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ABSTRACT

Attachment in a Cultural Framework
by

Sibel Halfon

The present study examined the indigenous behavioral expressions of attachment
security. In the Turkish culture, attachment security was expected to be associated deference,
obedience and respect (structural hierarchy/proper demeanor) along with emotional
interdependence, empathy and receptivity (symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement) instead of
encouragement of autonomy. An expanding self construal was expected to moderate the
relationship between attachment security and its behavioral expressions.

116 female and 94 male Bogazici University undergraduate students filled out the
Inventory of Parent and Peer Attachment Short Form (IPPA), Expanding Self Scale and
Personal Style Inventory (PSI) (Autonomy and Sociotropy subscales) along with Structural
Hierarchy/Proper Demeanor and Symbiosis Reciprocity/Positive Engagement Scales
developed by the researcher.

Correlational analyses revealed that as attachment security increased, autonomy
decreased, structural hierarchy/proper demeanor and symbiosis reciprocity positive
engagement increased. No relationship was found between attachment security and sociotropy.
Multiple regression analyses indicated that an expanding self served to decrease the effect of
maternal attachment security on symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement while it did not

v



effect the relationship between attachment security and other behavioral consequences
tested. High and low score combinations of expanding self and security were created to
develop some theoretical speculations for further research. The cultural differences found in
the expression of attachment security were discussed in terms of the development of self in

different cultures and neurobiological findings.
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OZET

Kiiltiirel bir Cergeve icerisinde Baglanma Davranislar

Sibel Halfon

Bu arastirmada kiiltiire 6zgii baglanma davranislarinin ortaya ¢ikist incelenmistir. Tiirk
kiiltiiriinde baglanma giivenliginin, bireyselligin tesviki yerine, itaat ve saygi (yapisal
hiyerarsi/diizgiin tavir) ve karsilikli baglilik, empati ve karsilikli anlayis (birliktelik
karsiliklilik/olumlu baglanma) ile iliskili olacagi beklenmistir. Ayrica genisleyen benlik
yapisinin baglanma giivenligi ve baglanma davranislar1 arasindaki iligkiyi etkileyebilecegi
beklenmistir.

Bogazici Universitesi’nde lisans yapan 116 kadin ve 94 erkek 6grenci, Ebeveyn ve
Arkadaglara Baglanma Envanteri Kisa Formu, Genisleyen Benlik Olgegi ve Kisisel Stil
Envanteri (Otonomi ve Sosyotropi alt 6lgekleri) ile birlikte arastirmaci tarafindan gelistirilen
Yapisal Hiyerarsi/Diizgiin Tavir Envanteri ve Birliktelik Karsiliklilik/Olumlu Baglanma
Envanterleri’ni doldurmuslardir.

Korelasyon analizleri, baglanma giivenligi arttikca otonominin azaldigini ancak
hiyerarsi/diizgiin tavir ve birliktelik karsiliklilik/olumlu baglanma degiskenlerinin arttigini
gostermistir. Baglanma giivenligi ve sosyotropi arasinda bir iliski goriilmemistir. Regresyon
analizleri sonucu, genisleyen benlik yapisinin olusumu ile birlikte baglanma giivenliginin,
birliktelik kargiliklilik/olumlu baglanma iizerindeki etkisinin azaldig1 goriilmiistiir. Genigleyen
benlik yapisinin, baglanma giivenligi ve arastirilan diger baglanma davranislan arasindaki
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iligkiyi etkilemedigi goriilmiistiir. Bazi teorik ¢ikarimlar yapabilmek i¢in yiiksek ve diisiik
baglanma giivenligi ve genisleyen benlik kombinasyonlar1 olusturulmustur. Baglanma
davraniglarinin ortaya ¢ikisindaki kiiltiirel farklar, degisik kiiltiirlerdeki kisilik gelisimi ve

norobiyolojik bulgular 1s181nda tartisilmistir.
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INTRODUCTION

In the past two decades, attachment theory has emerged as a major field of study. The
theory addresses issues from a variety of perspectives including physiological, developmental,
cognitive and emotional domains.

The present study aims to focus on one aspect of attachment that has received
considerable research and debate in the past few years: the role of culture. In the past few
years, many cross-cultural psychologists suggested that even though a universal range of
attachment behaviors exist among infants across cultures, these behaviors are shaped and
influenced by dominant cultural values (Bretherton and Waters, 1985, van Ijzendoorn, 1990,
cited in Harwood, Miller and Irizarry, 1995). This study attempts to explore how indigenous
cultural dynamics affect the expression of attachment behaviors.

