation

together with some domain-related variations.

4.2. The Nature of the Relationship Between Exploration and

Attachment Orientations (Question 3)

4.2.1. Secure Exploration as Separate from but Complementary to

Secure Attachment

To test the expectation that (secure) exploration represents an orientation
distinct from (secure) attachment, ratings for the paragraphs representing secure,
preoccupied, dismissing, and fearful attachment orientations and those of the
parallel paragraphs proposed for exploratory orientations were factor analyzed. The
results of this analysis indicated that secure exploration (consisting of mean ratings
for secure exploration and the reverse coded, dismissing, fearful, and preoccupied
exploration orientations) constitutes a domain separate from that of secure
attachment (consisting of mean ratings for secure and reverse coded fearful and

preoccupied attachment tendencies; whereas, dismissing attachment seemed to
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constitute a response domain distinct from the domains of secure exploration and

attachment).

Still however, secure attachment and exploration tended to be somewhat
associated. Specifically, secure attachment was found to be a significant predictor
of secure exploration explaining 6 % of the variance in general, and 3 to 5 % of the
variance in different domains of exploration except for the relational domain in
which secure attachment appeared as a stronger predictor (explaining 16 % of the
variance). ANOVA results further indicated that respondents who were high in
general exploration security tended to be more securely attached and to have more

positive self and other models than those low in secure exploration.

The complementary nature of secure attachment and secure exploration can
be further seen in terms of their associations with the variables of trust for self and
approaching the unknown, which have been proposed as the underlying dimensions
of exploration. Results indicated that attachment and exploration have similar
degree of impact on trust for self but that approaching the unknown tends to be
predicted by exploration and not by attachment. Accordingly, secure attachment
may make exploration more likely by strengthening one's trust for the self. Thus,
all these results consistently support the expectation that attachment and exploration

represent distinct but complementary orientations, as further noted below.
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4.2.2. Separation-Differentiation Security: A Proposed Conceptual Link

Between Secure Attachment and Secure Exploration

As noted in the Introduction, an important assertion of attachment theory is
that one of the functions of secure attachment is to provide a secure base from
which to explore (e.g., Ainsworth, 1972; Bowlby, 1988). The implication of this
basic assertion is that secure attachment enables security in both relating and
separating (to explore), as the concept of felt security (proposed by Sroufe &
Waters, 1977) implies. The emotional bond of felt security is considered to provide
both a secure base for enabling exploration of the environment and a safe haven for
reunion in case threat occurs. Thus, in attachment theory separation and relatedness
are not viewed as opposing each other. In fact, as noted in the Introduction, the
complementarity of attachment and exploration has a central place in attachment
theory. On the other hand, in the mainstream developmental literature, separation
from the family has been regarded as detachment from one’s affective ties to one’s
parents and as a necessary component of becoming an independent individual
(Ryan & Lynch, 1989; see Imamoglu, 2003; Ryan, 1991, for related critical

discussions).

In the present study, in line with the basic assertions of attachment theory, as
well as the BID model, it has been argued that separation from the family does not
necessarily imply detachment but that “attached” or “secure separation” is also
possible (Imamoglu, 2003; Ryan, 1991). However, in attachment theory, as noted
above, securely separating to explore has been regarded as inexorably linked with
secure attachment via the secure base concept. As referred to in the Introduction,

this inevitable link between attachment and exploration has been questioned from a
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cross-cultural perspective (Rothbaum, Pott, et al., 2000; Rothbaum, Weisz, et al.,

2000).

As will be remembered, to contribute to a resolution of the cross-cultural
criticisms directed at attachment theory, in the present study, the concept of
separation-differentiation security was proposed as a link between secure
attachment and exploration orientations. In other words, in the present study, the
link between secure attachment and exploration was not assumed to be totally
inexorable, as assumed by attachment theory, but more dependent upon the degree
to which secure attachment is associated with either separation-differentiation
security (as generally assumed to be in individualist cultures), or with separation-
differentiation anxiety (as generally assumed regarding collectivist cultures).
Although reference is made to individualist and collectivist cultures in line with the
related literature, it should be noted that in the present dissertation, as proposed by
the BID model (Imamoglu, 2003), separation-differentiation security is considered
to be associated more with balanced contexts, whereas separation-differentiation
anxiety is considered to be associated more with integrative and unbalanced
contexts. Accordingly, to the extent that a securely attached person is encouraged
to freely explore without risking his/her family's (or attachment figure's) love, the
stronger might be the link between attachment and exploration systems via the

separation-differentiation security felt.

Thus, the idea of separation-differentiation security is similar to the secure
base idea except that the former is not considered to be an inexorable aspect of
secure attachment as the latter concept because as proposed in the present outlook,

it may be possible for secure attachment to be associated with either separation-
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differentiation anxiety or security. For instance, in highly integrative contexts, a
securely attached child may be discouraged from freely exploring and may develop
separation-differentiation anxiety, which may be linked with the dependence-,

rather than the exploration-system, as considered further later in this section.

Present results indicated that separation-differentiation security has three
interrelated components: (a) Spatial-separation security, which involved always
feeling the love and support of one’s family wherever one goes. For example, such
a person may feel free to follow his/her dreams in far away places feeling the strong
love and support of his/her family inside. (b) The component of parental
acceptance security involved not feeling anxious about being accepted by one’s
parents, but feeling assured that one is accepted the way one is. For instance, a
person high in parental acceptance security would not be expected to worry whether
his/her parents wish him/her to be a different kind of a person. (c) The component
of psychological differentiation security involved feeling secure to express one’s
genuine ideas and to be the kind of person one is genuinely inclined towards. For
example, a person who is high in secure psychological differentiation would feel
that the social bonds in one’s family are so sincere and strong that every member
would be encouraged to be one’s true self, without any worries about risking one’s
acceptability or the love and acceptance of his/her family, as in balanced contexts

proposed by Imamoglu (2003).

Thus, separation-differentiation security as conceptualized here involves not
feeling anxious about spatial separation or psychological differentiation but feeling
assured of the unconditional love-acceptance of one’s family under all conditions.

As such, secure separation-differentiation was proposed as a conceptual link
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between attachment and exploration. In line with the expectations, analyses using
LISREL provided support for both a direct path from attachment to exploration as
well as an indirect path via separation-differentiation security; however, as

expected, the latter indirect path was found to be much stronger than the direct path.

Thus, results indicated that although secure attachment to some degree
predicts secure exploration, a stronger prediction is possible when separation-
differentiation security is considered as a mediator. This finding implies a
limitation of the secure base idea of attachment theory and provides support to the

related cross-cultural criticisms, as further considered later in this section.

4.3. Relationship of Attachment and Exploration Orientations with Self-

Construals and Other Self-Related Variables

4.3.1. Attachment- and Exploration-Related Orientations of
Respondents with Different Types of Self-Construals as Proposed by the

BID Model (Question 4)

As expected, results indicated that the respondents with related-individuated
(or balanced) self-construals were the only ones who were high in both secure
attachment and secure exploration and the related variables of both trust for self and
approaching the unknown, both positive self and positive other models, as well as
separation-differentiation security. On the other hand, the respondents with
separated-patterned (or unbalanced) self-construals appeared as the lowest group in
secure attachment, trust for self, positive self-model, separation-differentiation

security; and they had the lowest mean scores in secure exploration and
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approaching the unknown together with those having related-patterned self-
construals; finally they scored lowest in positive-other scores together with the
separated-individuated respondents. Thus, results supported the predictions of the
BID model that related-individuation represents an optimal state of psychological
functioning especially in comparison to separated-patterning (Imamoglu, 1995,

1998, 2003).

As will be remembered, Imamoglu (2003) proposed that secure attachment
and exploration represent the foundations of relational and individuational self-
orientations, respectively. Accordingly, attachment orientation was expected to be
a major predictor of relatedness while exploration orientation was expected to be so
for individuation. Results provided support to these expectations. According to
LISREL analysis, relatedness as predicted by secure attachment was found to be
distinct from individuation as predicted by secure exploration. Furthermore, as
predicted by the BID model these distinct orientations seemed to be complementary
so that respondents who were high, rather than low, in either individuation or
relatedness tended to be more secure in both attachment and exploration. LISREL
analysis further indicated the error terms of secure attachment and exploration to be
correlated; also, a weak path from exploration to relatedness seemed to improve the
model, which may imply that a secure exploration orientation (perhaps in the
relational domain) may complement a related self-construal. Thus, present findings
provide further support to the idea of complementary linkages between both
attachment and exploration as well as between relatedness and individuation, and to

the idea of their representing distinct domains, as considered below.
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4.3.2. Attachment and Exploration as Distinct and Complementary

Systems Associated with Distinct Variable Domains (Question 5)

As noted above, in congruence with attachment theory and the BID model, it
has been proposed that attachment and exploration represent two distinct variable
domains which tend to have complementary functions. In line with this proposal,
results indicated that the attachment- and exploration-related variables tend to form
two separate factors of equal importance, each explaining about 25 % of the
variance. Specifically, the variables of positive-self and positive-other models, trust
for self, self-satisfaction, relatedness, positive future orientation, and (the negatively
loaded) trait anxiety loaded together with secure attachment, while the variables of
the need for exploration, need for cognition, approaching the unknown,
individuation, tolerance for ambiguity, curiosity and separation-differentiation

security loaded together with secure exploration.

Of these two distinct variable domains, the former Affective-Relational one,
seems to be associated with a positive affective orientation to self, others, and the
future, whereas the latter Intrinsic Motivational one, seems to represent a secure or
intrinsic exploratory orientation, as predicted. As expected, the trust for self
dimension of secure exploration was found to be associated more with the affective-
relational domain, while approaching the unknown dimension appeared to belong to
the intrinsic motivational domain. In fact, a confirmatory factor analysis using
LISREL also replicated these results. That is, secure exploration, conceptualized
and measured in terms of the dimensions of trust for self and approaching the
unknown, appears to be strongly predicted by the intrinsic motivational domain and

to a lesser degree by the affective-relational domain.
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The finding that attachment, unlike exploration, falls into the affective
domain is congruent with attachment theory because attachment is considered as
“an affectional tie or bond that one individual (person or animal) forms between
himself and another specific individual” (Ainsworth, 1972, p.100). Ainsworth notes
that attachments imply strong affect, and attachment relationship can be
characterized by “love” or strong positive affect. Still, however, intense affect
implied may not be limited to positive emotions, but anxiety, anger or jealousy may

also be aroused if there are threats to the attachment relationship.

Results are also congruent with the related literature which indicate that
different measures of intrinsic motivation, such as the need for cognition, curiosity
and agency tend to be positively correlated with each other (Amabile, Hill,
Hennessey, & Tighe, 1994; Cacioppo, Petty, Feinstein, & Jarvis, 1996; Imamoglu,
2003; Olson, Camp, & Fuller, 1984). As noted before, present results are also
consistent with the assertions of the BID model that relatedness and individuation
represent two distinct and complementary orientations or domains of the self system
(Imamoglu, 2002, 2003). As noted in the Introduction, Imamoglu (2003) found that
the relational self-orientation seems to be associated with other variables of an
affective-relational nature, e.g., perceiving parents as loving-accepting, being
satisfied with one’s self and the family; on the other hand, the individuational self-
orientation seems to be associated with such variables as the need for cognition and
nonrestrictive family atmosphere which tend to belong to the intrinsic-motivational
domain. The present study replicated and extended those earlier findings by
demonstrating that these affective and motivational domains seem to be associated

with a number of variables related with secure attachment and secure exploration,
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respectively. Accordingly, present findings are also supportive of Imamoglu’s
(2003) assertion that secure attachment and exploration may represent the
foundations of the relational and individuational self-orientations, respectively, as

considered above in relation to Question 4.

Results imply that a positive or genuinely secure outlook to oneself, others
and time (i.e., positive future expectations) may be complementary to a genuinely
secure exploratory orientation to one’s inner and outer worlds. Hence, present
findings are supportive of Imamoglu’s (2003) assertion that these two domains of

positive affectivity and intrinsic motivation tend to be distinct but complementary.

Consistent with Imamoglu’s (2003) suggestion regarding positive linkages
between those two domains, some of the variables that loaded on both factors may
be considered to form linkages between the two domains. For example, as noted
above, although trust for self appeared to belong to the positive affectivity domain it
also loaded under the domain of intrinsic motivation, but less strongly. As noted
before, one of the linkages between secure attachment and secure exploration may
be through a trust for self. Such a trusting attitude toward the self associated with
secure attachment may make it easier to approach the unknown to explore. In a
similar vein, variables of the intrinsic motivational and affective-relational domains
were also associated with each other to some degree. Accordingly, it appears that a
secure rather than insecure affective orientation may be more conducive for
developing secure intrinsic motivational orientations towards exploration and
individuation. Psychological implications of being secure in both attachment and

exploration are considered further below.
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4.4. Variables Associated with Secure/Insecure Combinations of
Attachment-Exploration: The Four-Category Model of Attachment and

Exploration Orientations (Question 6)

As noted in the Introduction, on the basis of the assumption about
attachment and exploration representing two distinct orientations, we developed
four attachment-exploration types by crossing these two orientations; i.e., the
secure-safe (high in both attachment and exploration security) type representing the
most optimal psychological orientation; the insecure-unsafe (low in both attachment
and exploration security) type representing the worst psychological state; finally,
the insecure-safe (low in attachment security and high in exploration security) and
secure-unsafe (high in attachment security and low in exploration security) types
were proposed to be in between those two extreme states in terms of psychological

functioning.

Results were generally supportive of these expectations. Specifically,
compared to the insecure-unsafe type of respondents, the secure-safe ones had both
more related and individuated self-construals; had both more positive self as well as
positive-other models; had higher scores in both self-trust and approaching the
unknown; and had higher scores in both the other variables of the positive affective
domain, i.e., self-satisfaction, positive future orientation, and lower trait anxiety
scores, as well as in those of the intrinsic motivational domain, i.e., need for
cognition and exploration, curiosity, tolerance for ambiguity, and separation-
differentiation security. In terms of the variables that seem to be associated with

both attachment and exploration (i.e., trust for self, trait anxiety, and separation-
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differentiation security), the secure-safe group seemed to represent a more optimal

psychological state than all of the other three orientation types.

Such findings not only seem to be supportive of the hypothesis that secure-
safe type represents an optimal state of psychological functioning, but also seem to
support the view regarding complementary linkages between attachment and
exploration orientations. Furthermore, these findings which seem to be congruent
with the past findings involving the BID model, also provide converging evidence
for the assertions that attachment and exploration systems represent the foundations
of the relational and individuational self-orientations, respectively (Imamoglu,

2003).

Thus, results supported the basic underlying idea of attachment theory that
optimal functioning depends on the appropriate interplay between attachment and
exploration systems (Ainsworth, 1972; Bowlby, 1982, 1988) but did not support
claims that individuation requires separation or psychological independence from
one's attachment figures (e.g., Mahler, Pine, & Bergman, 1975). In this regard,

Bowlby (1982) noted,

the family experience of those who grow up to become relatively stable and
self-reliant is characterized not only by unfailing parental support when
called upon but also by a steady yet timely encouragement toward
increasing autonomy, and by the frank communication by parents of
working models - of themselves, of child and of others - that are not only
tolerably valid but are open to be questioned and revised. (p. 322-323)

Accordingly, an important function of parents (or attachment figures) is assumed to
provide a supportive base for secure exploration of the child's inner and outer

worlds to enable individuation.
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On the basis of the above-noted results and self-types suggested by
Imamoglu (2003), we can speculate that respondents with a secure-safe orientation
may be likely to explore with confidence and pleasure; i.e., they may be expected to
enjoy exploratory activities with a genuine intrinsic motivation. Those with a
secure-unsafe orientation may have a positive outlook but may be reluctant to freely
engage in exploration, except perhaps within limited, acceptable areas considered as
“safe” by their social environments. On the other hand, those with an insecure-safe
orientation may have a daring, rather than joyful, attitude toward exploration; i.e.,
they may be expected to engage in risky exploratory activities in order to prove that
they are not afraid of anything, which, in fact, may be a way of coping with their
deep down feelings of attachment-related insecurity. Finally, those with an
insecure-unsafe orientation may be expected to have insecurities, fears, and
negative feelings about themselves, others, and exploratory activities; i.e., they may
lack both trust for self and feelings of safety, and hence may be likely to rigidly
avoid the unknown with a negative outlook. Future research is needed to further

test these speculations.

4.5. Gender Differences in Exploration Orientation and Other Related

Variables (Question 7)

As will be remembered, gender differences were not expected in the general
mechanisms of psychological functioning. However, some relative differences in
orientations were expected to favor the females in terms of being more secure in
both exploration- and attachment-related orientations among the present sample

from the middle-upper SES group.
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As expected, male and female respondents did not differ in terms of general
exploration orientations involving secure, preoccupied, dismissing, and fearful
tendencies. However, in relation to domains, the female respondents seemed to
have a more secure exploration orientation in all domains with the exception of the
cognitive one, for which no differences were found. In congruence with those
findings, females seemed to have higher scores in separation-differentiation security
and need for cognition. On the other hand, male respondents tended to show a more
dismissive exploration orientation in cognitive, relational, self-related, and spatial
domains. Furthermore, there was a significant trend for the male respondents to
have a more fearful exploratory orientation in the relational domain as compared to

the females.