In order to study attachment from a cultural perspective, first of all an overview of
attachment theory will be provided, and major controversies in the attachment literature will
be discussed. Afterwards, a literature review on cross-cultural studies on attachment will be
presented. First, research that supports the cross-cultural validity of attachment will be
discussed followed by a criticism of this research. This criticism is based on the different
paths of development in individualistic and collectivistic cultures leading to different
behavioral patterns. Then, Harwood, Miller and Irizarry’s (1995) study that explores cultural
meanings of attachment will be presented. Afterwards, attachment studies conducted with
Turkish samples will be discussed followed by a brief presentation of the Turkish culture,
Turkish family and Turkish self. Finally expectations formed on the basis of this literature

review will be presented.



Attachment Theory: An Overview

The theory of attachment was originally developed by John Bowlby (1907 - 1990), a
British psychoanalyst who was attempting to understand the intense distress experienced by
infants who had been separated from their parents. Bowlby (1982) observed that infants
separated from their mothers would either try to prevent separation or to reestablish proximity
to a missing parent. Bowlby noted that such expressions are common to a wide variety of
mammalian species, and speculated that these behaviors may serve an evolutionary function.
Drawing on ethological theory, Bowlby (1982) postulated that these attachment behaviors,
such as crying and searching, were adaptive responses to separation from a primary
attachment figure, who provides support, protection, and care. Bowlby (1982) argued that,
over the course of evolutionary history, infants who were able to maintain proximity to an
attachment figure (i.e., by looking cute or by expressing attachment behaviors) would be more
likely to survive to a reproductive age. According to Bowlby (1988), a motivational-control
system, what he called the attachment behavioral system, was designed by natural selection to
regulate proximity to an attachment figure. When the attachment figure is close and
responsive, this promotes safety, security and confidence encouraging the child to engage in
exploratory behavior. In case of a threat, the child experiences anxiety and fear which leads
him to seek attention and support from the attachment figure.

Bowlby (1982) defined attachment in terms of four distinct but interrelated classes of
behavior which are proximity maintenance, safe haven, separation distress and secure base.
These behaviors are observable between normal one year old infants and their mothers. The
infant continuously searches the whereabouts of the mother and makes any adjustments
necessary to obtain the desired degree of proximity, retreats to her as a haven of safety in case
of a threat, is resistant to and distressed by separations and uses her as a secure base to explore

his environment. What is important is that the selective orientation of all these behaviors



toward a specific and noninterchangeable individual defines attachment (Bowlby, 1982).
Even though Bowlby (1982) believed that the basic dynamics described above delineate the
core points of attachment theory, he recognized that there are individual differences in the
way children appraise the accessibility of the attachment figure and how they regulate their

attachment behavior in response to a threat.

The Strange Situation

Mary Ainsworth (1978, cited in Cassidy and Shaver, 1999) developed a technique
called strange situation that systematically studied individual differences in infant-parent
attachments. In the strange situation, 12-month-old infants and their parents are brought to the
laboratory and are systematically separated and reunited. 60% of the children become upset
when the parent leaves the room, but, when he or she returns, they actively seek the parent
and are easily comforted by him or her. Children who exhibit this pattern of behavior are
called secure. Other children (about 20% or less) become extremely distressed upon
separation and are hard to conciliate when reunited with their parents. They often exhibit
conflicting behaviors that suggest they want to be comforted, but that they also want to punish
the parent for leaving. These children are called anxious-resistant. The third pattern of
attachment that Ainsworth and her colleagues documented is called avoidant. Avoidant
children (about 20%) don't appear too distressed by the separation, and, upon reunion,
actively avoid seeking contact with their parent, sometimes turning their attention to play
objects on the laboratory floor (Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters and Wall, 1978, cited in, Cassidy
and Shaver, 1999). Ainsworth et al. (1978 cited in, Cassidy and Shaver, 1999) also
demonstrated that these individual differences were correlated with infant-parent interactions
at home during the first year of life. Children who appear secure in the strange situation tend

to have parents who are responsive to their needs. Children who appear insecure in the strange



situation (i.e., anxious-resistant or avoidant) often have parents who are insensitive to their
needs, or inconsistent or rejecting in the care they provide.

Even though the strange situation has become a standard tool for measuring infant
attachment, it has certain limitations. First, the strange situation has been criticized for relying
exclusively on exploratory behavior and ignoring the quality of maternal support in other
respects. By contrast, several assessments of childhood attachment have been validated and
the most prominent is the Attachment Q-Sort (AQS, Waters and Diane, 1985, cited in
Thompson, 1999), a ninety item observer report that incorporates a broader range of
behavioral criteria and attachment security in a many-sided way (Thompson, 1999).

Second, there is current controversy concerning the stability of the classifications
obtained in the strange situation. While early studies confirmed that the strange situation
classifications met the criteria of stability, more recent investigations were not that conclusive
(Fonagy, 2001). For example, Belsky, Spritz and Crnic (1996, cited in Fonagy, 2001) reported
that less than fifty percent of infants were given the same category upon a retest three months
later. On the whole, stability appears to be low in high-risk samples where major changes in
family function are common (Solomon and George, 1999, cited in Fonagy, 2001).

Another limitation of the strange situation is that it relies on brief separations and
reunions holding the same meaning for all children, although in some cultures children are
rarely separated from their mother at this age (Rutter, 1995, cited in Brown and Wright,
2001). This point will be explained extensively when the role of culture on attachment is

discussed.

Internal Working Models
Bowlby (1979) proposed that behavioral strategies employed beyond infancy are

governed by “internal working models” which are mental representations of actual



interactions with attachment figures stored in memory. Working models include two
complementary components, one referring to the attachment figure and the other referring to
the self. The former characterizes whether the caregiver will be available, sensitive and
responsive when needed and the latter characterizes the self as either worthy or unworthy of
love and care (Bowlby, 1973). In early childhood, working models appear to be relatively
open to change, if the quality of care giving changes. However, with a consistent pattern of
care giving throughout childhood and adolescence, these working models become solidified
and result in abstract representations of oneself and the social world. These representations
are likely to operate automatically and unconsciously, thereby making them resistant to
change (Bowlby, 1979). Thus, working models of self and others become core features of
personality in adulthood where they continue to shape social perception and behavior in close

relationships (Bowlby, 1973).

Adult Attachment

Working models of self and others were viewed by Bowlby (1973) as the main source
of continuity between early attachment experiences and cognitions, feelings, and behaviors in
later relationships. Much of adult attachment research has been based on the assumption that
there are parallels between infant and adult patterns of attachment and representations (e.g.,
Hazan and Shaver, 1987; Main, Kaplan and Cassidy, 1985, cited in Cassidy and Shaver,
1999).

Main (1995, cited in Allen, Stein, Fonagy, Fultz, Target, 2005) demonstrated that the
core patterns of attachment that Ainsworth et al. (1978, cited in Cassidy and Shaver, 1999)
observed in infancy have direct counterparts in adulthood. In order to assess adult attachment
and especially internal working models with respect to attachment, Main, Kaplan and Cassidy

(1985, cited in Cassidy and Shaver, 1999) developed the Adult Attachment Interview (AAI).



Main and Goldwyn (1992, cited in Bakermans-Kranenburg and van Ijzendoorn, 1993)
hypothesized that parents’ mental representations of their childhood experiences with
attachment figures affect their sensitivity towards their infants’ attachment needs and
determines the infants’ own internal working models of attachment

The AAI is a semi-structured interview that probes for general descriptions of
childhood relationships with parents, specific supportive or contradicting memories and
descriptions of current relationships with parents. Adults are asked to retrieve attachment
related autobiographical memories and evaluate them with respect to their current perspective
(Main and Goldwyn, 1992, cited in Bakermans-Kranenburg and van Ijzendoorn, 1993). AAI
transcripts are rated for security of attachment primarily based on the thoughtfulness and
coherence with which the adult is able to recount his childhood experiences and its effects
rather than the actual events that are reported. Therefore, the interview does not assess the
actual security of childhood attachments but the current state of mind with respect to
attachment in general (Main, 1994). The coding of AAI leads to adult attachment
classifications in three main categories that parallel the Strange Situation attachment
classifications for infants (Ainsworth et al., 1978, cited in Cassidy and Shaver, 1999).