Those results appear to be consistent with findings from the attachment
literature which generally report lack of gender differences (e.g., Ainsworth, Blehar,
Waters, & Wall, 1978; Hazan & Shaver, 1987), but for men to be somewhat more
dismissing in romantic attachment orientation than women (e.g., Brennan, et al.,
1998; Kirkpatrick, 1998; Scharfe & Bartholomew, 1994). By way of the
complementary nature of attachment and exploration, those gender differences in
dismissing attachment orientation might be said to be portrayed in the exploration
area as well. However, a recent study of 62 cultural regions, including Turkey
(Schmitt et al., 2004), it was concluded that in most cultures when a gender
difference in dismissing orientation was found, the difference appeared to be small
in magnitude, as in the present study; thereby implying that the general trends of
psychological functioning in terms of attachment-exploration seem to be similar for

females and males.
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In parallel to the above noted results, female respondents tended to score
higher in both relational and individuational self-orientations. As noted in the
Introduction, those gender differences are consistent with past studies using the BID
model (Imamoglu, 2002, 2003; Imamoglu & Karakitapoglu-Aygiin, in press; Kurt,
2000). Accordingly, the better educated Turkish young women from middle and
upper SES backgrounds seem more likely to have related-individuated or balanced
self-construals than their male counterparts. As noted by Imamoglu (2003), the
relatively stronger relational tendencies of women might be explained with
reference to the female gender role, emphasizing a relational self (Chodorow, 1978;
Gilligan, 1982; Jordan, 1997; Miller, 1976). On the other hand, the relatively
stronger individuational tendencies of women are difficult to interpret with
reference to gender roles and, in fact, may appear to be at odds with traditional
female stereotypes. However, as Imamoglu (2002, 2003) has suggested, those
individuational trends may be associated with the encouragement of women's
professional participation in the upper segments of modern Turkish Republic and
the impact of the feminist movement. Unlike the U.S. where the feminist
movement has emphasized the importance of relationality (e.g., Gilligan, 1982;
Jordan, 1997; Miller, 1976), in Turkey, the emphasis of the feminist movement has
been on increased independence and autonomy (Imamoglu, 2002). Accordingly,
Turkish women from the more progressive segments of the society may be
relatively more likely to change in the direction of individuation while retaining

relatedness.

128



4.6. Limitations and Suggestions

Before providing an overview of the major contributions, some limitations
of the present study should be addressed. The fact that the sample consisted of
university students only, may be considered as a limitation since no age-related
comparisons are available and one should be cautious in generalizing the results to
the larger population involving other age and SES groups. The literature indicates
that university students generally represent middle-upper SES groups (Freeman,
1997; Triandis, 1995). Accordingly, in terms of their parents' education, most of
the students in the present sample also came from the middle-upper SES. Hence,

further studies exploring age and SES-related differences are needed.

Within the limits of this dissertation, only secure exploration was considered
as related mainly to secure attachment orientation. The relationship between
insecure (i.e., preoccupied, dismissing, and fearful) attachment and exploration
orientations will be examined in future papers. In view of the finding that
dismissing attachment orientation appeared as a distinct factor, it may be
particularly interesting to examine it in relation to present research problems. Also,
most of the analyses involving attachment were based on data from the Relationship
Questionnaire (RQ) (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991), and the Model of Positive
Self and Model of Other Scales developed for the present purposes, which were
strongly correlated. In fact, in the SEM analyses using LISREL, a composite index
of positive self model, positive other model, and the simple attachment measure was
used, which proved to be a strong measure of attachment. Furthermore, in an
extensive cross-cultural study involving 62 cultural regions (Schmitt et al., 2004),

support was found for the RQ or attachment models of self and other as pancultural

129



constructs. Still, future studies might be needed to replicate the present results

using other scales of attachment as well.

Moreover, the specific relationships between different exploration domains
(i.e., cognitive, relational, self-related, spatial, time-related), although considered,
were not examined in-depth, and might need further examination. Similarly, the
relationships of different types of exploration (and attachment) orientations with the
variables in the affective-relational and intrinsic motivational domains could be
examined more extensively. Other variables and/or scales might also be
incorporated in future studies to extend our understanding concerning the contents
and limits of the two domains. Longitudinal studies, also involving observational
techniques, might be especially needed to go beyond the limitations of our data

based on self-reports at a particular time.

Furthermore, the antecedents of attachment and exploration orientations,
such as the type of family one is brought up in, should be examined so as to have a
better understanding of the larger picture of the dynamics involved in the
development of the orientations involving attachment-relatedness and exploration-
individuation. On the basis of the BID model, Imamoglu (2003) proposed and
provided some evidence that the balanced family contexts, involving genuine love-
acceptance and low restrictive control, would be most conducive for the
development of related-individuated or balanced individuals. Hence, the same
might be expected for the development of secure-safe individuals, who are secure in
both attachment and exploration orientations. On the basis of the BID model,
integrative family contexts (characterized by high love-acceptance, high control)

would be expected to be conducive for the development of secure-unsafe
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individuals, who would be secure in attachment but feel unsafe in exploration;
differentiative contexts (characterized by low love-acceptance, low control) would
be expected to be conducive for the development of insecure-safe individuals, who
would be likely to engage in exploration without positive feelings of attachment;
and finally, unbalanced contexts (characterized by low acceptance, high control)
would be expected to be conducive for the development of individuals who tend to
be insecure in both attachment and exploration orientations. In fact, related data
from other parts of the present project involving these issues will be examined and

reported in future papers.

Finally, it would be important to conduct cross-cultural studies to explore
the generalizability of the present findings to other cultures. Past studies involving
the BID model yielded consistent results in Canada and the U.S. (Imamoglu &
Karakitapoglu-Aygiin, in press; Kurt, 2002). Since present findings were consistent
with the BID model, they also may be expected to be generalizable to those

cultures; however, future research is needed to test those expectations.

4.7. Overview of the Main Contributions and Conclusions

In spite of the above-noted limitations, the present study has some important
strengths. An original contribution of the present research involves our attempt to
conceptualize and measure exploration as a system distinct from, but associated
with the attachment system. As noted in the Introduction, past studies have studied
the relationship between attachment and exploratory behaviors but have not studied

the dynamics of the association between these two systems, as noted by Aspelmeier
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and Kerns (2003): “None of the investigations of attachment exploration dynamics
to date...clearly identify the mechanism(s) that mediates the association between

attachment and exploration.” (p. 27).

In this regard, we feel that the proposed two-dimensional model involving
trust for self and approaching the unknown, and the measures developed fill an
important gap in the related literature. Also important is the consideration of
general and domain-specific exploration orientations within the basic model. The
consistency of the results derived from different analyses provided converging

evidence for the validity of the present model.

Another important contribution of the present study involves its
conceptualization and measurement of separation-differentiation security. As will
be remembered, although secure attachment was found to predict secure
exploration, the strength of the link was rather weak, but it improved when
separation-differentiation security was considered as a mediator. We believe that
by considering the concept of separation-differentiation security as a mediator,
attachment theory may be extended to handle the cross-cultural criticisms raised by

the Rothbaum group (Rothbaum, Pott, et al., 2000; Rothbaum, Weisz, et al., 2000).

Within the present outlook, it is proposed that the secure base function of the
attachment system may not be inevitably linked with the exploration system as
assumed by the attachment theory, but may be affected by external influences. That
is, in more individualistic cultures, such as the U.S., children tend to be encouraged
to explore and more space and stimulation are available in U.S. homes (see

Rothbaum, Pott, et al., 2000). In such contexts securely attached children may be
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more likely to use the attachment figure as a secure base from which to explore; that
is, they may be more likely to develop separation-differentiation security which
may orient them toward exploration and individuation. On the other hand, in the
more collectivistic cultures, such as Japan, children may be more oriented toward a
symbiotic union with the attachment figure and may be more likely to feel anxious
during separations. In fact, although percentage of secure babies were found to be
the same in the United States and Japan, Japanese babies were found to show less
exploration, to be more upset by separations, to display greater anxiety toward
strangers, and to prefer to maintain close contact with mothers (Miyake, Chen, &
Campos, 1985; Takahashi, 1990). Thus, while the Japanese mothers tend to orient
the child inward and to encourage accommodation to each other, the American
mothers tend to encourage exploration by directing the child's attention outward to
toys, events, or strangers in the environment; hence, American babies tend to
engage in more exploration than do Japanese babies (Bornstein, Azuma, Tamis-
LeMonda, Ogina, 1990; Bornstein, Toda, Azuma, Tamis-LeMonda, & Ogina, 1990;

Takahashi, 1990).

Thus, although secure attachment may be associated with secure exploration
particularly by way of separation-differentiation security (as exemplified in the U.S.
case above), it also may be associated with insecure exploration via separation-
differentiation anxiety (as exemplified in the Japanese case above). In fact, as will
be remembered, secure attachment did not appear as a strong predictor of either
exploration or separation-differentiation security, while separation-differentiation
security strongly predicted exploration. That is, secure attachment, by itself, was

found to be a rather weak predictor of exploration as well as separation-
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differentiation security, thereby implying that the link between attachment and
exploration should not be regarded as inevitable. If the child's environmental
conditions are conducive for the development of separation-differentiation security,
then exploration might be predicted more strongly. On the other hand, if the child's
developmental context is more conducive for the activation of dependence and
separation-differentiation anxiety, then even the securely attached child might not

be expected to securely engage in explorationz.

In fact, in the present model it is argued that when attachment and
exploration are considered as two separate orientations, then four types of
attachment-exploration orientations may be possible by crossing the high and low
ends of each. Those four attachment-exploration types were studied in the present
study and the analyses yielded systematic results. For instance, in congruence with
the above arguments, respondents who were secure in both attachment and
exploration (i.e., secure-safe type) had significantly higher separation-
differentiation security scores than those who felt secure in attachment but not in
exploration (i.e., the secure-unsafe type). In fact, the latter group was similar to
respondents who were insecure in attachment but engaged in exploration (i.e., the
insecure-safe type). As would be expected, respondents who were insecure in both
orientations scored lowest in separation-differentiation security. These results
support the present assertion that the link between attachment and exploration may

not be inexorable as assumed by the attachment theory. Secure attachment, though

2 TheJ apanese concept of amae, i.e., a sense of oneness or interdependence between mother
and child, has been found to be highly similar to the concept of dependency (Vereijken, Riksen-
Walraven, & van Lieshout, 1997).
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important, may not be a sufficient condition for the activation of exploration if the
environmental conditions inhibit or at least do not facilitate it. However, the
importance of the complementarity of secure attachment and exploration was
clearly implied by the fact that being secure in both orientations (i.e., the secure-
safe type) was found to be associated with optimal psychological functioning in

terms of both affective-relational and intrinsic motivational orientations.

Another original contribution of the present study was to relate the
attachment-exploration literature to that of self-construals. Although the processes
involving self-concepts and attachment styles have been implicitly assumed to
overlap, the nature of their relationship has not been studied, except for some
studies associating attachment styles with self-esteem (Bartholomew & Horowitz,
1991; Bylsma, Cozzarelli, & Stimer, 1997; Collins & Read, 1990; Feeney & Noller,
1990). In the present study, we aimed to demonstrate the parallel mechanisms
involved in attachment and relatedness as well as exploration and individuation.
Our findings supported Imamoglu's (2003) assertion that attachment and
exploration may be considered to represent the foundations of relational and
individuational self-construal orientations, respectively. Accordingly, related-
individuation, or the balanced self-construal type as suggested by the BID model,
appears to represent being secure in both attachment and exploration orientations.
Of the other self-construal types proposed by the BID model, related-patterning, or
the most integrative self-type, may be said to represent being secure in attachment
but unsafe in exploration. On the other hand, separated-individuation, or the most
differentiative self-type seems to represent being insecure in attachment but safe in

exploration and may be expected to engage in risky explorations. Finally,
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separated-patterning, representing the most unbalanced self-type, tends to be

characterized by insecurity in both attachment and exploration orientations.

A final contribution of the present study may be its demonstration that
attachment and exploration belong to two separate but complementary domains,
respectively labeled as affective-relational and intrinsic motivational by Imamoglu
(2002, 2003). Thus, present findings have replicated and extended Imamoglu's
findings regarding the BID model. In congruence with the BID model, secure
attachment appears to be a part of a domain of variables associated with positive
affective-relational orientation to self, others, time, and other entities, whereas
secure exploration appears to belong to a domain of variables associated with
assuming an intrinsic exploratory outlook toward the self and the environment.
Thus, present results support earlier ones that a balanced being, whereby these two
basic orientations complement each other, appears to be associated with optimal
psychological functioning (Imamoglu, 2002, 2003; Imamoglu & Karakitapoglu-

Aygiin, in press; Karakitapoglu-Aygiin, 2002; Kurt, 2002).

Apart from those theoretical contributions, several scales were contributed
as part of the present research. Particularly important are the two sets of scales
concerning exploration, i.e., the Exploration Questionnaire, involving general and
domain-specific exploration-style paragraphs, and the Trust for Self and
Approaching the Unknown Scales. Those scales provide a means of studying
exploration in a parallel way to studying attachment by using the Relationship
Questionnaire. Also, as noted before, the Separation-Differentiation Security Scale
may be useful in studying the attachment-exploration relationship as well as other
self- and family-related issues. The Need for Exploration Scale, as well appeared as
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a good measure of intrinsic motivation, like the Need for Cognition Scale
(Cacioppo & Petty, 1982), but more extensive in terms of covering not only the
cognitive but also the relational, self-related, spatial, and time-related domains.
Also, the Curiosity and Exploration Inventory by Kashdan, Rose, and Fincham
(2004) has been adapted to Turkish and appeared to have good convergent validity
with the other exploration-related scales developed for the present purposes.
Furthermore, scales measuring Models of Self and Others, together appeared as a
good supplementary measure of the attachment orientation. Finally, a Tolerance for
Ambiguity Scale was adapted from the previous scales developed by Budner (1962)
and MacDonald (1970, a revision of the Rydell and Rosen, 1966 scale). Since scale
development was not a focal point of this dissertation, analyses regarding some
psychometric characteristics of the scales were provided in the Appendix, except for
the analyses concerning basic issues reported in the text, which indicated the scales
to have good convergent and divergent validity and acceptable internal reliabilities.
However, it might be useful to present the psychometric characteristics of those

scales more extensively in future papers.

Thus, a final strength of the present study may be its attempt to use multiple
measures to investigate the basic research problems posed. The converging
evidence obtained by using different measures and analyses supported the reliability
of the main conclusions drawn. However, further research is needed to test and
extend the theoretical and psychometric contributions of the present dissertation.

Afterall, it's all about exploration...
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APPENDIX A: THE SCALES USED

A.1. Relationship Questionnaire (RQ)
Asagidaki paragraflar yakin duygusal iliskilerde yasanan farkii duygu ve diisiinceleri
vansumaktadir. Yakin duygusal iliskilerden kastedilen aile, arkadaglik, dostluk, romantik
iliskiler ve benzerleridir. Liitfen asagidaki 7 basamakli élgekleri kullanarak, her bir

paragrafin kendi yakin iliskilerinizde yasadiginiz duygu ve diisiinceleri genel olarak ne

olciide tanimladigini belirtiniz.

1. Baskalari ile kolayhkla duygusal yakinhk kurarim. Onlara giivenmek, baglanmak
ve onlarin da bana giivenip, baglanmasi konusunda kendimi oldukc¢a rahat
hissederim. Birilerinin beni kabul etmemesi ya da yalmiz kalmak beni pek

kaygilandirmaz.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ tanimlamiyor  pek tanimlamiyor ne tammltyor biraz tamimhyor  tanimliyor tamamen
tantmlamiyor ne tanimliyor

tanimlamiyor

2. Baskalan ile yakinlasmak konusunda rahat degilim. Duygusal olarak yakin
iliskiler kurmak isterim, ancak baskalarina tamamen giivenmek ya da inanmak
benim icin ¢ok zor. Onlarla ¢ok yakinlasirsam incinip, kirilacagimdan korkarim,

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ tanimlamiyor  pek tanimlamiyor ne tanimltyor biraz tanimliyor  tanimliyor tamamen
tantmlamiyor ne tanimliyor

tammlamiyor

3. Bagkalariyla duygusal yonden tamamiyle yakinlasmak, hatta biitiinlesmek isterim.
Ama, genellikle, baskalarinin benimle, arzu ettidim kadar yakinlasmakta isteksiz
olduklarim gériiyorum. Yakin iliski(ler) icinde olmazsam huzursuzluk duyarim;
bazen de bagkalarmin bana, benim onlara verdigim kadar deger vermedigini
diisiiniir, endiselenirim.

1 2 3 4 5 [§
hi¢ tanimlamiyor pek tanimlamiyor  netanimhyor  ne biraz tanimliyor tanimliyor
tantmlamiyor tanimlamtyor

4. Yakin duygusal iligkiler icinde olmaksizin ¢ok rahatim. Benim i¢in 6nemli olan
kendi kendime yetmek ve tamamen bagimsiz olmaktir. Bagkalarina giivenmeyi de,
onlarin bana giivenmesini de tercih etmem.

1 2 3 4 5 6
hi¢ tanimlamiyor pek tanimlamiyor  netanimhyor  ne biraz tanimliyor tanimliyor
tantmlamiyor tanimlamtyor
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A.2.1. Positive Model of Self Scale

Liitfen asagidaki ifadelere ne derece katildigimizi 7 basamakh 6l¢ek iizerinde
isaretleyiniz.

1. Kendiyle barsik bir insanim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek ne katthyorum biraz katiliyorum tamamen
katilmiyorum katilmiyorum ne katilmiyorum katiliyorum katiliyorum

2. Genellikle olumlu 6zelliklerimin olumsuzlardan daha ¢ok oldugunu

diisiiniiyorum.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum pek katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

3. Bazen yeterince sevilmedigimi diisiiniiriim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

4. Genel olarak sevilen bir insanim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

5. Bazen ailemin istedigi gibi biri olamadigim diisiiniir, kaygilamirim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

6. Insanlarin beni sevmesi icin nasil davranmam gerekiyorsa, bana uymuyorsa
bile, 6yle davranmaya cahisirim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

7. Ailemin begenecegi gibi birisi olmaya ¢alhisiyorum.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

8. Genel olarak kendimden memnunum.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

9. Bazen ailemin beni ger¢ekte oldugum gibi kabul etmek yerine, farkh biri
olmami beklediklerini diisiiniiriim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum katiliyorum

katilmiyorum
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A.2.2. Positive Model of Other Scale

1. Cogu zaman cevremdeki insanlar1 anlayamadigim diisiiniiyorum.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

2. Genellikle insanlarin yaninda kendimi rahat hissederim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

3. Galiba insanlardan uzak durmak en iyisi.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

4. Yakindan taniyinea ¢ogu insanin olumlu ézelliklerinin ortaya cikacagina
inanirim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

5. Yakin cevremdeki insanlara giivenmekte sikinti cekerim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum

katilmiyorum katiltyorum

6. Kendimi koruyabilmek i¢in insanlarla aramda mesafe birakmaktan
yanayimdir.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum
katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

7. Tamdigim insanlar arasinda iyi ve giivenilir olanlarin cogunlukta oldugunu

diisiiniiyorum.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum pek katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katilmiyorum katiltyorum

8. Tamidigim insanlarin cogunun olumlu 6zelliklerinin olumsuz 6zelliklerinden
fazla oldugunu diisiiniiyorum.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katilmiyorum katiltyorum

9. Cogu insanin, cevresindeki birinin iiziilmesinden icin icin memnun oldugunu

diisiiniiyorum.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum

katilmiyorum katiltyorum
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A.3. The Exploration Questionnaire:
A.3.1. General Exploration

Asagidaki paragraflar farkl insan yonelimlerini anlatmaktadir. Liitfen her
paragrafi dikkatle okuyup s6zkonusu paragrafta anlatilan yonelimin size ne
derece uydugunu veya sizi ne derece tanimladigimi verilen él¢ek iizerinde
isaretleyiniz.

1. Genellikle bilinmeyenlere aciZimdir. Bilinmeyenleri arastirmak, kesfetmek,
yeni seyler denemek gibi konularda kendimi rahat hissederim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ tanimlamiyor pek tanimlamiyor  ne tammliyor biraz tanimliyor tamamen
tantmlamiyor ne tanimlamtyor tanimliyor
tanimliyor

2. Bilinmeyenleri arastirmak, kesfetmek konusunda kendimi pek rahat
hissetmem. Bilinmeyenleri arastirabilmek veya yeni seyler deneyebilmek
istedigim halde becerememekten veya komik duruma diismekten ¢ekinirim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ tamimlamiyor  pek tammlamiyor  ne tammliyor biraz tanimliyor tamamen
tantmlamiyor ne tanimlamtyor tanimliyor
tanimliyor

3. Bilinmeyenlerle ugrasmak durumunda olmaksizin ¢ok rahatim. Bildiklerim
bana yeter. Bilinmeyenleri arastirmak, kesfetmek, yeni seyler denemek gibi
konular ilgimi cekmez.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ tantmlamiyor  pek tanimlamiyor  ne tamimliyor biraz tanitmliyor tamamen
tantmlamiyor ne tanimlamtyor tanimliyor
tanimliyor

4. Bilinmeyenler bende tedirginlik uyandirir. Bilinmeyenleri arastirmak,
kesfetmek, yeni seyler denemek gibi konular beni korkutur.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ tanimlamiyor  pek tanimlamiyor  ne tamimliyor biraz tanimliyor tamamen
tanimlamiyor ne tammlamryor tanimltyor
tanimltyor

A.3.2. Relational Exploration

Liitfen her paragrafi dikkatle okuyup sézkonusu paragrafta anlatilan yénelimin
size ne derece uydugunu veya sizi ne derece tanmimladigini verilen dl¢ek iizerinde
isaretleyiniz.

1. Yeni insanlar tamimaya, onlarin 6zelliklerini kesfetmeye acigimdir. Herhangi
bir konuda degisik diisiincelere sahip insanlar ilgimi ¢ceker. Farkl insan
davramglarmin derinliklerine inmek, yeni insan 6zellikleri kesfetmek, yeni
insanlar tanimak gibi konularda kendimi rahat hissederim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ tanimlamiyor  pek tanimlamiyor  ne tammliyor biraz tanimliyor tamamen
tanimlamiyor ne tammlamryor tanimltyor
tanimltyor
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2. Yeni insanlar tanmimak, onlarin 6zelliklerini kesfetmek konusunda kendimi pek
rahat hissetmem. Aslinda tanimadigim insanlarin 6zelliklerini merak eder, onlari
taniyabilmek, 6zelliklerini kesfedebilmek isterim; ama diger yandan mahcup
olmaktan, komik duruma diismekten ¢ekinirim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ tantmlamiyor pek tanimlamiyor  ne tanimliyor biraz tanimliyor tamamen
tantmlamiyor ne tammlamuyor tanimltyor
tanimltyor

3. Yeni insanlar tamimak, onlarin 6zelliklerini kesfetmek durumunda olmaksizin
cok rahatim. Tamdigim insanlar ve insanlarla ilgili sahip oldugum bilgiler bana
yeter. Yeni insanlar tanimaya, onlarin 6zelliklerini kesfetmeye calismak gibi
konular ilgimi cekmez.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ tantmlamiyor pek tanimlamiyor  ne tamimliyor biraz tanimliyor tamamen
tantmlamiyor ne tanimlamtyor tanimliyor
tanimliyor

4. Yeni insanlar tanimak, onlarin 6zelliklerini kesfetmeye calismak bende
tedirginlik uyandirir. Farkh insan davramiglarinin derinliklerine inmek, yeni
insan ozellikleri kesfetmek gibi konular beni korkutur.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ tammlamiyor  pek tanimlamiyor  ne tammliyor biraz tanimlryor tamamen
tanimlamiyor ne tammlamuyor tanimltyor
tanimltyor

A.3.3. Self-Related Exploration

Liitfen her paragrafi dikkatle okuyup sézkonusu paragrafta anlatilan yénelimin
size ne derece uydugunu veya sizi ne derece tanimladigini verilen dlcek iizerinde
isaretleyiniz.

1. Kendime iliskin bilmediklerimi 6grenmeye acigimdir. Kendimle ilgili
bilmediklerimi arastirmak, duygu ve diisiincelerimin derinliklerine, kaynagina
inmek, yeni 6zelliklerimi kesfetmek gibi konularda kendimi rahat hissederim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ tammlamiyor  pek tanimlamiyor  ne tamimliyor ne  biraz tanimlryor tamamen
tantimlamiyor tanimlamiyor tanimliyor

tanimliyor

2. Kendime iliskin bilinmeyenleri arastirmak, bilmedigim yanlarim kesfetmek
konusunda kendimi pek rahat hissetmem. Ashinda bilinmeyen yanlarimi
arastirabilmek, degisik 6zelliklerimi ortaya cikarabilmek, duygu ve
diisiincelerimin derinliklerine inebilmek isterim; ama bunlarla basedememek
diisiincesi beni kaygilandirir.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hic tamimlamiyor  pek tanimlamiyor  ne tanimhiyor ne  biraz tanimliyor tamamen
tanimlamiyor tanimlamiyor tanimltyor

tanimltyor

3. Kendime iliskin bilmediklerimle ugrasmak durumunda olmaksizin ¢ok
rahatim. Kendimle ilgili olarak bildiklerim bana yeter. Duygu, diisiince ve

davraniglarim iizerinde uzun uzun diisiinmek, bunlarin kaynagina inmek,
bilinmeyen yanlarimi kesfetmek gibi konular ilgimi ¢ekmez.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ tammmlamiyor  pek tanimlamiyor  ne tamimliyor ne  biraz tanimlryor tamamen
tanimlamiyor tanimlamiyor tanimlryor

tanimlryor
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4. Kendimle ilgili bilmediklerim bende tedirginlik uyandirir. Bilmedigim
yanlarmmi, 6zelliklerimi arastirmak, tanimak, duygu, diisiince ve davranmislarimin
derinliklerine, kaynagina inmek gibi konular beni korkutur.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hic tantmlamiyor pek tanimlamiyor ~ ne tanimliyor ne  biraz tanimliyor tamamen
tantmlamiyor tanimlamiyor tanimltyor

tanimltyor

A.3.4. Cognitive Exploration

Liitfen her paragrafi dikkatle okuyup sézkonusu paragrafta anlatilan yénelimin
size ne derece uydugunu veya sizi ne derece tanimladigini verilen 6lcek iizerinde
isaretleyiniz.

1. Bilinmeyenlerin 6tesine gecip, yeni bilgiler, kavrayislar olusturacak sekilde
diisiinmeye acigimdir. Heniiz bilinmeyen veya benim bilmedigim konulari

arastirmak, ahsilmis diisiince tarzlarinin 6tesine gecmek veya disina ¢cikmak gibi
konularda kendimi rahat hissederim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hic tamimlamiyor  pek tanimlamiyor  ne tamimliyorne  biraz tanimliyor tamamen
tanimlamiyor tanimlamiyor tanimltyor

tanimltyor

2. Bilinmeyen veya benim bilmedigim konular iizerinde diisiinmek, bunlar
incelemek, yeni bilgiler, kavrayislar olusturmakla ilgili olarak kendimi pek rahat
hissetmem. Aslinda bu tip konular iizerinde ¢alisabilmeyi, alisilmisin disinda
yeni bilgiler iiretebilmeyi isterim ama becerememekten, mah¢up olmaktan

cekinirim.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ tammlamiyor  pek tanimlamiyor  ne tamimliyor ne  biraz tanimlryor tamamen
tantimlamiyor tanimlamiyor tanimliyor

tanimliyor

3. Bilinmeyen veya benim bilmedigim konular iizerinde diisiinmek, bunlar
arastirmak durumunda olmaksizin ¢ok rahatim. Bildiklerim bana yeter.

Bilinmeyen konular iizerinde kafa yorup, yeni diisiinceler, bilgiler iiretmek gibi
konular ilgimi cekmez.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hic tanimlamiyor pek tanimlamiyor ne tammhiyor ne  biraz tanimliyor tamamen
tanimlamiyor tanimlamiyor tanimliyor

tanimliyor

4. Bilinmeyen veya kendi bilmedigim konular iizerinde diisiinmek bende

tedirginlik uyandirir. Bilinmeyen konularda yeni diisiinceler, bilgiler
iiretebilmek i¢in bilinenlerin disina ¢cikmak gibi konular beni korkutur.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ tammmlamiyor  pek tanimlamiyor  ne tamimliyor ne  biraz tanimlryor tamamen
tanimlamiyor tanimlamiyor tanimliyor

tanimliyor
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A.3.5. Spatial Exploration

Liitfen her paragrafi dikkatle okuyup sézkonusu paragrafta anlatilan yénelimin
size ne derece uydugunu veya sizi ne derece tanimladigini verilen 6lcek iizerinde
isaretleyiniz.

1. Yeni yerler, mekanlar tammaya merakliyimdir. Oralarin dogasini, kendine
ozgii ozelliklerini kesfetmeye calismak bana ilging gelir. Ahsik olmadigim yeni
yerleri, mekanlar1 arastirmak, kesfetmek konusunda kendimi rahat hissederim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ tantmlamiyor pek tanimlamiyor ~ ne tanimliyor ne  biraz tanimliyor tamamen
tantmlamiyor tanimlamiyor tanimltyor

tanimltyor

2. Yeni yerler, mekanlar tammak, oralarin ézelliklerini kesfetmek konusunda
kendimi pek rahat hissetmem. Ashnda bilmedigim degisik yerlerin 6zelliklerini
merak eder, oralar1 taniyabilmek, kesfedebilmek isterim; ama bunlar
becerememe diisiincesi beni kaygilandirir.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ tammlamiyor  pek tanimlamiyor  ne tamimliyor ne  biraz tanimlryor tamamen
tanimlamiyor tanimlamiyor tanimltyor

tanimltyor

3. Yeni yerler tamimak, 6zelliklerini kesfetmek durumunda olmaksizin ¢ok
rahatim. Bildigim, alistigim yerler, mekanlar bana yeter. Yeni yerler, mekanlar
tanimak, oralarin 6zelliklerini kesfetmeye ¢calismak gibi konular ilgimi cekmez.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ tammlamiyor  pek tanimlamiyor  ne tamimliyor ne  biraz tanimlryor tamamen
tanimlamiyor tanimlamiyor tanimltyor

tanimltyor

4. Yeni yerler tanimak, oralarin 6zelliklerini kesfetmeye calismak bende
tedirginlik uyandirir. Ahsik olmadigim yeni yerlere gitmek, oralan kesfetmek
gibi konular beni korkutur.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ tammlamiyor  pek tanimlamiyor  ne tanmimliyor ne  biraz tanimlryor tamamen
tanimlamiyor tanimlamiyor tanimltyor

tanimltyor

A.3.6. Time-Related Exploration

Liitfen her paragrafi dikkatle okuyup sézkonusu paragrafta anlatilan yénelimin
size ne derece uydugunu veya sizi ne derece tanimladigini verilen dlcek iizerinde
isaretleyiniz.

1. icinde bulundugumuz zamanin étesine gecip gelecege yonelmek konusunda
rahatimdir. Gelecekle ilgili bilinmeyenleri diisiinmek, gelecekte ortaya
cikabilecek yenilikleri hayal etmek, planlar kurmak, adeta zamanda yolculuk
yapmak gibi konularda kendimi rahat hissederim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ tanimlamiyor pek tanimlamiyor ne tammhyor ne  biraz tanimliyor tamamen
tanimlamiyor tanimlamiyor tanimliyor

tanimliyor
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2. Gelecekle ilgili bilinmeyenleri diisiinmek, gelecegi kavramaya ¢alismak
konusunda kendimi pek rahat hissetmem. Ashnda gelecegi merak eder,
olabilecekleri diisiinmek isterim, ama heniiz bilinmeyen bir zamandaki belirsizlik
beni kaygilandirir.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ tantmlamiyor pek tanimlamiyor ~ ne tanimliyor ne  biraz tanimliyor tamamen
tantmlamiyor tanimlamiyor tanimltyor

tanimltyor

3. Gelecekle ilgili bilinmeyenleri diisiinmek, gelecekte olabilecekleri
kesfetmeye calismak durumunda olmaksizin ¢cok rahatim. icinde
bulundugumuz zamanda bildiklerimle yasamak bana fazlasiyla yeter.
Gelecekte olabilecekler iizerinde kafa yormak ilgimi cekmez.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ tantmlamiyor  pek tanimlamiyor  ne tanimliyor ne  biraz tantmliyor tamamen
tantmlamiyor tanimlamiyor tanimltyor

tanimltyor

4. Gelecekle ilgili bilinmeyenleri diisiinmek, olabilecekleri kesfetmeye calismak
bende tedirginlik uyandirir. icinde bulundugumuz zamann dtesine ge¢mek,
gelecegi kavramaya calismak, adeta zamanda yolculuk yapmak gibi konular beni
korkutur.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ tantmlamiyor  pek tanimlamiyor  ne tanimliyor ne  biraz tantmliyor tamamen
tantmlamiyor tanimlamiyor tanimliyor

tanimliyor

A.4.1. Trust for Self Scale

1. Genellikle kendime giivenirim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum

katilmiyorum katiltyorum

2. Oyle ya da bayle, bir sekilde cesitli zorluklarin iistesinden gelebilecegime
inanirim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ kattlmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

3. Hayatin giicliikleriyle basetmek konusunda kendimi ¢cogu zaman caresiz
hissederim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
4. Karsima cikan yeni durumlar ne olursa olsun, bir basetme yolunun da
olacagma inanirim.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum
katiliyorum

katilmiyorum
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5. Alsik olmadigim bir durumla karsilastigimda adeta elim ayagim birbirine
dolanir, tedirgin olurum.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum

katilmiyorum katiltyorum

6. Ahsik olmadigim durumlarla basetmek konusunda kendimi yeterli hissetmem.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

7. Cevremde giivenebilecegim insanlar olsa da olmasa da kendime her zaman
giivenebilecegimi hissederim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

8. Kendiyle barisik, kendine giiven duyan bir kisi oldugumu diisiiniiyorum.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

A.4.2. Approaching the Unknown Scale

1. Bilinmeyen, veya benim bilmedigim konular ilgimi ceker.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum
katilmtyorum katiliyorum
2. Genel olarak “Bilinenden sasma, bilinmeyenden uzak dur” fikrini
benimserim.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
3. Bilinmeyenlerden uzak durmayzi tercih ederim.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
4. Bilinmeyenlerin bana cazip gelen bir ¢ekim giicii var adeta.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
5. Bilinmeyen konular iizerinde diisiinmek hosuma gider.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum
katiliyorum

katilmiyorum
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6. Bilinmeyenlerden olabildigince uzak durup, hayatim bilinenler cercevesinde
siirdiirmeyi tercih ederim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum
katilmiyorum katiltyorum
7. Bilmedigim konular, insanlari, yerleri merak ederim.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum
katilmiyorum katiltyorum
8. Zaman veya uzay yolculuguna ¢cikmak fikri bana ilging ve hos gelir.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum
katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

A.5. Need for Exploration Scale

Liitfen asagidaki ifadelere ne derece katildigimzi 7 basamakh 6l¢ek iizerinde
isaretleyiniz.