Individuals classified as secure/autonomous describe diverse childhood experiences,
maintain a balanced view of early relationships, value attachment relationships, and view
attachment-related experiences as influential in development. Adults classified as insecure on
the basis of incoherency fail to integrate memories of experience with assessments of the
meaning of experience. Adults classified as insecure/dismissing deny or devalue the impact of
early attachment relationships, have difficulty with recall of specific events, often idealize
experiences, and usually describe an early history of rejection. Adults classified as
insecure/preoccupied display confusion about past experiences, and current relationships with

parents are marked by active anger or with passivity (Main, 1994). Another main category



exists in addition to this major classification. Individuals classified as
unresolved/disorganized/disoriented present mental disorganization and disorientation
occurring specifically during discussions of potentially traumatic events such as loss of
important people or physical or sexual abuse (Main, 1994).

AAI stability has been demonstrated in a number of studies (Bakermans-Kranenburg
and van IJzendoorn, 1993; Benoitand and Parker, 1994; Crowell and Treboux, 1991 cited in
Crowell and Treboux, 1995), and there are no gender differences in the distribution of
classifications (van IJzendoorn and Bakersmans-Kranenburg, 1993). Discriminant validity of
the AAI has been demonstrated with respect to intelligence, memory, cognitive complexity,
social desirability, and overall social adjustment (Bakermans-Kranenburg and van [Jzendoorn,

1993).

Adult Romantic Attachment

Bowlby (1988) maintained a general vision that intimacy between adults is related to
attachment dynamics, however early attachment theorists did not work on the relationship
between the core concepts of attachment theory and adult intimate or romantic relationships.
Hazan and Shaver (1987) were two of the first researchers to explore Bowlby's ideas in the
context of romantic relationships. According to Hazan and Shaver (1987), the emotional bond
that develops between adult romantic partners is partly a function of the attachment
behavioral system that gives rise to the emotional bond between infants and their caregivers.
Hazan and Shaver (1987 ) developed a questionnaire measure of adult attachment styles,
where they asked subjects to read three paragraphs and indicate which paragraph best
characterized the way they think, feel, and behave in close relationships: One paragraph was
about difficulties with closeness, needs of dependence and trust with intimates, characterizing

the avoidant attachment style, another paragraph described comfort with closeness and



dependence as well as the absence of fear of abandonment in close relationships,
characterizing the secure attachment style and the final paragraph consisted of fears of
rejection and abandonment and the need to be close to others to such an extent that it may
push others away, defining the anxious-resistant attachment style. Based on this three
category measure, Hazan and Shaver (1987) found that the distribution of categories was
similar to that observed in infancy. In other words, about 60% of adults classified themselves
as secure, about 20% described themselves as avoidant, and about 20% described themselves
as anxious-resistant.

Bartholomew (1990, cited in Bartholomew and Horowitz, 1991) developed a model
that postulates four types of attachment patterns rather than the tripartite attachment typology
proposed by Hazan and Shaver (1987). This conceptualization was derived from Bowlby’s
(1980) description of internal working models of attachment patterns in terms of the
representation of the self and representation of the other. The “model of self” is based on
whether the individual has a positive self-worth or negative self-worth internally. The “model
of other” is based on the reflections of others in the person in terms of whether the person
believes in their availability and responsiveness or whether others are viewed as rejecting,
uncaring and distant. According to that model, secure adults hold positive beliefs about the
self, and availability and responsiveness of close others. Preoccupied adults are anxious
concerning their close relationships as they feel that others are not as committed to them as
they are. Fearful-avoidant adults have negative views of self-worth and view others as
unsupportive and unavailable. Dismissing-avoidant adults deny the importance of close
relationships and have a strong commitment to independence and self-reliance. Although this
measure served as a useful way to study the association between attachment styles and
relationship functioning, it didn't allow a full test of the hypothesis that the same kinds of

individual differences observed in infants might be manifest among adults. Based on this



classification system, Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991) devised the Relationship
Questionnaire (RQ).

Brennan, Clark and Shaver (1998) conceptualized adult romantic attachment in two
main dimensions. One critical variable has been labeled attachment-related anxiety. People
who score high on this variable tend to worry whether their partner is available, responsive,
attentive, etc. People who score on the low end of this variable are more secure in the
perceived responsiveness of their partners. The other critical variable is called attachment-
related avoidance. People on the high end of this dimension prefer not to rely on others or
open up to others. People on the low end of this dimension are more comfortable being
intimate with others and are more secure depending upon and having others depend upon
them. A prototypical secure adult is low on both of these dimensions. Based on these two
orthogonal dimensions of attachment Brennan, Clark and Shaver (1998) created the
Experiences in Close Relationships Scale (ECR) which has been used in many studies (Shaver

and Mikulincer, 2002, cited in Shaver and Mikulincer, 2004).