1. Duygularimin derinliklerine inip kendimi anlamaya ¢alismak ilgimi ¢eker.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
2. Alsilms fikirleri sorgulamak hosuma gider.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
3. Kafami kanistiran konular iizerinde diisiinmemeyi tercih ederim.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum
katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

oo v .

4. Siirekli yeni seyler 6grenmeyi gerektiren islerdense, bildiklerimi nygulamaya
dayal bir iste calismayi tercih ederim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

5. Kafama takilan Konularin iizerine gidip bunlar ¢6zmeye calisirim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

6. Yeni acilan diikkanlar1 denemek yerine, alistigim diikkanlardan ahsveris
etmeyi tercih ederim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

158



7. Coziim bekleyen karmasik konularin iizerine gitmektense bunlardan uzak
durmaya calisirim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katilmiyorum katiltyorum

8. Alisik olmadigim, degisik seyler denemek hosuma gider.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum
katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

9. Bir restorana gittigimde ahsik olmadigim yemekleri denemek yerine, bildigim
yemekleri secerim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

10. Ahistigimin disinda konular1 anlamaya calismak bana cazip gelmiyor.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

11. Davramslarim iizerinde diisiiniir, kendimi anlamaya cahsirim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

12. Davramislarim iizerinde diisiinmek yerine, kendimi olaylarim akisina
birakmay1 tercih ederim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

13. Hayati anlamaya kafa yormak yerine alistiZim sekilde yasamayi tercih ederim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

14. Tamdigim insanlarin Kisilik 6zelliklerini merak ederim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katilmiyorum katiltyorum

15. Tanimadigim insanlarin bile nasil insanlar olduklarini, nasil birer yasamlari
oldugunu merak ederim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katilmiyorum katiliyorum

16. Benim i¢in nasil bir insan oldugumu iyice anlayabilmek cok 6nemlidir.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum
katiliyorum

katilmiyorum
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17. Yeni seyler 6grenmeye pek de merakh sayllmam.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katilmiyorum katiltyorum

18. Bir iste zihnen zorlandigim hissedince, ondan uzaklasmayi tercih ederim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

19. Beni zihnen zorlayan, yeni coziimler gelistirmemi gerektiren bir iste ¢calismak
hosuma gider.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

20. Zihnimi kurcalayan bir konu iizerinde ¢alisirken, adeta zamani, ¢cevreyi
unutur, kendimi o ise tamamen kaptiririm.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

21. Genellikle alistiim diisiinme stilinin disina ¢ikmakta zorlaniyorum.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

22. Zor bir problemle karsilastiimda, genellikle belirli bir yaklasima veya
diisiinme tarzina saplanip kalirim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

23. Bence en iyi yasam tarzi alistiZimizin disina ¢ikmayi gerektirmeyen bir

hayattir.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum
katilmiyorum katiltyorum
24. Gelecekle ilgili konularda diisiiniip neler olup bitecegini anlamaya veya
tahmin etmeye calisirim.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum
katilmiyorum katiltyorum
25. Yeni yerler kesfetmek ilgimi ¢eker.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum
katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

26. Firsat buldukca, yasadigim ¢evrede pek bilinmeyen yeni yerler kesfetmeye

calisirim.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum

katilmiyorum katiltyorum
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27. Bir uzay meKkigiyle evrene acilabilmek isterdim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katilmiyorum katiliyorum

28. Uzaya giden astronot olma fikri hic ilgimi cekmez.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum
katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

29. Alistigim yerlerden farkh yerlere gitmemi gerektirecek bir iste calismayi

istemem.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katilmiyorum katiltyorum

30. Alisik olmadigim bir cevrede yasamak fikri bende tedirginlik uyandirir.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

31. Gelecekle ilgili bilinmeyenler iizerinde diisiinmek ilgimi ¢eker.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

32. Heniiz bilinmeyen gelecekle ilgili olarak diisiinmektense, bilinen simdiki
zaman daha cok ilgimi ceker.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katilmtyorum katiliyorum

33. Degisimi hayatin bir parcasi olarak goriir, heyecanla karsilarim.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum
katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

34. Hayatimda yapmak durumunda kalacagim her tiirlii degisiklik beni korkutur.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katilmtyorum katiliyorum

35. Zamanda yolculuk fikri bana c¢ok ilging gelir.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum
katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

36. ileride neler olacagim heniiz bilmedigimize gore, simdiden gelecek hakkinda
diisiinmeyi gereksiz buluyorum.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katilmiyorum katiltyorum
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37. Bilinmeyen bir gelecekle ilgili diisiinmek beni kaygilandirir.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katilmiyorum katiltyorum

38. Zamanin itesine gecemedigimize gore, gelecek hakkinda simdiden diisiinmek
vakit kaybindan baska bir sey degildir.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

39. Gelecegimle ilgili cesitli olasiliklar iizerinde diisiinmek ilgimi ¢eker.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum
katilmiyorum katiltyorum
A.6. Separation-Differentiation Security Scale
1. Ailemin sevgisini hep icimde tasidigim i¢in ¢cok uzak yerlerde bile
calisabilirim.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltiyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum
katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

2. Kendimi gelistirmek icin bilinmedik yerlere gitmektense, alistigim bir iste
calisip ailemin yaninda olmay1 tercih ederim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

3. Gerektiginde ailemle haberlesebilecegimi bildikten sonra diinyanin dbiir
ucuna bile gidebilirim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katilmiyorum katiltyorum

4. Her ne kadar haberlesme imkani olsa da, ailemden ayr1 yasamak durumunda
kalmak beni cok kaygilandirir.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

5. Ailemi ¢ok dzleyecegimi bilsem de amaclarim ugruna onlardan uzakta

yasayabilirim.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katilmiyorum katiltyorum
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6. Kisa bir siire icin bile olsa ailemden ayrilamam.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katilmiyorum katiltyorum

7. Bir siire icin ailemden uzakta yasamami gerektirecek ilging bir istense, daha
sikici ama ailemin yaninda olabilecegim bir iste calismay1 tercih ederim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katilmiyorum katiltyorum

8. Ne kadar uzaga gidersem gideyim, ailemin sevgi ve desteginin hep yamimda
olacagina inanirim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

9. Baz konularda ailemden farkh diisiinsem bile onlarm desteginin her zaman
benimle oldugunu hissederim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ kattlmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

10. Ailemdekilerden farkh diisiincelere sahip olmak beni kaygilandirir.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

11. Ailemden farkh diisiincelere sahip olmam durumunda bunlar1 rahathkla ifade

edebilirim.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ kattlmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum
katilmiyorum katiltyorum
12. Ailemle goriis ayrihgima diisecek olsam bunu belli etmemeye ¢alisirim.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum
katilmiyorum katiltyorum
13. Ailem benim gerektiginde farkh duygu, diisiince ve davranislarimin
olabilecegini kabul etmez.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum
katilmiyorum katiltyorum
14. Ailemin kabul etmeyecegini bildigim icin, onlarinkilerden farkh olan
diisiincelerimi belli etmemeye ¢alisirim.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum
katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

15. Bizim ailede duygusal baglar cok kuvvetli oldugundan herkesin kendi yapmak
istedikleri tesvik edilir.
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7

hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum
katilmiyorum

A.7. Balanced Integration-Differentiation (BID) Scale

katiliyorum

Liitfen asagidaki ifadelere ne derece katildigimzi 7 basamakh 6l¢ek iizerinde
isaretleyiniz.

1. Kendi kendime kaldigimda yapacak ilgin¢ seyler bulabilirim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

2. Kendimi aileme hep yakin hissedecegime inanryorum.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

3. Insanlarla iliski kurmakta giicliik cekiyorum.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katilmiyorum katiltyorum

4. Kendi isteklerimi yapabilmek icin kendime mutlaka zaman ve imkan tamimaya

calisirim.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katilmiyorum katiltyorum

5. Kendimi duygusal olarak toplumun disinda kalmis gibi hissediyorum.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katilmtyorum katiliyorum
6. Kendimi duygusal olarak aileme ¢ok yakin hissediyorum.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

7. Farklh olmaktansa, toplumla diisiinsel olarak kaynasmis olmay tercih ederim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

8. Kendimi yakin ¢cevremden duygusal olarak kopmus hissediyorum.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katilmiyorum katiltyorum
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9. Kendimi insanlardan olabildigince soyutlayip, kendi isteklerimi

gerceklestirmeye calisirim,

1 2 3 4 5 6
hi¢ kattlmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katilmiyorum

7
tamamen

katiliyorum

10. Hayatta gerceklestirmek istedigim seyler icin cahsirken, ailemin sevgi ve

destegini hep yanimda hissederim.

1 2 3 4 5 6

hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katilmiyorum
11. Kendimi yalmz hissediyorum.

1 2 3 4 5 6

hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

12. Ailemle duygusal baglarimin zayif oldugunu hissediyorum.

1 2 3 4 5 6
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katilmiyorum

7
tamamen

katiliyorum

7
tamamen

katiliyorum

7
tamamen

katiliyorum

13. Ailemle aramdaki duygusal baglarin hayatta yapmak istedigim seyler icin

bana gii¢ verdigini diisiiniiyorum.

1 2 3 4 5 6
hic katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

14. Kendimi diger insanlardan kopuk hissediyorum.

1 2 3 4 5 6
hic katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

15. Toplumsal degerleri sorgulamak yerine benimsemeyi tercih ederim.

1 2 3 4 5 6
hic katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

16. Kendimi sosyal cevreme duygusal olarak yakin hissediyorum.

1 2 3 4 5 6

hic katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katilmiyorum
17. Kendimi ilgin¢ buluyorum.

1 2 3 4 5 6

hic katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katilmiyorum
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tamamen

katiliyorum

7
tamamen

katiliyorum

7
tamamen

katiliyorum

7
tamamen

katiliyorum

7
tamamen

katiliyorum



18. insanin kendini kendi istedigi gibi degil, toplumda gecerli olacak sekilde

gelistirmesinin 6nemli oldugunu diisiiniiyorum.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katilmiyorum katiliyorum

19. Insan gelistikce, ailesinden duygusal olarak uzaklasir.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum
katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

20. insanin en 6nemli amaci sahip oldugu potansiyeli hakkiyla gelistirmek

Olmalhdir.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katilmiyorum katiltyorum
21. Insamin kendi farklihigim gelistirip ortaya cikarabilmesi gerekir.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum
22. Kisinin kendine degil, topluma uygun hareket etmesi, uzun vadede kendi

yararina olur.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum
23. insamin yapmak istediklerini yapabilmesi icin, ailesiyle olan duygusal

baglarim en aza indirmesi gerekir.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

24. Cevremdekilerin onayladigi bir insan olmak benim i¢cin 6nemlidir.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum
25. Zamanimizda insanlar arasinda giiclii duygusal baglarin olmasi, kendileri

icin destekleyici degil, engelleyici olur.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum
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26. Sahip oldugum potansiyeli ve 6zellikleri gelistirip kendime 6zgii bir birey

olmak benim icin ¢ok énemlidir.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katilmiyorum katiliyorum

27. Cevreme ters gelse bile, kendime 6zgii bir amagc i¢in yasayabilirim.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum
katiliyorum

katilmiyorum
28. Herkesin kendi farkliligimi gelistirmeye ugrasmasi yerine toplumsal

beklentilere uygun davranmaya calismasinin daha dogru oldugu kanisindayim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katilmiyorum katiltyorum

29. Toplumlar gelistikce, insanlararasi duygusal baglarin zayiflamasi dogaldir.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katilmiyorum katiltyorum

A.8. Need for Cognition Scale

Liitfen asagidaki ifadelere ne derece katildigimizi 7 basamakh 6l¢ek iizerinde
isaretleyiniz.

1. Okudugum birsey kafami karistirirsa, vazgecer unuturum,

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katilmiyorum katiliyorum

2. Diisiinerek elde ettigim sonu¢lardan kivan¢ duyarim,
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum
katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

3. Baskalarimin zor buldugu problemler iizerinde genellikle diisiinmem.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

4. Yeni diisiinme yollar1 63renmek bana pek cekici gelmez.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum

katilmiyorum katiltyorum
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5. Olaylarm neden dyle gelistigini anlamaya ¢calismak yerine, kendi akisina

birakmayi tercih ederim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum
katilmiyorum katiltyorum
6. Yeni ve alisilmamis durumlarda diisiinmek bana zor gelir.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum
katilmiyorum katiltyorum
7. Diisiinme sayesinde zirveye ulasma fikri bana cekici gelmez.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum
katilmiyorum katiltyorum
8. Soyut diisiinme fikrini ¢ekici bulmuyorum.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum
katilmiyorum katiltyorum
9. Bir kez 6grendikten sonra az diisiinme gerektiren isleri severim.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum
katiliyorum

katilmiyorum
10. Uzun vadeli projelerdense kiiciik giinliik projeler iizerinde diisiinmeyi

tercih ederim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum

katilmiyorum katiltyorum

11. Diisiinme yeteneklerimi zorlayacak birsey yerine, az diisiinme gerektiren

birsey yapmay tercih ederim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ kattlmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

12. Birsey iizerinde saatlerce kafa patlatmak bana pek hos gelmez.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

13. Sadece diisiinmek zorunda kaldigimda diisiiniiriim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum
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14. Dedikodu yapmak veya iinliilerin yaptiklarindan sézetmeye kiyasla,
insanlarla uluslararasi sorunlarin nedenleri ve olasi ¢éziimleri hakkinda

daha siklikla konusurum.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katilmiyorum katiliyorum

15. Fazla diisiinme gerektiren bir isin sorumlulugunu iistlenmekten hoslanmam.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum
katilmiyorum katiltyorum
16. Yarg giiciimiin zayif ve giiclii yanlarim kesfetme olanaklarim
memnuniyetle karsilarim.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum
katilmiyorum katiltyorum
17. Diisiinmek benim icin eglenceli degildir.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum
katilmiyorum katiltyorum
18. Birsey hakkinda derinlemesine diisiinmek zorunda kalabilecegim
durumlar 6nceden sezinleyip bunlardan uzak durmaya cahsirim.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
19. KEgitici programlan izlemeyi, eglence programlarina tercih ederim.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
20. Cozmeyi kafaya koydugum zor problemleri ¢6zmekte cogunlukla
basarihyimdir.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
21. En iyi diisiinebildigim zamanlar akilh insanlarla birarada oldugum
zamanlardir.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ kattlmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum
katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

169



22. Diisiinmeden doyumlu olamam.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum
katilmtyorum katiliyorum
23. Yasamimin, ¢6zmek zorunda oldugum bilmecelerle dolu olmasim
tercih ederim.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
24. Karmagsik problemleri basit olanlara yeglerim.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum
katiliyorum

katilmiyorum
25. Bir problemin cevabinin nedenlerini anlamak yerine, yalniz cevabim

bilmek bana yeter.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katilmiyorum katiliyorum
26. Bir problem iizerinde cahsirken, kendi bagima ulastigim ¢6ziim,

baskalarinin inandig1 veya soyledigi coziimlerden daha 6nemlidir.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum
katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

27. Bir seyin ise yaramasi benim icin yeterlidir; nasil veya neden ¢ahstigryla

ilgilenmem.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katilmiyorum katiltyorum

A.9. Tolerance for Ambiguity Scale

Liitfen asagidaki ifadelere ne derece katildigimzi 7 basamakh 6l¢ek iizerinde
isaretleyiniz.

1. Kesin bir cevapla ortaya ¢ikamayan bir uzman, biiyiik olasilikla fazla birsey

bilmiyordur.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum

katilmiyorum katiltyorum
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2. En iyi is, ne yapilacagimin ve nasil yapilacaginin belli oldugu istir.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katilmiyorum katiltyorum

3. Basit bir problemi ¢c6zmektense, karmasik bir problemle ugrasmak daha

eglencelidir.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum
katilmiyorum katiltyorum
4. Alskin oldugumuz seyler, ahskin olmadiklarimiza her zaman tercih
edilmelidir.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum
katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

5. Kesin olarak “evet” veya “hayir” cevaplari bekleyen insanlar, islerin gercekte
ne kadar karmasik oldugunu bilmezler.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

6. Belirgin olmayan 6devler veren 6gretmen veya damismanlar insana insiyatif
kullanma ve 6zgiin olma sansi tanimis olurlar.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

. e R

7. Coziimii olmadigim diisiindiigiim bir problem pek ilgimi cekmez.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

8. Davranislarini anlayamayacagim diisiindiigiim kisilerle kendimi rahatsiz
hissederim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

9. Hemen herseyi yapmanin bir dogru ve bir yanhs yolu vardir.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

10. Kontrol edemedigim bir sosyal durum icinde olmak beni oldukca

kaygilandirir.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
11. Hemen her problemin bir ¢éziimii vardir.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum
katiliyorum

katilmiyorum
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12. Bir insanin diisiince akisini izleyememek beni rahatsiz eder.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
13. Her zaman dogru ile yanhs arasinda bariz (net) bir fark oldugunu
diisiinmiisiimdiir.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum
katilmiyorum katiltyorum
14. Belirsiz ve izlenimlere dayanan resimler bana hi¢ de cekici gelmez.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum
katiliyorum

katilmiyorum
15. Eger bir bilimci olsaydim, bilim her zaman yeni buluslar yapacagi i¢in (ciinkii
yapacaktir), yaptigim isin hicbir zaman tamamlanmayacak olmasi beni
rahatsiz ederdi.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

16. Bir sinavdan 6nce, sorulacak soru sayisim bilirsem kendimi ¢ok daha az
kaygil hissederim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

17. Sonunda acik ve belirgin bir cevaba ulasma ihtimali olmayan bir problem
iizerinde cahismaktan hoslanmam.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katilmiyorum katiltyorum

18. Sonradan zaman kaybindan baska bir sey olmadig: ortaya ciksa bile, yeni
fikirler iizerinde diisiinmek hosuma gider.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

A.10. Curiosity and Exploration Inventory (Trait Version)

Liitfen asagidaki ifadelere ne derece katildigimizi 7 basamakh 6l¢ek iizerinde
isaretleyiniz.

1. Yeni bir durumla karsilagtigimda aktif olarak, olabildigince ¢ok bilgi

edinmeye calisan bir insan oldugumu diisiiniiyorum.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum
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2. Bir faaliyete katildigimda kendimi 6ylesine kaptiririm ki zamani1 unuturum.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
3. Kendimi gelistirmek icin sik sik yeni olanaklar (6rn.: bilgi, insanlar,
kaynaklar) ararim.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum
katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

4. Yeni durumlari veya yeni seyleri derinlemesine inceleyen tipte biri degilimdir.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum

katilmiyorum katiltyorum

5. Birseyle aktif olarak ilgilendigimde birinin dikkatimi dagitmasi olduke¢a
zordur.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum

katilmiyorum katiltyorum

6. Birseyle ugrasirken arkadaslarim beni “asir1 kaptirmis” olarak tamimlarlar.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum

katilmtyorum katiliyorum

7. Gittigim her yerde yeni birseyler ya da deneyimler arayisinda olurum.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum
katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

A.11. Self-Satisfaction Index

1. Kendinizi ne derece doyumlu hissediyorsunuz?

1. hig 2. biraz 3. orta 4. oldukca 5. ¢ok
2. Yasamimzdan genel olarak ne derece memnunsunuz?

1. hi¢ 2. biraz 3. orta 4. olduk¢a 5. ¢ok
3. Kendinizden genel olarak ne derece memnunsunuz?

1. hi¢ 2. biraz 3. orta 4. oldukca 5. ¢ok
4. Elinizde olsa kendinizi ne derece degistirmek isterdiniz?

1. hi¢ 2. biraz 3. orta 4. oldukca 5. ¢ok
5. Elinizde olsa yasamimz genel olarak ne derece degistirmek

isterdiniz?

1. hi¢ 2. biraz 3. orta 4. oldukga 5. ¢ok

6. Kendinizi ne derece yeterli hissediyorsunuz?

1. hi¢ 2. biraz 3. orta 4. oldukca 5. ¢ok
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A.12. Positive Future Expectations Scale

Liitfen asagidaki ifadelere ne derece katildigimizi her bir ifadenin altinda yeralan
7 basamakh dlcek iizerinde isaretleyiniz.

1. Kisisel gelecegim konusunda oldukc¢a iyimserim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katilmtyorum katiliyorum

2. Eninde sonunda hedeflerime ulasacagima inaniyorum.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum
katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

3. Gelecekte yapmak istediklerimi gerceklestirebilmek konusunda iyimserim.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

4. Kisisel gelecegim konusunda kotiimser sayilirim,

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

5. Ban giigliikler olsa da gelecege iyimser bakiyorum.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum

katilmiyorum katilryorum

A.13. Trait Anxiety Scale

Asagida kisilerin kendilerine ait duygularii anlatmada kullandiklar birtakim
ifadeler verilmistir. Liitfen her ifade icin size en ¢ok uyan ve genel olarak nasil
hissettiginizi gosteren cevahi isaretleyiniz.

1. Genellikle keyfim yerindedir.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
2. Genellikle cabuk yorulurum.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
3. Genellikle kolay aglarim.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiliyorum biraz katiliyorum  tamamen
katilmryorum ne katiliyorum
katiliyorum

katilmiyorum
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4. Baskalar kadar mutlu olmak isterim.

1 2 3 4 5
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katilmiyorum

5. Cabuk karar veremedigim icin firsatlar1 ka¢iririm.
3

1 2 4 5
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum

katilmiyorum

6. Kendimi dinlenmis hissederim.

1 2 3 4 5
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katilmiyorum

7. Genellikle sakin, kendime hakim ve sogukkanliyim.

1 2 3 4 5
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katilmiyorum

8. Giigliiklerin yenemeyecegim kadar biriktigini hissederim.

1 2 3 4 5
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyyorum biraz
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katilmiyorum

9. Onemsiz seyler hakkinda endiselenirim.

1 2 3 4 5
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katilmiyorum

10. Genellikle mutluyum.

1 2 3 4 5
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katilmiyorum

11. Herseyi ciddiye alir ve etkilenirim.

1 2 3 4 5
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katilmiyorum

12. Genellikle kendime giivenim yoktur.

1 2 3 4 5
hig¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katilmiyorum

13. Genellikle kendimi emniyette hissederim.

1 2 3 4 5
hi¢ kattlmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyorum biraz
katilmiyorum ne katihyorum

katilmiyorum

14. Sikintih ve giic durumlarla karsilasmaktan kacinirim.

1 2 3 4 5
hi¢ katilmiyorum  pek katilmiyorum  ne katiltyyorum biraz
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum

katilmiyorum
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15. Genellikle kendimi hiiziinlii hissederim.

1

hi¢
katilmiyorum

16. Genellikle hayatimdan memnunum.

1

hi¢
katilmiyorum

17. Olur olmaz d

1

hi¢
katilmiyorum

pek katilmiyorum

pek katilmiyorum

pek katilmiyorum

4

ne katiliyorum
ne
katilmiyorum

4

ne katiliyorum
ne
katilmiyorum

ler beni rahatsiz eder.

4

ne katiliyorum
ne
katilmiyorum

biraz
katiliyorum

biraz
katiliyorum

biraz
katiliyorum

18. Hayal kirikhiklarim dylesine ciddiye alirim ki, hi¢ unutamam.

1

hi¢
katilmiyorum

19. Akl basinda ve kararh bir insanim.

1

hi¢
katilmiyorum

pek katilmiyorum

pek katilmiyorum

4

ne katiliyorum
ne
katilmiyorum

4

ne katiliyorum
ne
katilmiyorum

20. Kafama takilan konular beni tedirgin eder.

1

hi¢
katilmiyorum

pek katilmiyorum

4

ne katiliyorum
ne
katilmiyorum
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APPENDIX B:

PSYCHOMETRIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE NEW SCALES

USED

Need for Exploration Scale. Data obtained from the 39 items of the Need
for Exploration Scale were subjected to a principal axis factor analysis with varimax
rotation. On the basis of initial analyses the five-factor solution was accepted which
explained 45.27 % of the total variance, as shown in Table B.1. The first factor,
which explained 11.53 % of the variance, and had an eigenvalue of 11.51, consisted
of 14 items and was labeled the Need for Cognitive Exploration Factor because the
items that loaded on this factor were concerned with tending to stick to the “known”
ways and to refrain from exploration, and hence were reverse coded. Cronbach’s

alpha of the resulting scale for this factor was .87.

The second factor consisted of six items which explained 10.80 % of the
variance. It was labeled as the Need for Person-Related Exploration Factor because
the items that loaded on it were concerned with a need to explore people including

oneself. The factor had an eigenvalue of 2.94 and alpha coefficient of .83.

The third factor was labeled as the Need for Space-Related Exploration
Factor. It explained 9.16 % of the variance and had an eigenvalue of 2.36. The

items that loaded on this factor involved a need to stick to the known contexts, jobs,
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shops, food, etc., and hence were reverse coded. Cronbach’s alpha of the resulting

9-item scale was .85.

The fourth factor, which explained 7.94 % of the variance, was labeled as
the Need for Future-Related Exploration Factor because the items that loaded on it
were concerned with a need to engage in thinking about the future and what it may

bring. It had an eigenvalue of 1.83 and alpha of .85.

Finally, the fifth factor, which explained 5.84 % of the variance, was labeled
as the Need for Hypothetical Exploration Factor because the three items that loaded
on it involved a liking for activities that require hypothetical thinking such as time

or space travel. Its eigenvalue was 1.42, and alpha coefficient was .87.

As noted above, in line with the scree plot results which implied that the
scale could be used as a unidimensional one, the mean factor scores of the five
factors explained above were subjected to a second-order factor analysis which
yielded one factor that explained 56.66 % of the variance and had an eigenvalue of
2.83. Cronbach’s alpha for the total scale consisting of 39 items was found to be

93.
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Table B.1. Results of the Factor Analysis of the Data from the Need for

Exploration Scale

Total Scale (Explained variance = 45.27 %; Cronbach's alpha = .93)

Items Loading

Factor 1- Need for Cognitive Exploration .79
(eigenvalue = 11.51; explained variance =11.53 %; o= .87)

Zor bir problemle karsilastigimda, genellikle belirli bir yaklasima veya .62

diisiinme tarzina saplanip kalirim.

Bir iste zihnen zorlandigimi hissedince, ondan uzaklagsmayi tercih ederim. .59

Genellikle alistigim diigiinme stilinin digina ¢ikmakta zorlanryorum. .56

Siirekli yeni seyler 6grenmeyi gerektiren iglerdense, bildiklerimi .55

uygulamaya dayali bir iste ¢aligmayi tercih ederim.

Hayati anlamaya kafa yormak yerine alistigim sekilde yasamay1 tercih .55

ederim.

Coziim bekleyen karmagik konularin iizerine gitmektense bunlardan uzak .54

durmaya galigirim.

Aligtigimin disinda konulari anlamaya ¢aligmak bana cazip gelmiyor. 53

Yeni gseyler 6grenmeye pek de merakli sayilmam. .50

Beni zihnen zorlayan, yeni ¢oziimler gelistirmemi gerektiren bir iste -.49

calismak hoguma gider.

Davraniglarim {izerinde diiglinmek yerine, kendimi olaylarin akigina 48

birakmay1 tercih ederim.

Bence en iyi yasam tarzi alisigimizin disina ¢ikmayi gerektirmeyen bir .35

hayattir.

Zihnimi kurcalayan bir konu iizerinde ¢aligirken, adeta zamani, gevreyi -34

unutur, kendimi o ise tamamen kaptiririm

Kafami karistiran konular iizerinde diisiinmemeyi tercih ederim. 31

Bilinmeyen bir gelecekle ilgili diisiinmek beni kaygilandirir. 31
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Table B.1.(Continued).

Items Loading

Factor 2- Need for Person-Related Exploration .61

(eigenvalue = 2.94; explained variance = 10.80 %; o = .82)
Davraniglarim iizerinde diisiiniir, kendimi anlamaya ¢aligirim. .70
Benim igin nasil bir insan oldugumu iyice anlayabilmek ¢ok 6nemlidir. .69
Duygularimin derinliklerine inip kendimi anlamaya ¢aligmak ilgimi ¢eker. .67
Tanidigim insanlarim kisilik 6zelliklerini merak ederim. .64
Kafama takilan konularin iizerine gidip bunlari ¢6zmeye ¢aligirim. 54
Tanimadigim insanlarin bile nasil insanlar olduklarini, nasil birer 48
yasamlart oldugunu merak ederim.
Factor 3- Need for Spatial Exploration 75
(eigenvalue = 2.36; explained variance = 9.16 %; o = .83)

Aligik olmadigim bir ¢evrede yasamak fikri bende tedirginlik uyandirir. 57
Alistigim yerlerden farkli yerlere gitmemi gerektirecek bir iste ¢aligmayi .55
istemem.
Degisimi hayatin bir pargasi olarak goriir, heyecanla kargilarim. -54
Aligik olmadigim, degisik seyler denemek hosuma gider. -.53
Yeni yerler kesfetmek ilgimi ¢eker. -53
Yeni agilan diikkanlar1 denemek yerine, alistigim diikkanlardan aligveris 53
etmeyi tercih ederim.
Hayatimda yapmak durumunda kalacagim her tiirlii degisiklik beni .50
korkutur.
Bir restorana gittigimde aligik olmadigim yemekleri denemek yerine, 49
bildigim yemekleri segerim.
Firsat buldukga, yasadigim ¢evrede pek bilinmeyen yeni yerler -43

kesfetmeye caligirim.
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Table B.1.(Continued).

Items Loading
Factor 4- Need for Future-Related Exploration 72
(eigenvalue = 1.83; explained variance = 7.94 %; o = .85)
Zamanin Gtesine gegemedigimize gore, gelecek hakkinda simdiden .79
diisiinmek vakit kaybindan bagka bir sey degildir.
Ileride neler olacagini heniiz bilmedigimize gore, simdiden gelecek 72
hakkinda diisiinmeyi gereksiz buluyorum.
Gelecegimle ilgili ¢esitli olasiliklar tizerinde diistinmek ilgimi geker. -58
Gelecekle ilgili bilinmeyenler iizerinde diigtinmek ilgimi ¢eker. -.56
Heniiz bilinmeyen gelecekle ilgili olarak diisiinmektense, bilinen simdiki 53
zaman daha cok ilgimi ¢eker.
Gelecekle ilgili konularda diisiiniip neler olup bitecegini anlamaya veya -51
tahmin etmeye caligirim,
Factor 5- Need for Hypothetical Exploration 52
(eigenvalue = 1.42; explained variance = 5.84 %; o = .87)
Bir uzay mekigiyle evrene agilabilmek isterdim. .90
Uzaya giden astronot olma fikri hi¢ ilgimi ¢cekmez. -.81
Zamanda yolculuk fikri bana ¢ok ilging gelir. .58

Separation-Differentiation Security Scale (SDSS). Data from the 15 items

factor, which explained 22.82 % of the variance, was concerned with Spatial

and alpha coefficient of .86.
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of the SDSS were factor analyzed to explore its factor structure. The results of the
varimax rotated factor analysis yielded three factors with eigenvalues greater than

one, which explained 56.53 % of the variance. As shown in Table B.2., the first

Separation Security. The seven items that loaded on this factor were involved with
the degree to which the person would be able to live somewhere far from one’s

family or would find it unbearable to do so. The factor had an eigenvalue of 4.58



Table B.2. Results of the Factor Analysis of the Data from the Separation-
Differentiation Security Scale

Items Loading

Factor 1- Spatial Separation Security Factor

(eigenvalue = 4.58; explained variance = 22.82 %; o. = .86)

Her ne kadar haberlesme imkani olsa da, ailemden ayr1 yagamak .76
durumunda kalmak beni ¢ok kaygilandirir.

Gerektiginde ailemle haberlesebilecegimi bildikten sonra diinyanin -74
obiir ucuna bile gidebilirim.

Kendimi gelistirmek i¢in bilinmedik yerlere gitmektense, aligtigim 73
bir iste ¢aligip ailemin yaninda olmay1 tercih ederim.

Ailemi ¢ok 6zleyecegimi bilsem de amaglarim ugruna onlardan -.69
uzakta yasayabilirim.

Bir siire i¢in ailemden uzakta yasamami gerektirecek ilging bir .65
istense, daha sikict ama ailemin yaninda olabilecegim bir iste
calismayi tercih ederim.

Ailemin sevgisini hep i¢imde tagidigim i¢in ¢ok uzak yerlerde bile -.64
caligabilirim.
Kisa bir siire igin bile olsa ailemden ayrilamam. .59

Factor 2- Parental Acceptance Security Factor

(eigenvalue = 3.47; explained variance = 18.26 %; o = .85)

Ne kadar uzaga gidersem gideyim, ailemin sevgi ve desteginin hep .34
vanimda olacagina inanirim.

Bazi konularda ailemden farkl: diisiinsem bile onlarmn desteginin 82
her zaman benimle oldugunu hissederim.

Bizim ailede duygusal baglar gok kuvvetli oldugundan herkesin 72
kendi yapmak istedikleri tegvik edilir.

Ailem benim gerektiginde farkli duygu, diisiince ve davraniglarimin -51
olabilecegini kabul etmez.

182



Table B.2.(Continued).

Items Loading

Factor 3- Psychological Differentiation Security Factor

(eigenvalue = 1.69; explained variance = 15.46 %; o =.79)

Ailemin kabul etmeyecegini bildigim igin, onlarinkilerden farkli 75
olan diisiincelerimi belli etmemeye c¢alisirim,

Ailemle goriis ayriligina diigecek olsam bunu belli etmemeye .67
caligirim,
Ailemden farkli diigiincelere sahip olmam durumunda bunlar1 -.61

rahatlikla ifade edebilirim.

Ailemdekilerden farkl diisiincelere sahip olmak beni kaygilandirir. 57

The second factor was labeled as the Parental Acceptance Security Factor
because it was concerned with perceiving one’s family as loving, and supportive of
individual differences. The factor, which had an eigenvalue of 3.47, explained 18.26

% of the variance and the resulting 4-item scale’s alpha was found to be .85.

The third factor, which explained 15.46 % of the variance, was labeled as
the Psychological Differentiation Security Factor because the four items that loaded
on this factor were concerned with the degree to which the person feels anxious or
at ease about having different thoughts or ideas from one’s family. The factor had

an eigenvalue of 1.69 and the alpha of the four items was found to be .79.

Mean factor scores of the above-mentioned three factors were subjected to a
second-order factor analysis. This second-order analysis explained 51.86 % of the
variance and had an eigenvalue of 1.56. Cronbach’s alpha for the total scale was

found to be .84.
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Approaching the Unknown Scale. Data from the eight items constituting the
Approaching the Unknown Scale were factor analyzed. The results of the principal
axis factor analysis with varimax rotation yielded two factors which explained

59.53 % of the variance as shown in Table B.3.

The first factor, which explained 31.55 % of the variance, was labeled as the
Enjoying the Unknown Factor because the five items that loaded on this factor were
concerned with approach-related items such as finding the unknown interesting,
alluring and being curious about it. The related alpha coefficient was found to be

.85.