A Line of Research Separate from Ainsworth’s Attachment Classification Scheme

The adult attachment research discussed so far capture the attachment patterns
delineated by Ainsworth et al. (1978) in their work with the Strange Situation. Studies based
on AAI repeatedly showed that AAI classifications of parents can predict the Strange
Situation classifications of their children (Main and Goldwyn, 1992, Main, 1994, Van
Ijzendoorn,1995). Similarly, romantic attachment research demonstrated the applicability of
both attachment theory and especially Ainsworth’s infant classification scheme to the study of
feelings and behaviors in adolescent and adult attachment research (Hazan and Shaver, 1987;

Brennan, Clark and Shaver, 1988; Bartholomew and Horowitz, 1991) .



However, beginning in the early 1980s, certain measures such as the Parental Bonding
Instrument (PBI, Parker, Tupling and Brown, 1979, cited in Crowell et al., 1999), Attachment
History Questionnaire (Pottharst and Kessler, 1990, cited in Crowell et al. 1999), Inventory of
Parent and Peer Attachment (IPPA, Armsden and Greenberg, 1987) and Parental Attachment
Questionnaire (PAQ, Kenny, 1987, cited in Crowell et al., 1999) were developed, that aimed
to assess attachment history, parental relationship quality and feelings of security in
relationships with parents. What was common to these measures was that they were not
designed to tap the attachment patterns observed in infants and children by Ainsworth et al.
(1978). This line of research drew heavily on Bowlby’s (1973) conceptualization of
attachment as a unique relationship with another individual who is perceived as available and
responsive and who is to receive emotional and instrumental support. In general, these scales
measured the extent to which parents acted as available, responsive and reliable attachment
figures.

Among these measures, one of the most commonly used scales is IPPA that is
developed to assess adolescents’ perceptions of their relationships with parents and close
friends. Armsden and Greenberg (1987) argue that the internal working models of adolescents
may be assessed by the experience of trust in the accessibility and responsiveness of
attachment figures and the experience of anger or hopelessness resulting from inconsistent
responsiveness or unresponsiveness of the attachment figure. Accordingly, IPPA is comprised
of three subscales, namely the degree of mutual trust that reflects mutual understanding and
respect, the quality of communication that reveals the amount of constructive involvement in
the relationship and the degree of alienation that taps feelings of anger and interpersonal
isolation. These dimensions yield a composite score of security with respect to parents and

peers.



IPPA subscales show high reliability estimates such that three week test-retest
estimates and Cronbach alphas are approximately .90. The IPPA parent attachment scores
have been found to correlate significantly with reported levels of family support, conflict and
cohesiveness and with the tendency to seek out parents in times of need. IPPA parent and peer
attachment scores are also significant predictors of self-esteem, life satisfaction, depression,
anxiety, resentment and alienation (Armsden and Greenberg, 1987).

Giinaydin, Selguk, Stimer and Uysal (2005) assessed the psychometric quality of the
short form of the IPPA (Raja, McGee and Stanton 1992, cited in Giinaydin et al., 2005) on a
Turkish sample. It was found that mother and father subscales each had high internal
consistency and reliability. The validity of the scale has been partially demonstrated by
correlations between maternal and paternal attachment and self-esteem, and also paternal
attachment and fear of disapproval. However, contrary to their expectations, no significant
relationship was found between parental attachment and fear of separation, pleasing others
and enjoying solitude. Moreover, the trust, communication and alienation factors did not
emerge for the Turkish sample. The authors argue that in order to conclude that the scale has
construct validity, it should be conducted with adolescents of different ages in order to
understand the age ranges the IPPA is best applicable for. Moreover, the relationship between
the IPPA and constructs, such as coping with stress and depression, that are known to be

related to parental attachment, have to be assessed.

Controversies in the Attachment Literature

There are major arguments in the attachment literature regarding the measurement of
individual differences in adult attachment, attachment towards multiple caregivers and the

role of culture on attachment.



Controversies in Adult Attachment Measures

As explained above, in the mid 1980s several lines of research that examine
adult attachment emerged. George et al. (1984, cited in Crowell et al., 1999) created the AAI
to assess adults’ representations of attachment based on their discussion of childhood
experiences with their parents. At about the time AAI was developed, Pottharst and Kesler
(1990, cited in Crowell et al., 1999) created the AHQ to assess adults’ memories of
attachment related experiences in childhood. In a separate research effort, Armsden and
Greenberg developed the IPPA to assess security or perceived quality of adolescents
relationships with parents and peers. Also about this time, Hazan and Shaver (1987) began to
consider the application of Ainsworth’s infant classification scheme to adult romantic
attachment. All these lines of research developed in different ways and inspired the
development of a variety of measures. Therefore, today there are many different measures of
adolescent and adult attachment and many questions arise about what these scales actually
measure and how they are related to each other (Crowell et al., 1999). Two main questions in
the measurement literature will be reviewed here. First whether these different measures can
be substituted for one another will be discussed, and whether adult attachment patterns are
best conceptualized and measured as dimensions or categories will be analyzed.

Even though there is evidence of a relationship between the lines of research and
measurement explained above, many theorists argue that different domains are being
measured (de Haas, Bakersman-Kranenburg and van Ijzendoorn, 1994, Jacobvitz, Kurran and
Moller, 2002, cited in Shaver and Mikulincer, 2004). First, there is debate concerning whether
attachment patterns are best assessed with self-report or interview methodologies. It is argued
that self-report measures cannot assess implicit and unconscious aspects of functioning
(Crowell and Treboux, 1995, Hesse, 1999, cited in Shaver and Mikulincer, 2004). Another

criticism is that self-report measures cannot assess dismissing and preoccupied states of mind



with respect to attachment because there are weak correlations between scores of the AAI and
self-report scales on these dimensions (Bernier and Dozier, 2002, cited in Shaver and
Mikulincer, 2004). A different criticism of self-report measures is that romantic attachment
measures cannot activate the attachment system (George and West, 1999) and a basic premise
of attachment theory is that attachment behavior can only observed under conditions (i.e.
distress, anxiety) that activate the attachment system (Bowlby, 1982). In response to these
arguments, Crowell et al. (1999) state that most adults have sufficient experience in close
relationships to account for how they behave in those relationships. Moreover, studies show
that even though self-report methods are not as reliable as interview measures in activating
and accessing the attachment system, when used in conjunction with other kinds of measures
such as behavioral observations, psycho-physiological assessments and implicit priming
techniques, they can validly assess dynamic of the attachment behavioral system (Crowell et
al., 1999).

As to the convergence of interview and self-report measures, the studies show that
because these two techniques differ in terms of their classification systems, domain of interest
and methodology, they hardly unite. Treboux (1993, cited in Stein et al., 1998) and De Haas,
Bakermans-Kranenburg and van [jzendoorn (1994, cited in Stein et al., 1998) found self-
report measures to be inconsistent with interview-based classifications using the Adult
Attachment Interview. Bartholomew and Shaver (1998, cited in Stein et al., 1998) compared
Bartholomew’s Attachment Interviews (family, peer and significant other) (Bartholomew and
Horowitz, 1991, cited in Stein et al., 1998) to Bartholomew’s Relationship Questionnaire
(Bartholomew and Horowitz, 1991, cited in Stein et al., 1998). Convergence was weakest
when both method and content differed, such as when Family Attachment Interview
classifications are compared with Relationship Questionnaire classifications (Stein et al.,

1998).



There are also debates about the convergence of measures that are not
methodologically different, such as whether all self-report measures can be used
interchangeably. Crowell et al. (1999) reviewed studies that included more than one self-
report measure of attachment. They found that subscale scores across measures were similar
to the extent that measures approached attachment from the perspective of romantic
relationships rather than relationships with parents or peers. Moreover, correlations between
subscales that measure attachment across four categories of relationships ( e.g., Bartholomew
and Horowitz’s (1991) relationship questionnaire), and that measure attachment across three
categories of relationships ( Hazan and Shaver’s (1987) ASQ) were lower. Convergence
increased when subjects classified b Bartholomew’s system as fearful were eliminated.

These findings show that even though measures that are conceptually and
methodologically similar and probe the same domains produce similar results, when measures
focus on different aspects of attachment or use different methods to activate the attachment
system, their relationships decrease significantly (Stein et al., 1998). Concomitantly, Crowell
et al. (1999) suggest that researchers need to adopt assessment techniques that are specific to
the relationships that they study. Researchers should take into consideration the
developmental purpose of each instrument as well as the assumptions underlying each
technique. Moreover, the domain of study, parent, peer or romantic attachment should be

taken into consideration.