The second factor, explaining 27.98 % of the variance was labeled the
Avoiding the Unknown Factor because the three related items were concerned with
staying away from the unknown and sticking to or preferring the known. The

related alpha coefficient was found to be .89.

On the basis of the results obtained, it was decided that the scale can also be
used as a unidimensional scale by reverse scoring the avoidance items. In fact, the
results of the one-factor solution yielded factor loadings that varied between .66 and
.79 and the factor explained 60 % of the variance. The Cronbach’s alpha for the 8-

item total scale was found to be .88.
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Table B.3. Results of the Factor Analyses of the Data for the Approaching the

Unknown Scale (2-Factor and 1-Factor Solutions)

Total Scale (Explained variance = 64.83; Cronbach’s alpha = .88)

Items Loading

Factor 1- Enjoying the Unknown

(eigenvalue = 2.33; explained variance = 33.29 %; o = .85)

Bilinmeyen konular {izerinde diisiinmek hosuma gider. 718
Bilmedigim konulari, insanlar1, yerleri merak ederim. 1
Bilinmeyen, veya benim bilmedigim konular ilgimi ¢eker. 70
Bilinmeyenlerin bana cazip gelen bir ¢ekim giicii var adeta. .64
Zaman veya uzay yolculuguna ¢ikmak fikri bana ilging ve hos gelir. 43

Factor 2- Avoiding the Unknown

(eigenvalue = 2.21; explained variance = 31.55 %; o. = .89)

Genel olarak “Bilinenden sagma, bilinmeyenden uzak dur” fikrini .83
benimserim.

Bilinmeyenlerden uzak durmayi tercih ederim. .82
Bilinmeyenlerden olabildigince uzak durup, hayatimi bilinenler 71

cercevesinde siirdiirmeyi tercih ederim.

Trust for Self Scale. Data obtained from the eight items of this scale were
subjected to a principal axis factor analysis with varimax rotation. The principal
axis factoring yielded one factor with loadings varying between .80 and .56. The
scree plot also indicated that the scale can be used as a unidimensional one
explaining 54.89 % of the variance. The standardized alpha for the scale was found

to be .88; hence, in the present analyses the scale was used as a unidimensional one.

However, the factor structure was also investigated for exploratory
purposes. The varimax rotation yielded two factors, with eigenvalues greater than

one, explaining 57.61 % of the variance. As shown in Table B.4., the first factor
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explained 35.92 % of the variance and had an eigenvalue of 2.87. It was labeled as
the Confidence in Self Factor because the five items that loaded on it were
concerned with trusting one's self, having confidence that one can overcome

difficulties and cope with new situations. The alpha for this subscale was .87.

The second factor had an eigenvalue of 1.74 and explained 21.70 % of the
variance. It was labeled the Lacking Confidence in Unfamiliar and Difficult
Situations Factor because the related three items referred to feeling ill at ease or
incompetent when coping with unfamiliar or difficult situations. The alpha for the

related subscale was .78.

Table B.4. Results of the Factor Analysis of the Data for Trust for Self Scale
Total Scale (o = .88)

Items Loading

Factor 1- Confidence in Self

(eigenvalue = 2.87; explained variance = 35.92 %; o = .87)

Genellikle kendime giivenirim. .80
Kendiyle barisik, kendine giiven duyan bir kisi oldugumu diisiinityorum. a7
Oyle ya da boyle, bir sekilde cesitli zorluklarin iistesinden gelebilecegime 73
inanirim.

Cevremde giivenebilecegim insanlar olsa da olmasa da kendime her zaman .63

giivenebilecegimi hissederim.

Karsima g¢ikan yeni durumlar ne olursa olsun, bir bagsetme yolunun da .58
olacagina inanirim.

Factor 2- Lacking Confidence in Unfamiliar or Difficult Situations

(eigenvalue = 1.74; explained variance = 21.70 %; o. = .78)

Alisik olmadigim bir durumla karsilagtigimda adeta elim ayagim birbirine 75
dolanir, tedirgin olurum.

Aligik olmadigim durumlarla bagetmek konusunda kendimi yeterli hissetmem. .68
Hayatm giicliikleriyle basetmek konusunda kendimi ¢ogu zaman caresiz .58
hissederim.
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Positive Model of Self Scale. This scale, created for the present purposes,
consisted of nine items that had a Cronbach’s alpha of .78. The items were
concerned with having a positive view of oneself and not having anxieties about not

being loved.

As shown in Table B.5., varimax rotated factor analysis of the data from the
nine items yielded two factors that explained 42.56 % of the variance. The first
factor that explained 30.08 % of the variance was labeled as the Positive Self-View
Factor because the four items that loaded on it involved being pleased with oneself;
being at peace with oneself; thinking that one’s positive characteristics outweigh

negative ones; and thinking that in general one is a person loved by others.

The second factor, that explained 12.49 % of the variance, was labeled the
Anxiety about Family’s Nonacceptance Factor because the five related items
involved thinking that one’s family wishes one to be a different kind of a person;
having anxieties about not being the kind of person aspired by one’s family;
thinking that one is not loved much; trying to be the kind of person one’s family

would like; and trying to behave in such a way so that people would love oneself.

A second-order factor analysis yielded one-factor which explained 71.13 %
of the variance (eigenvalue=1.42) and the related factor loadings of the items were
.65 for each item. In the present study, mean scores from the total 9-items were

used.
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Table B.5. Results of the Factor Analysis of the Data from the Positive Model of

Self Scale

Total Scale (Explained variance = 42.56 %; Cronbach’s alpha = .78)

Items Loading
Factor 1- Positive Self-View

(eigenvalue = 2.71; explained variance = 30.08 %; o. = .86)
Genel olarak kendimden memnunum. .88
Kendiyle barigik bir insanim. .82
Genellikle olumlu 6zelliklerimin olumsuzlardan daha ¢ok oldugunu diisiiniiyorum. .76
Genel olarak sevilen bir insanim. .59

Factor 2- Anxiety about Family's Nonacceptance

(eigenvalue = 1.12 ; explained variance = 12.49 %; o = .59)
Bazen ailemin istedigi gibi biri olamadigimi diistiniir, kaygilanirim. .59
Insanlarin beni sevmesi i¢in nasil davranmam gerekiyorsa, bana uymuyorsa bile, dyle 49
davranmaya g¢aligirim.
Bazen yeterince sevilmedigimi diistiniiriim. 42
Bazen ailemin beni gercekte oldugum gibi kabul etmek yerine, farkli biri olmam 40
beklediklerini diisiiniiriim.
Ailemin begenecegi gibi birisi olmaya ¢alistyorum. 31

Positive Model of Other Scale. This scale, which has been developed for the

present purposes, consisted of 9 items and had an alpha coefficient of .77. The

items were concerned with having a positive view of others and feeling at ease with

them.

As shown in Table B.6., a varimax rotated factor analysis of the data yielded

three factors that explained 44.22 % of the variance. Of these, the first one which

explained 17.65 % of the variance, consisted of three items concerned with

regarding most people one knows to be good and trustworthy (factor loading = .81);

thinking that most of these people tend to have more positive than negative
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characteristics (.76); and feeling that when getting to know better one would
discover positive characteristics in most people (.36); and hence it was labeled the

Positive View of Others Factor.

The second factor which explained 14.30 % of the variance consisted of four
items about having difficulty trusting one’s close others (.59); preferring to keep a
distance from others in order to protect oneself (.58); thinking that one often is
unable to understand others (.46); and thinking that most people, deep in their
hearts, would be pleased to see the misfortune of someone around them (.37).

Hence this factor was labeled the Negative View of Others Factor.

The third factor which explained 12.27 % of the variance, was labeled
Feeling at Ease with People Factor because it consisted of the negatively loaded
item of considering staying away from people as the best way (-.69), and generally

feeling at ease with people (.65).

In the present analysis mean scores of the total scale were used by reverse
scoring those of the second factor. This one-factor solution explained 35.58 % of
the variance; had an eigenvalue of 3.20; and the factor loadings of the 9 items

ranged between .69 and .33.
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Table B.6. Results of the Factor Analysis of the Data from the Positive Model of
Other Scale

Total Scale (Explained variance = 44.22 %; Cronbach’s alpha = .77)

Items Loading

Factor 1- Positive View of Others

(eigenvalue = 1.59 ; explained variance = 17.65 %; o. =.70)

Tanidigim insanlar arasinda iyi ve giivenilir olanlarin ¢ogunlukta oldugunu .81
diisiiniiyorum.
Tanidigim insanlarin cogunun olumlu 6zelliklerinin olumsuz 6zelliklerinden fazla .76

oldugunu diistiniiyorum.

Yakindan tantyinca ¢ogu insanin olumlu &zelliklerinin ortaya ¢ikacagma inanirim. .36

Factor 2- Negative View of Others

(eigenvalue = 1.29 ; explained variance = 14.30 %; o. = .61)

Yakin ¢evremdeki insanlara giivenmekte sikint1 ¢gekerim. .59
Kendimi koruyabilmek igin insanlarla aramda mesafe birakmaktan yanayimdir. .58
Cogu zaman ¢evremdeki insanlart anlayamadigimi diistintiyorum. 46
Cogu insann, ¢evresindeki birinin tiziilmesinden igin igin memnun oldugunu 37
diisiiniiyorum.

Factor 3- Feeling at Ease with People

(eigenvalue = 1.10 ; explained variance = 12.27 %; o. =.71)

Galiba insanlardan uzak durmak en iyisi. -.69

Genellikle insanlarin yaninda kendimi rahat hissederim. .65

Tolerance for Ambiguity Scale. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the 18
items of the Tolerance for Ambiguity Scale was found to be .78; however, when
two items (items 5 and 6) that had low item-total correlations were deleted alpha

increased to .80.

To explore the factor structure of the scale, data from the 16 items were

factor analyzed. The results of the varimax rotated factor analysis yielded four

190



factors with eigenvalues greater than 1, that explained 37.34 % of the variance, as

shown in Table B.7.

The first factor which explained 12.74 % of the variance was labeled the
Dislike for Ambiguity Factor because items that loaded on it were concerned with
not finding ambiguous things, such as new ideas, complex problems, or
impressionistic paintings enjoyable. Alpha for the resulting 6-item subscale was

found to be .72.

The second factor that explained 9.79 % of the variance was labeled the
Rigid Thinking Factor because the three items that loaded on it involved a tendency
toward dichotomous, rigid thinking in terms of right and wrong. The alpha for the

related item was .66.

The third factor which explained 8.19 % of the variance was labeled the
Preference for Familiarity and Unambiguity Factor because the four related items
involved preferring a job where one knows what to do and how to do as the best;
always preferring familiar ways to unfamiliar ones; or regarding an expert who
cannot give a clear answer as not very knowledgeable. The alpha of this subscale

was found to be .56.

Finally the fourth factor, labeled the Anxiety for Social Ambiguity Factor,
explained 6.62 % of the variance. It was concerned with feeling anxious in social
situations that one cannot control or with people one cannot understand. The

related alpha for the three items was found to be .57.

Mean factor scores for these four factors were subjected to a second-order

factor analysis. This second-order analysis yielded one-factor that explained 51.10
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% of the variance, had an eigenvalue of 2.04, and the loadings were .73, .58, .53,

and .52 for factors 3, 1, 2, and 4, respectively.

On the basis of these results, mean scores based on the total 16-item scale,
which seemed to be more reliable (o0 = .80), were used in the analyses involving
tolerance for ambiguity. All items except 3 and 18 were reverse scored so that

higher scores indicate higher tolerance for ambiguity.

Table B.7. Results of the First- and Second-Order Factor Analyses Involving

Tolerance for Ambiguity

Items Loading

Tolerance for Ambiguity

(Second-Order Factor; eigenvalue = 2.04; explained variance = 51.10; o = .80)

Factor 1- Dislike for Ambiguity (R) .58
(First-Order Factor; eigenvalue = 2.04; explained variance =12.74 %:;
o=.72).
Sonradan zaman kaybindan bagka bir sey olmadigi ortaya ¢iksa bile, yeni -.63

fikirler iizerinde diisiinmek hoguma gider.

Basit bir problemi ¢6zmektense, karmagik bir problemle ugragmak daha -.62
eglencelidir.

Sonunda ag¢ik ve belirgin bir cevaba ulagma ihtimali olmayan bir problem .60
tizerinde ¢aligmaktan hoslanmam.

Co6ziimii olmadigmi diisiindiigiim bir problem pek ilgimi ¢gekmez. .54
Belirsiz ve izlenimlere dayanan resimler bana hi¢ de cekici gelmez. .38
Eger bir bilimci olsaydim, bilim her zaman yeni buluslar yapacag igin 31

(¢ctinkii yapacaktir), yaptigim igin higbir zaman tamamlanmayacak olmasi
beni rahatsiz ederdi.
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Table B.7 (Continued).

Items Loading
Factor 2- Rigid Thinking (R) 53
(First-Order Factor; eigenvalue = 1.57; explained variance = 9.79 %;
o =.66)
Her zaman dogru ile yanlhs arasinda bariz (net) bir fark oldugunu .83
diisiinmiisiimdiir.
Hemen herseyi yapmanin bir dogru ve bir yanlig yolu vardir. .59
Hemen her problemin bir ¢6ziimii vardir. 40
Factor 3- Preference for Familiarity and Unambiguity 73
(First-Order Factor; eigenvalue = 1.31; explained variance = 8.19 %;
o =.56)
En iyi is, ne yapilacaginin ve nasil yapilacagmin belli oldugu istir. 54
Aliskin oldugumuz geyler, aligkin olmadiklarimiza her zaman tercih 40
edilmelidir.
Kesin bir cevapla ortaya ¢ikamayan bir uzman, biiyiik olasilikla fazla .36
birsey bilmiyordur.
Bir sinavdan 6nce, sorulacak soru sayisini bilirsem kendimi ¢ok daha az 32
kaygili hissederim.
Factor 4- Anxiety for Social Ambiguity 52
(First-Order Factor; eigenvalue = 1.06; explained variance = 6.62 %;
o=.57)
Bir insanin diisiince akisini izleyememek beni rahatsiz eder. .62
Kontrol edemedigim bir sosyal durum i¢inde olmak beni oldukca 57
kaygilandirir.
Davranislarini anlayamayacagimi diisiindiigiim kisilerle kendimi rahatsiz 37

hissederim.
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APPENDIX C: TABLES

Table C.1. Results of the Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses of Secure
Exploration and Secure Attachment on Variables Associated with

Affective-Relational and Intrinsic Motivational Domains

Variable B,* B> b R R? Adjusted R? F-change® )/
R’ change

INDIVIDUATION

Secure 45 42 45 .20 20 20 106.93 .000

exploration

Secure .08 45 .20 .20 .01 3.27 .07

attachment

RELATEDNESS

Secure A5 .09 A5 .02 .02 .02 9.30 .002

exploration

Secure 23 .26 .07 .07 .05 22.62 .000

attachment

POSITIVE MODEL OF SELF

Secure 34 .26 34 12 A1 A2 56.17 .000

exploration

Secure 33 47 22 21 10 56.51 .000

attachment

POSITIVE MODEL OF OTHER

Secure .29 .20 .29 .09 .08 .09 40.52 .000

exploration

Secure .38 47 22 22 A3 73.06 .000

attachment

TRUST FOR SELF

Secure .50 43 .50 25 25 25 143.47 .000

exploration

Secure 28 57 32 32 .08 47.89 .000

attachment

APPROACHING THE UNKNOWN

Secure 5 5 5 .56 .56 .56 551.92 .000

exploration

Secure -.02 75 .56 .56 .00 .36 n.s.

attachment

NEED FOR EXPLORATION

Secure .60 .60 .60 .36 .36 .36 242.07 .000

exploration

Secure .00 .60 .36 .36 .00 .01 n.s.

attachment
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Table C.1.(Continued)

Variable B B," R R>  Adjusted R’ F-change®  p
R’ change

SEPARATION-DIFFERENTIATION SECURITY

Secure 42 .39 42 17 17 17 90.86 .000

exploration

Secure A3 44 .19 .19 .02 8.81 .003

attachment

Secure Spatial Separation

Secure 42 41 42 18 18 18 94.63 .000

exploration

Secure .05 43 18 .18 .00 1.45 23

attachment

Parental Acceptance

Secure .09 .06 .09 .01 .01 .007 3.23 .07

exploration

Secure A2 15 .02 .02 .014 5.99 .02

attachment

Secure Psychological Differentiation

Secure .30 27 .30 .09 .09 .09 44.08 .000

exploration

Secure A3 .33 A1 A1 .02 7.94 .005

attachment

TRAIT ANXIETY

Secure -41 -.33 41 17 .16 17 85.38 .000

exploration

Secure =32 51 .26 .26 10 55.75 .000

attachment

POSITIVE FUTURE EXPECTATIONS

Secure 27 22 27 .07 .07 .07 33.59 .000

exploration

Secure .20 .33 A1 A1 .04 18.09 .000

attachment

SELF-SATISFACTION

Secure 22 .16 22 .05 .05 .05 21.53 .000

exploration

Secure 24 32 10 10 .06 26.48 .000

attachment

NEED FOR COGNITION

Secure 52 Sl 52 27 a7 27 157.95 .000

exploration

Secure .05 52 27 17 .00 1.31 n.s.

attachment

TOLERANCE FOR AMBIGUITY

Secure .36 .36 .36 A3 13 A3 64.68 .000

exploration

Secure -.01 .36 A3 13 .00 .01 n.s.

attachment

CURIOSITY

Secure 51 .50 51 .26 .26 .26 149.41 .000

exploration

Secure .05 S1 .26 .26 .00 1.25 n.s.

attachment

* Standardized beta coefficients when only the first variable is entered.
® Standardized beta coefficients when both variables are entered to the analysis.
“df=1, 432 and 1, 431 respectively.
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APPENDIX D: TURKCE OZET

Bowlby (1969, 1973) tarafindan ortaya konulan ve Ainsworth’iin (1972) de
katkilariyla gelistirilen baglanma kuramina gore, insanlar dogduklar1 andan itibaren
yasamlarini siirdiirebilmek i¢in bagkalarinin korumasina ve bakimina muhtactir.
Baglanma sistemi, yeni doganlarin temel bakicilarina (ki, bu kisinin genellikle anne
oldugu varsayilir) fiziksel yakinlik saglayarak cevreden gelebilecek tehlikelerden
korunmalar1 ve ¢evrelerini kesfetmeleri icin gerekli kosullar1 saglayan bir sistemdir.
Temel bakiciyla fiziksel yakinligin korunmasi (proximity maintenance), baglanma
figiirlinii yabanci ortamlar1 kesfetmek icin “glivenli bir Gis” (secure base) olarak
kullanmak, ve ihtiya¢ duyuldugunda destek ve korunma i¢in baglanma figiiriiniin
“saglam bir siginak” (safe haven) saglayacagina inanmak, baglanma iliskisinin
temel fonksiyonlarini ve baglanma kuraminin da temel kavramlarini olusturur.

Temel bakicisiyla olan iligkisinin niteligi ¢ocugun birtakim beklentiler
gelistirmesine neden olur. Kendinin sevilmeye deger bir insan ve baskalarinin
giivenilebilecek kisiler olup olmadigina dair diisiinceleri iceren bu beklentiler
zamanla zihinsel modelleri (internal working models) olusturur. Bu zihinsel
modeller, cocugun kendini ve bagkalarini algilayis seklini etkiler ve kisilerarasi
iliskilere dair beklenti ve inanglarin1 yonlendirir.

Ainsworth ve arkadaslar1 (Ainsworth, Bell, & Stayton, 1971) "Yabanci
Durum" (Strange Situation) olarak bilinen deneysel bir yontem gelistirerek, stresli
bir durumda (temel bakiciyla kisa siireli ayrilik ve kavusmalar) baglanma ve kesif

davraniglar1 arasindaki iliskiyi incelemislerdir. Caligmalar1 sonucunda, baglanma
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davranisi agisindan bireysel farkliliklari belirleyerek ¢cocuklari ii¢ tipik baglanma
stili iginde siniflandirmiglardir: giivenli (secure), kaygili/kararsiz
(anxious/ambivalent), ve kaginan (avoidant). Bu yontem sayesinde baglanma
kuraminin deneysel olarak incelenmesi miimkiin olmustur. Daha sonraki yillarda
Bartholomew ve Horowitz (1991) yetiskin baglanma stillerini inceleyerek dortlii bir
model olusturmustur. Bu modele gore, giivenli (secure) kisiler kendileri ve
baskalariyla ilgili olumlu zihinsel modellere sahiptir. Saplantili (preoccupied)
baglanma stili, olumsuz benlik modeli ve olumlu bagkalar1 modelinden meydana
gelir. Olumlu benlik modeli ve olumsuz baskalart modeli kayitsiz (dismissing)
baglanma stilini olusturur. Son olarak, korkulu (fearful) kisiler kendileriyle ve
bagkalariyla ilgili olumsuz modellere sahiptir.

Bowlby'ye (1973) gore, ¢ocugun serbestce kesif davranigsinda bulunabilmesi
icin, baglanma figiirline gerektiginde ulasilabilecegine olan inanci, baglanma
figliriiniin fiziksel varlig1 kadar 6nemlidir. Yeni doganlar ve ¢ocuklar kendilerini
giivenli hissetmek i¢cin baglanma figiirleriyle fiziksel temas ararken, yetiskinler
¢ogu zaman ihtiya¢ duyuldugunda baglanma figiirlerine ulasabileceklerini bilmekle
giiven duygusunu koruyabilirler. Yani yetigkinler i¢cin ¢ogu kez 6nemli olan

"hissedilen giivenlik"tir (felt security) (Sroufe & Waters, 1977).

Giivenli baglanmanin saglikli kesif yonelimi i¢in ¢ok dnemli psikolojik bir
on kosul oldugu sdylenebilir (Grossmann, Grossmann, & Zimmermann, 1999).
Giivenli ¢cocuklar bir duruma hemen uyum saglayamadiklarinda giivenlik hislerini
koruyarak karsilastiklar1 zorluklar karsisinda esneklik gosterebilir ve eger basetme

duygular yetersiz kalirsa baglanma figiirlerinden yardim isteyebilirler. Grossmann
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ve arkadaglarina (1999) gore zorluklara ragmen kesfetme ve yardim isteyip kabul
etme O0zgiirligi, "glivenli" olmanin son derece gerekli ve 6nemli bir yoniidiir.
Kesif yonelimi, baglanma kuraminin 6nemli bir pargasi sayildigi halde
literatiirde yeterince ilgi gormemistir. Bu ¢alismada kesif yonelimi ile, glivenli
baglanma, benlik kurgular1 ve diger benlikle ilintili baz1 yonelimler arasindaki
iliskilerin incelenmesi; boylece literatiirdeki bu boslugun doldurulmasina yonelik

bir adim atilmas1 amaglanmistir.

Cocuklukta ve Yetiskinlikte Giivenli Baglanma ve Kesif Yonelimi

Baglanma kurami kapsaminda kesif yonelimi ve kesfetme daha ¢ok
cocuklukta incelenmistir. Bu ¢alismalar giivenli baglanma ve kesfetme davranisi
arasinda olumlu bir iliski oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Ornegin, Magai ve
McFadden’in (1995) bir ¢aligmasinda gilivenli baglanma stiline sahip ¢ocuklarin
giivensizlere kiyasla bagimsiz olarak kesifte bulunmaya daha fazla egilim
gosterdigi; ve kesfetme konusunda daha hevesli ve merakli olduklart bulunmustur.
Benzer sekilde, Cassidy (1986) giivenli baglanmanin gelismis sembolik oyun ve
aktif kesfetme davranisiyla dogrudan iliskili oldugunu ortaya koymustur.
Cocuklarin oyun davranigini inceleyen bir ¢alismada Pastor (1981) giivenli
baglanma stiline sahip ¢ocuklarin, giivensiz stillere sahip olanlara kiyasla daha
sosyal olduklarini ve gerek oyun arkadaslarina gerekse annelerine daha olumlu
yaklastiklarini ortaya koymustur. Ayrica, glivenli cocuklarin genel olarak yabanci
uyaranlar1 kesfederken daha konsantre oldugu ve yogun ilgi gosterdigi bulunmustur
(Grossmann et al., 1999). Bu gibi ¢caligmalar, baglanma kuraminin 6nermelerine
uygun olarak giivenli baglanmanin kesfetme davranisini destekledigini

gostermektedir.
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Cocuklukta kesif davranis1 genis kapsamli incelenmis ve tutarli sonuglar
elde edilmigstir. Yetiskinlikteyse baglanma kuramu literatiiriinde kesif yonelimi
yeterince ilgi gormemistir. Yakin zamana kadar yetiskin baglanma stilleriyle ilgili
caligmalar romantik ve yakin iligkiler, stresle basa ¢cikma veya iliskilerde yapilan
yiikklemeler gibi baglanmanin iligkisel boyutlarini incelemislerdir (6rn., Brennan &
Shaver, 1995; Collins & Read, 1990; Cozzarelli, Stimer, & Major, 1998; Hazan &
Shaver, 1994; Mikulincer & Florian, 1998; Stimer & Cozzarelli, 1999). Diger
yandan, yetiskin baglanma stillerini ve kesif davranisini inceleyen ¢aligmalarin
sayis1 ve kapsami oldukga sinirlidir.

Hazan ve Shaver'in (1990) bulgularina gore gilivenli baglanma stiline sahip
yetigkinler giivensiz olanlara kiyasla islerine daha olumlu yaklagmakta, daha yiiksek
is memnuniyeti ve daha diislik basarisizlik ve diglanma korkusu gostermektedir. Bu
kisiler ayrica, tatillerinin tadin1 daha fazla ¢ikardiklarini ve islerinin sagliklarini
veya iligkilerini olumsuz etkilemesine izin vermediklerini bildirmislerdir.

Bir baska caligmada Carnelley ve Ruscher (2000) giivenli (secure) ve
saplantili (preoccupied) bireylerin kayitsizlardan (dismissive) farkli olarak, bos
zamanlarinda, baglanma iligkilerini kesfetme yonelimine tercih ettiklerini ortaya
koymustur. Kayitsizlar ise kesif yonelimini iligkilere tercih etmislerdir. Ayrica,
baglanma agisindan daha kaygili olanlar (saplantili ve korkulu baglanma tipleri)
kesfetme motivasyonlari olarak, yakinlik saglama ve sosyal onay kazanma gibi
sosyal nedenler one siirmiiglerdir. Bu kisiler, kesif davranigini, iligkilerindeki
problemlerden kaynaklanan olumsuz duygulardan kagmak icin kullandiklarini
belirtmislerdir.

Gelisen bilissel kapasiteleri dogrultusunda, insanlarin biligsel kesif yonelimi

yetiskinlikte daha ¢ok 6nem kazanabilir. Mikulincer ve arkadaslar ¢esitli
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calismalarla (Mikulincer, 1997; Mikulincer & Arad, 1999; Mikulincer & Sheffi,
2000) yetiskin baglanma stilleri ile bilgi isleme, diislince esnekligi, ve problemlere
yaratici ¢oziimler gelistirme arasindaki iligkileri incelemislerdir. Bu ¢alismalarin
bulgularina gore, giivenli baglanma stiline sahip kisilerin, giivensiz olanlara kiyasla,
belirsizlige daha toleransli, daha esnek diislinebilen, yeni fikirlere ve yaratict
diisiinceye daha agik insanlar olduklar1 goriilmiistiir.

Yukarida 6zetlenen calismalar, baglanma kuraminin, giivenli {is
kavramindan yola ¢ikarak, giivenli baglanma ve giivenli kesif yonelimi arasinda
olumlu bir iliski oldugu yéniindeki savlarini desteklemektedir. Ote yandan, asagida
ele alindig1 gibi, son yillarda, baglanma kuraminin kesif yonelimi ve giivenli {is

kavrami1 konusundaki savlari kiiltiirlerarasi ¢ercevede sorgulanmaya baglanmaistir.

Baglanma Kuramimin Kiiltiirlerarasi Cercevede Sorgulanmasi

Kiiltiirlerarasi baglanma ¢aligmalarini inceleyen van Ijzendoorn ve Sagi
(1999) Islam iilkelerinden ve Hindistan'dan yeterince veri olmadigini; ancak varolan
caligmalara dayanarak baglanma kuraminin evrenselliginin kabul edilebilecegini
belirtmislerdir. Ote yandan, bazi psikologlar baglanma kuraminin biiyiik &l¢iide
Batili diisiince sekillerine dayandigini sdyleyerek elestirmislerdir ( Harwood,
Miller, Irizarry, 1995; Rothbaum, Pott et al., 2000; Rothbaum, Weisz et al., 2000).
Bu bakis agisina gore, baglanma kurami daha ¢ok Bati kiiltiirlerinde vurgulanan
ozerklik, bireylesme ve kesif gibi degerlere dayanmaktadir. Oysa Japonya gibi
tilkelerde bakici duyarliligi, sosyal yetkinlik ve giivenli iis kavramlari oldukga farkl
anlagilmaktadir. Daha toplulukcu (collectivist) yapida olan Dogu kiiltiirlerinde,
insan iliskilerinde karsilikli bagimlilik (interdependence) vurgulanir. Bu dogrultuda

¢ocugun anneden (veya "anne" figiirlinden) bagimsiz olarak kesfetmesi degil, anne
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ile yakin iligki i¢inde (anneden ayr1 degil, anneye doniik) olmay1 6grenmesi
Onemsenir.

Baglanma kuramina gore, baglanma gereksinimleri karsilanan bir birey
cevresini rahatlikla kesfetmeye yonelir. Oysa Rothbaum, Weisz ve arkadaglar
(2000) baglanma ve kesif sistemleri arasindaki bagin varsayildigi gibi temel ve
evrensel bir bag olmayabilecegini; 6rnegin Japonya'da temel bagin baglanma ve
bagimlilik (dependence) arasinda olabilecegini belirtmislerdir. Diger bir deyisle,
Amerika Birlesik Devletleri'ndeki (A.B.D.) duyarli bakicilar ¢ocuklarin ¢evrelerini
kesfetmelerini tesvik ederken, Japonya'dakiler baglanma figiirlerine bagimlilig
tesvik ediyor olabilirler. Bu konuda bagka bazi psikologlar da benzer fikirler ve
veriler sunmuslardir (Harwood, Miller, Irizarry, 1995).

Goriildiigii tizere, literatiirde baglanma ve kesif sistemleri arasindaki
iligkinin niteligi konusunda tam bir anlagma saglanamamistir. Ayrica kesif
sisteminin yapis1 ve 6zellikleri agisindan da literatiirde 6nemli bir bosluk
bulunmaktadir. Konuyla ilgili sinirlt sayida ¢alismada, giivenli {is kavramindan
beklenecegi gibi kesif davraniginin giivenli baglanmayla iligkili olup olmadigi
incelenmis, ama dogrudan kesif sisteminin incelenmesi biiytlik 6l¢iide ihmal
edilmistir. Bu ¢alismanin amaci, kesif yoneliminin, yapisini ve tiplerini arastirmak;
baglanma sistemiyle, benlik-kurgulariyla ve benlikle ilintili diger baz1 degiskenlerle
iligkilerini incelemek; bdylece kesif sistemi hakkindaki anlayisimizi gii¢lendirip

gelistirmektir.

Cahismanin Kavramsal Cercevesi
Igili literatiirde baglanma kuramu biiyiik 6l¢iide bir kisilerarasi iliskiler

kuramut olarak ele alinmus; iligkili oldugu varsayilan diger sistemlerle iligkisi
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yeterince arastirllmamistir. Yukarida deginildigi gibi, bu ¢aligmada amaclanan,
insan gelisiminde ve igleyisinde ayr1 ama birbirini tamamlayici nitelikte sistemler
olduklar varsayilan baglanma ve kesif sistemleri arasindaki iliskiyi inceleyerek
literatlirdeki sinirh bakis acisini genisletmektir. Giivenli baglanmanin 6ziinde,
bagkalarina baglanmakta ve kesif amaciyla onlardan ayrilmakta kendini giivenli
hissetmek bulunur. Kisi bir yandan baskalariyla giivenli iligkiler iginde olup diger
yandan onlardan bagimsiz olarak, 6zgiirce kesif yoneliminde bulunabilmelidir.
Yani saglikli gelisim i¢in kisinin iligskisel yonelimleriyle kesfetme amagl ayrilma-
arastirma yonelimleri dengelenmelidir. Bu dogrultuda, bir¢ok psikolog benlikle
ilgili olarak (kismen farkli kavramsallagtirmayla) s6zkonusu goriislere paralel
onerilerde bulunmus (Bakan, 1966; Guisinger & Blatt, 1994; Imamoglu, 1987,
1995; Kagitcibasi, 1996); bununla birlikte ilgili literatiirde baglanma ve kesif
yonelimleri ile benlik kurgulart arasindaki iliski hemen hig¢ arastirilmamustir.
Yalniz son yillarda, Imamoglu (2003) benlik konusundaki Dengeli Ayrisma-
Biitiinlesme (DAB) modeli ile baglanma kuramini iligskilendirmis; birbirinden ayri
ama birbirini tamamlayici nitelikte yonelimler oldugunu gosterdigi iliski
(relatedness) ve kendilesme (individuation) benlik yonelimlerinin kokeninde,
sirasiyla, baglanma ve kesif yonelimlerinin bulundugunu 6nermistir. Imamoglu ve
Imamoglu (2005) giivenli baglanma stiline sahip olanlarin glivensizlere kiyasla
daha yiiksek iligki ve kendilesme puanina sahip oldugunu; dolayisiyla daha dengeli
benlik kurgularia sahip olduklarini; ancak baglanma yoneliminin kendilesmeden
cok, iliskili olmakla baglantili oldugunu gostermistir. Bu caligsmada ise, baglanma
ve kesif yonelimleri ile benlik kurgulari arasindaki iligkinin daha ayrintili
incelenmesi amaglanmistir. Bu amagla, dncelikle baglanma ve kesif yonelimlerinin

birbiriyle olan iliskisinin; ardindan her iki yonelimin benlik-kurgu yonelimleriyle
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olan iligkilerinin incelenmesi amaglanmistir. Ayrica, Imamoglu'nun (2003) iliski ve
kendilesme ile ilgili ¢esitli yonelimlerin iki ayr1 degisken alani olusturdugu
savindan ve bulgularindan hareketle, bu ¢calismada baglanma ve kesif
yonelimleriyle baglantili olan benlikle ilintili diger baz1 degiskenler de saptanmaya
caligilmigtir.