The Father as an Attachment Figure

Another emerging issue in attachment literature is attachment towards multiple
caregivers. In his early writings, Bowlby (1969, 1982) proposed that a child develops a
hierarchy of attachment relationships, first to the mother as the primary caregiver and then to

others, specifically the father. Ainsworth (1967, cited in Howes, 1999) observed that all the



infants in her sample who became attached to their mothers also became attached to the father
or some other familiar figure. Although recognition of attachment towards the father has been
part of attachment theory since its development, attachment research has largely been
conducted on the mother-child attachment relationship.

As the roles of men and women in family life have changed, with the mother gaining
other social roles in the work area and a more equal distribution of labor between men and
women within the domestic area beginning to take place, most children started to be regularly
cared for also by their fathers (Howes, 1999). Therefore, some attachment theorists turned
their attention to the father-infant relationship. It was seen that when fathers take on
caregiving activities, there are few differences between child mother and child father
relationships (Parke and Asher, 1983, cited in Howes, 1999). An early study by Lamb (1977,
cited in Howes, 1999) showed that when mothers, fathers and infants are all present during
observation, infants directed attachment behaviors to both mothers and fathers. A more recent
study by Steele, Steele and Fonagy (1995, cited in Howes, 1999) confirmed these findings.

When it was established that the child develops attachment behaviors towards both the
mother and the father, the question of how the child organizes multiple attachment
relationships within his internal working models emerged. Several different possibilities are
suggested and there is no consensus on which possibility is more salient (Howes, 1999).
Brethon (1985, cited in Howes, 1999) put forward a model of hierarchical organization where
the child’s representation with the most prominent caregiver, usually the mother, influences
other attachment relationships and thus the paternal attachment has to be concordant with the
maternal attachment.

Two other models explaining the organization of multiple attachments, namely the
model of integrative organization and the model of independent organization, both assume

that the quality of each attachment relationship is independent of each other and depends on



the relationship between the child and the attachment figure (Van Ijzendoorn, Sagi,
Lambermon, 1992, Suess, Grossmann and Sroufe, 1992, cited in Howes, 1999). These two
models diverge in explaining how different attachment relationships affect overall
functioning. The integrative organization model assumes that the child integrates all his
attachment relationships into a single representation and the developmental consequences of
attachment relationships can best be predicted by considering the quality of all attachment
relationships that the child constructs (Van Ijzendoorn, Sagi, Lambermon, 1992, cited in
Howes, 1999). In contrast, the independent organization model posits that different
attachment relationship representations are influential in different developmental domains.
Thus, for example, child-father attachment representations may influence affect regulation
whereas child- mother attachment representation may influence competence (Suess,
Grossmann and Sroufe, 1992, cited in Howes, 1999).

Fox, Kimmerly and Schaffer (1991, cited in Howes, 1999) conducted a meta-analysis
of 11 studies that examined the concordance of infant-mother and infant-father attachment
security. It was found that mother and father attachment relationships were modestly
concordant, as long as parents share child-rearing values and behaviors. However, when the
parents are dissimilar, so is the relationship quality. These results provide partial support for

the first assumption of integrative and independent organization theories.

Attachment and Culture

Given the implications of attachment theory for socio-emotional development,
researchers began to question the cross cultural validity of attachment theory (e.g. Sagi, van
Ijzendoorn, Aviezer, Donnell and Mayseless, 1994, Kermoian and Leiderman, 1986,
Takahashi, 1982, cited in van [jzendoorn and Sagi, 1999). Preliminary findings indicated that

secure, anxious-ambivalent and avoidant attachment classifications occurred in somewhat



different proportions in other countries and cultures compared to U.S. culture. In particular,
whereas the secure attachment classifications were observed to be dominant in most cultural
groups studied, avoidant attachment classifications were relatively more prevalent in Western
European countries and the anxious-ambivalent classifications were found to be more
common in Israel and Japan (van Ijzendoorn and Kroonenberg, 1988). These findings led
some researchers to reevaluate the normative aspects of attachment theory (e.g. Rothbaum,
Weisz, Pott, Miyake and Morelli, 2000; Harwood et al.,1995).

It is possible to identify two major approaches to the cross-cultural study of
attachment behavior taken by researchers thus far (van Ijzendoorn and Sagi, 1999). In cross-
cultural research, the “etic” approach leads to an emphasis on theories and assessments that
have been developed in a specific culture that is often a western, industrialized society. These
theories are then applied in other cultures to test whether the construct under analysis is cross-
culturally valid rather than culture specific. In contrast, the “emic” approach focuses on social
and behavioral aspects and developmental paths that are specific to the culture and it tries to
understand this culture within its own frame of reference (Belsky, 1969, cited in Harwood et

al., 1995).