Kesif yoneliminin literatiirde ihmal edilmesinin bir nedeni, baglanma ve
kesfetme sistemlerini birbirinden ayr1 ama iligkili sekilde ele alan bir kavramsal
cergevenin ve ilgili 6lgme araglarinin bulunmamasi olabilir. Bu ¢alismada oncelikle
Bartholomew ve Horowitz'in (1991) yetiskin baglanma stillerine iligkin iki boyutlu
modeline paralel bir kesif yonelimi modeli onerilmistir. Nasil ki Bartholomew ve
Horowitz'in (1991) modelinde kayg: ve kaginma boyutlarinin kombinasyonlar: dort
farkli baglanma stili olusturuyorsa (giivenli, saplantili, kayitsiz, korkulu), kesif
yonelimine iligkin dnerilen modelde de kendine giiven ve bilinmeyene yaklasim
boyutlart iki temel boyut olarak kabul edilmekte ve bunlarin kesismesinden dort
farkli kesif yonelimi olusturulmaktadir. Onerilen bu modele gore, olumlu (giivenli)
benlik ve olumlu bilinmeyen zihinsel modelleri giivenli kesif yonelimini olusturur.
Giivenli kesif yoneliminde kisi bilinmeyene yaklasmakta kendine giiven duyar ve
kesif davranisinda bulunmaktan ¢ekinmez. Giivensiz kesif yonelimi tiplerinden
saplantili yonelimde, kisi bilinmeyene yaklagmak istese de kendiyle ilgili olarak
sahip oldugu olumsuz zihinsel modeli nedeniyle kendinde bunu yapacak cesareti
bulamaz. Diger yandan, kayitsiz kesif yoneliminde, kisi kendine giivenir ama
bilinmeyene karsi umursamaz bir tavir i¢inde bulunur. Son olarak, her iki zihinsel
modelin de olumsuz oldugu korkulu kesif yoneliminde ise kisi, kendini korkutan

bilinmeyenden uzak durmaya ¢alisir. Bu ¢alismanin sinirlart ¢ergevesinde,

203



baglanma kuramuyla ilgili olarak gilivensiz kesif yonelimi tipleri iizerinde
durulmamis, dogrudan giivenli kesif yonelimine odaklanilmistir.

Baglanma literatiiriinde 6nemli bir diger sorun da, baglanmanin temel bir
kisilik 6zelligi gibi mi, yoksa duruma veya iliskilere 6zgii bir yonelim olarak m1
kavramsallagstirilmasi gerektigidir. Bowlby (1969/1982) baglanmanin besikten
mezara devam ettigini sOyleyerek erken yaslarda olusan zihinsel modellerin fazla
degisime ugramadan yetiskinlikte de kisiyi benzer sekillerde etkilemeyi
stirdiirecegini belirtmistir. Bu bakimdan baglanma biiyiik 6l¢iide bir kisilik 6zelligi
gibi diisiiniilmektedir. Ilgili caligmalar ise, hem ¢ocukluktaki baglanma iliskilerinin
yetigkinlikte kurulan iliskileri etkiledigi savini desteklemekte (6rn., Bartholomew,
1993; Hazan & Shaver, 1987), hem de aile, arkadaslik, romantik iligkiler gibi sosyal
iligkinin tiirine ve niteligine bagl farklar olduguna isaret etmektedir (Collins &
Read, 1994; Cozzarelli, Hoekstra, & Bylsma, 2000; Imamoglu & Imamoglu, 2004;
Ross & Spinner, 2001). Sozkonusu c¢aligmalarin ortaya koydugu gibi, baglanma
nasil hem temel bir yonelim, hem de duruma 6zgii farklilik gosterebilen bir
yonelimse, bu ¢alismada kesif yoneliminin de hem genel bir yonelim olabilecegi,
hem de alana 6zgii farkliliklar gosterebilecegi 6ne siiriilmiistiir. Bu dogrultuda,
genel kesif yoneliminden ayr1 olarak bilissel, iligskisel, mekansal, kendiyle ve
zamanla ilgili (alana 6zgii) kesif yonelimleri de ele alinmigtir. Arastirmada ele

alinan temel sorular asagida 6zetlenmektedir.

Calismada Yoneltilen Temel Sorular
Bu caligmada yoneltilen temel sorular su sekilde 6zetlenebilir: (1) Kesif
yonelimi nasil kavramsallastirilabilir? Onerilen iki boyutlu modeldeki gibi kendine

giiven ve bilinmeyene yaklagim boyutlariyla kavramsallastirilabilir mi? (2) Giivenli
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kesif yonelimi genel mi, yoksa alana 6zgii bir yonelim midir? Yoksa, hem genel,
hem de alana gore kismen degiskenlik gosteren nitelikte bir yonelim midir? (3)
Giivenli baglanma ve giivenli kesif yonelimleri birbirleriyle nasil iligkilidir? Baska
bir deyisle, glivenli kesif ve giivenli baglanma yonelimleri arasindaki iligkinin
niteligi nedir? (4) Giivenli baglanma ve gilivenli kesif yonelimleri, benligin iligki ve
kendilesme yonelimleriyle nasil iligkilidir? DAB modelinde (Imamoglu, 2003)
onerildigi gibi, iliski ve kendilesme yonelimlerinin temelinde, sirasiyla, baglanma
ve kesif yonelimleri mi bulunmaktadir? Baglanma yonelimi iligkili olmanin, kesif
yonelimi de kendilesmenin gii¢lii yordayicilart midir? Kesif ve baglanma
yonelimleri farkli benlik-kurgu tipleriyle nasil iligkilendirilebilir? (5) Giivenli
baglanma ve giivenli kesif yonelimleri Imamoglu'nun (2003) 6nerdigi gibi,
sirasiyla, duygusal-iliskisel ve igsel motivasyonel alanlar1 temsil eden degiskenlerle
iligskilendirilebilir mi? (6) Hem giivenli baglanma hem de giivenli kesiften olusan
bir yonelim diger baglanma ve kesif kombinasyonlarina kiyasla psikolojik isleyis
bakimindan en uygun hali mi temsil eder? (7) Giivenli kesif yonelimiyle ilgili

degiskenler bakimindan cinsiyet farklarindan s6z edilebilir mi?

Orneklem ve Kullamilan Olgekler

Caligmaya yas ortalamalar1 21 olan 434 Tiirk iiniversite 6grencisi (280 kiz,
154 erkek) katilmistir. Uygulanan ankette dnceden varolan bazi 6l¢eklerin yanisira,
bu ¢alisma i¢in olusturulmus 6lgekler de kullanilmistir. Yeni olusturulan olgekler
sOyle siralanabilir: Olumlu Benlik ve Olumlu Baskalar1 Modellerine Iligkin
Olgekler (Positive Model of Self and Positive Model of Other Scales) ; Kesif
Yonelimi Anketi (The Exploration Questionnaire); Kendine Giiven ve Bilinmeyene

Yaklasim Olgekleri (Trust for Self and Approaching the Unknown Scales); Kesif
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Gereksinimi Olgegi (Need for Exploration Scale); ve Ayrilma-Ayrisma Giivenligi
Olgegi (Separation-Differentiation Security Scale). Diger uygulanan dlgekler; Iliski
Anketi (Relationship Questionnaire) (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991); Dengeli
Ayrisma-Biitiinlesme Olgegi (Balanced Integration-Differentiation Scale,
Imamoglu, 1998, 2003); Kavrama Gereksinimi Olgegi (Need for Cognition Scale,
Cacioppo & Petty, 1982); Merak ve Kesif Olgegi (Curiosity and Exploration
Inventory, Kashdan, Rose, & Fincham, 2004); Kendinden Memnuniyet Endeksi
(Self-Satisfaction Index, Imamoglu, 2001); Olumlu Gelecek Beklentisi Olgegi
(Positive Future Expectations Scale, Imamoglu, 2001); ve Siirekli Kaygi Olgegi
(Trait Anxiety Scale, Spielberger, Gorsuch, & Lushene, 1970). Ayrica Budner’in
(1962) Belirsizlige Toleranssizlik Olgegi (Intolerance for Ambiguity Scale) ve
MacDonald’in (1970) Yenilenmis Belirsizlik Tolerans1 Ol¢egi’nden (Revised Scale
for Ambiguity Tolerance) secilen bazi maddelerle yeni bir Belirsizlige Tolerans

Olgegi olusturulmustur.

Temel Bulgular

Yapilan 6n analizlerden kullanilan dl¢eklerin psikometrik 6zelliklerinin
uygun olduguna karar verilmis, ve veriler arastirmada yoneltilen sorulara uygun
istatistik testleriyle incelenmistir. Elde edilen bulgulardan hareketle su temel
sonuglara vartlmistir: (1) kendine giiven ve bilinmeyene yaklasim degiskenleri,
giivenli ve giivensiz kesif yonelimi tiplerini anlamakta 6nemli boyutlar olarak kabul
edilebilir; (2) kesif yonelimi, baglanma yonelimine benzer sekilde, hem genel hem
de alana 0zgii bir yonelim olarak diisiiniilebilir; (3) baglanma ve kesif yonelimleri
birbirinden ayr1 ama birbirini tamamlayici nitelikte yonelimlerdir ve ayrilma-

ayrisma giivenliginin (separation-differentiation security) aralarinda kavramsal bir
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bag olusturdugu diisiiniilebilir; (4) baglanma ve kesif yonelimleri, sirasiyla, iliski ve
kendilesme yonelimlerinin temellerini olusturmaktadir; (5) giivenli baglanma ve
giivenli kesif yonelimleri, sirastyla, birbirini tamamlayict nitelikte iki ayr1 alanm
temsil eden duygusal-iligkisel (olumlu benlik ve bagkalar1 modelleri, kendine
giiven, kendinden memnuniyet, olumlu gelecek beklentisi, iligkili olma, ve siirekli
kayg1 gibi degiskenlerle baglantili) ve i¢sel motivasyonel (kesif gereksinimi,
kavrama gereksinimi, bilinmeyene yaklasim, belirsizlige tolerans, kendilesme,
merak, ve ayrilma-ayrisma giivenligi gibi degiskenlerle baglantili) degisken
alanlartyla iligkilendirilebilir; (6) baglanma ve kesif yonelimlerinin giivenli ve
giivensiz kombinasyonlarindan olusan dort temel baglanma-kesif yonelim tipi
arasindan hem baglanma hem de kesif yoneliminde giivenli olanin psikolojik isleyis
acisindan en uygun tip oldugu sdylenebilir; (7) giivenli yonelim, iligki, ve
kendilegsme bakimindan kizlarin erkeklerden daha yiiksek puanlara sahip olduguna
iligkin baz1 bulgular elde edilmistir. Bununla birlikte, temel baglanma ve kesif
ilkelerinin kizlar ve erkekler i¢in benzer sekilde gegerli oldugu sonucuna

varilmigtir.

Cahismanin Bashca Katkilar:

Bu caligmanin énemli bir katkisi, kesif yoneliminin baglanma sisteminden
ayr1 ama ayni zamanda onunla iligkili bir sistem olarak kavramsallastiriimasi ve
Olciilmesidir. Bununla ilgili olarak 6nerilen kendine giiven ve bilinmeyene
yaklagimdan olusan iki boyutlu model ve gelistirilen dlcekler literatiirdeki 6nemli
bir boslugu doldurmaktadir. Genel ve alana 6zgii kesif yonelimlerinin incelenmesi
de ayrica 6nem tasimaktadir. Degisik analizlerle elde edilen sonuglarin tutarliligi

onerilen modelin gecerligine iligskin kanit niteligindedir.
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Bu ¢aligmanin bir diger katkisi da ayrilma-ayrigma gilivenliginin
kavramsallastirilmasi ve 6l¢iilmesidir. Ayrilma-ayrigma gilivenliginin giivenli
baglanma ve giivenli kesif yonelimleri arasinda kavramsal bir bag olusturdugu
diisiiniilerek baglanma kuraminin Rothbaum grubu (Rothbaum, Pott, et al., 2000;
Rothbaum, Weisz, et al., 2000) tarafindan ortaya atilan kiiltiirlerarasi elestirilere
cevap verebilecek sekilde gelistirilebilecegi gosterilmistir.

Onerilen bakis acisina gore, giivenli baglanmanin giivenli iis fonksiyonu,
baglanma kuraminin varsaydig gibi, kesif sistemiyle kaginilmaz bir sekilde bagh
olmayabilir ve baz1 dis kosullardan etkilenebilir. Soyle ki, A.B.D. gibi daha bireyci
toplumlarda ¢ocuklar kesif yoneliminde bulunmalar1 yoniinde tesvik edilirler ve bu
toplumlardaki "gilivenli" ¢ocuklar baglanma figiirlerini kesif i¢in giivenli bir {is
olarak kullanabilirler. Yani, bu ¢ocuklar biiyiik bir olasilikla ayrilma-ayrisma
giivenligi gelistirerek kesif ve kendilesme yoneliminde bulunabilirler. Ote yandan,
Japonya gibi daha toplulukeu kiiltiirlerde cocuklar baglanma figiirleriyle karsilikli
beslenen biitiinliik (symbiotic union) kurma yoniinde tesvik edilir; ve biiyiik bir
olasilikla ayriliklar sirasinda kaygilt hissedebilirler. Bu dogrultuda, A.B.D. ve
Japonya'daki giivenli bebeklerin oranlar1 ayni olmakla beraber, Japon bebeklerin
daha az kesif davranisi, yabancilara karst daha ¢ok kaygi gosterdigi, ve baglanma
figlirlinden ayrilmaktan daha fazla iizlintli duyarak yakin temasi koruma isteginde
olduklart goriilmiistiir (Miyake, Chen, & Campos, 1985; Takahashi, 1990). Japon
anneler ¢cocuklarinin ilgisini daha ziyade kendilerine yonlendirirken, Amerikali
anneler ¢ocugun ilgisini oyuncaklara, olaylara ve insanlara ¢ekerek kesif yonelimini
tesvik etmekte; dolayisiyla, Amerikali bebekler Japon bebeklere kiyasla daha fazla
kesif yonelimi gostermektedirler (Bornstein, Toda, Azuma, Tamis-LeMonda, &

Ogina, 1990; Takahashi, 1990).
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Onerilen modele gore, giivenli baglanma, ayrilma-ayrigma giivenligi
aracilifiyla giivenli kesif yonelimiyle iliskili olabilecegi gibi (yukarida bahsedilen
A.B.D. 6rneginde oldugu gibi), ayrilma-ayrigsma kaygisi (separation-differentiation
anxiety) yoluyla giivensiz kesif yonelimiyle de iliskili olabilir (yukarida bahsedilen
Japonya 0rneginde oldugu gibi). Bu ¢aligmada giivenli baglanma, ne kesif
yoneliminin ne de ayrilma-ayrisma giivenliginin gii¢lii yordayicist olurken, ayrilma-
ayrisma giivenligi kesif yonelimini giiclii bir sekilde yordamistir. Dolayisiyla,
bulgularimiza gore, baglanma ve kesif yonelimi arasinda kaginilmaz bir bag
olmadigi sdylenebilir. Eger ¢ocugun gelisim ortami ayrilma-ayrisma giivenliginin
gelismesine olanak taniyorsa, kesif yonelimi daha giiclii bir sekilde yordanabilir.
Diger yandan, eger ¢cocugun gelisim ortami bagimlilik ve ayrilma-ayrigma
kaygisinin olusumunu destekliyorsa, boyle bir ortamda yetisen baglanma
bakimindan giivenli bir ¢cocugun bile giivenli kesif yoneliminde bulunmasi
beklenmeyebilir. Dolayisiyla, bu arastirma, giivenli ve giivensiz baglanma ve kesif
yonelimlerinin farkli kombinasyonlarinin olabilecegini gostermis; hem baglanma,
hem de kesif yoneliminde giivenli olmanin psikolojik islevler bakimindan en uygun
kombinasyonu olusturduguna isaret eden bulgular sunmustur. Ancak bu tezin
siirlari gercevesinde saplantili, kayitsiz ve korkulu gibi giivensiz baglanma ve kesif
stilleri lizerinde durulmamastir.

Bu caligmanin bir bagka 6nemli katkisi da baglanma-kesif yonelimi
literatiiriinii benlik kurgulariyla iliskilendirmesidir. Glivenli baglanma y6nelimine
sahip kisilerin daha yiiksek benlik-saygisina (self-esteem) sahip oldugunu gosteren
bazi arastirmalara karsin (Bylsma, Cozzarelli, & Siimer, 1997), baglanma literatiirii

ile benlik literatiirii birbiriyle pek iligkili degildir. Dolayisiyla, benlik kurgulariyla
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baglanma-kesif yonelimlerinin ayn1 arastirma i¢inde incelenip iligkilendirilmesi,
hem baglanma, hem de benlik literatiiriine katki saglamaktadir.

Bu caligmanin son bir katkisi da, baglanma ve kesif yoneliminin birbirinden
ayr1 ama ayn1 zamanda birbiriyle iliskili iki ayr1 alana ait oldugunu goéstermesidir.
Bu iki alan Imamoglu (2002, 2003) tarafindan sirasiyla, duygusal-iliskisel ve igsel
motivasyonel olarak adlandirilmistir. Imamoglu'nun DAB modeline uygun olarak,
giivenli baglanmanin olumlu duygusal-iliskisel yonelimler alaniyla, giivenli kesifin
ise i¢sel motivasyonel yonelimler alantyla baglantili oldugu; ve bu iki alanin, benlik
sisteminin optimal isleyisi bakimindan birbirini tamamlayici genel yonelimler
niteliginde oldugu sdylenebilir.

Anilan kavramsal katkilarin yani sira, yukarida belirtildigi gibi, mevcut
arastirmada kullanilmak tizere gelistirilen yeni 6lgekler de alana katki niteligindedir.
Farkli 6lgeklere iligkin verilerden birbiriyle tutarli sonuglar elde edilmis olmasi
bunlarin gegerliginin bir gostergesi olarak kabul edilebilir. Ancak yine de, gerek
onerilen kuramsal modellerin ve ilgili bulgularin, gerekse s6zkonusu dlgme

aracglarinin yeni ¢aligmalarla sinanip gelistirilmeleri gerekmektedir.
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