A Review of Cross-Cultural Attachment Studies using an Etic Approach

The etic approach is more dominant in cross-cultural attachment research because in
many cases Bowlby’s conceptualization of attachment and Ainsworth’s operationalization of
attachment has been applied to various non-Western cultures (van Ijzendoorn, 1990). In 1999,
van [jzendoorn and Sagi (1999) published a review of fourteen cross-cultural attachment
studies using an etic approach. These studies were attachment studies conducted in non-
European and non-Anglo-Saxon societies such as various African cultures, China, Israel and

Japan. In order to analyze the cross-cultural validity of attachment theory, they specifically



examined these studies based on the core hypotheses of attachment theory, which are the
universality, normativity, sensitivity and competence hypotheses (Bowlby, 1969/1982). The
universality hypothesis of attachment states that all infants become attached to at least one
primary caregiver (Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters and Wall, 1978, cited in van Ijzendoorn and
Sagi, 1999). Infants and young children may become attached to more than one person such
as fathers and regular caregivers but not to many figures (Sagi, van Ijzendoorn and Aviezer,
1995, cited in van Ijzendoorn and Sagi, 1999). The normativity hypothesis states that the
secure pattern of attachment is, with very few exceptions, the most frequent pattern in many
cultures. Ainsworth proposed that the secure pattern is to be considered as normative and the
optimal adaptive developmental outcome for human infants (Ainsworth et al., 1978, cited in
van [jzendoorn and Sagi, 1999). The sensitivity hypothesis states that primary caregiver’s
sensitive responsiveness to children’s signals is a major determinant of attachment security
and exploratory behavior (Ainsworth et al., 1978, cited in van [jzendoorn and Sagi, 1999).
Finally, the competence hypothesis states that competence, defined in terms of behaviors
associated with exploration, autonomy, efficacy, self-expression, affect regulation and
positive peer relationships (Feeny, 1999 cited in van Ijzendoorn and Sagi, 1999), is a
consequence of the security of infant’s attachment relationships with their caregivers (Main,
1990, cited in, van Ijzendoorn and Sagi, 1999).

Van Ijzendoorn and Sagi (1999) found the strongest support for the universality
hypothesis. In no cross-cultural study were there reports of children who did not show
attachment behavior in stressful situations. They also viewed that not only the attachment
behavior itself but different types of attachment were present in every culture and
differentiation between secure and insecure attachment could be made.

Van Ijzendoorn and Sagi (1999) found rather strong evidence also for the normativity

hypothesis. In all cross-cultural studies that they examined, the majority of children were



classified as securely attached. Grossman and Grossman (2004) reported that only two
exceptions from this norm have been published: In a North German sample the insecure-
avoidant pattern was found to be dominant (Grossmann, Grossmann, Spangler, Suess, and
Unzner, 1985, cited in Grossman and Grossman, 2004), and in an Israeli sample of infants
with out-of-home sleeping arrangements, the insecure-ambivalent pattern and even
disorganized attachment behaviors were dominant (Sagi, van IJzendoorn, Aviezer, Donnell,
and Mayseless, 1994).

Van Ijzendoorn and Sagi (1999) found less support for the sensitivity and competence
hypotheses. The most striking disconfirming data came from Japan where Nagawaka, Lamb
and Miyake (1992, cited in van [jzendoorn and Sagi, 1999) who videotaped home interactions
of 30 families four months and eight months after birth and also conducted 8 month
laboratory observations in order to assess maternal accessibility, acceptance, cooperation and
sensitivity. They found no association between attachment security and maternal interactive
behavior. Van [jzendoorn and Sagi (1999) suggest that these results may be due to the self-
conscious nature of Japanese behavior rendering the ratings of maternal behavior less valid
and the small sample size of the study. Of the 14 studies they analyzed, van Ijzendoorn and
Sagi (1999) found support in only half of the studies for the sensitivity hypothesis.

As for the competence hypothesis, they concluded that the cross-cultural support is
still insufficient. In a Gusii study, Kermoian and Leiderman (1986, cited in van [jzendoorn
and Sagi, 1999) found that the nutritional status of the secure infants were better than that of
the insecure infants and this outcome has been replicated in a Chilean study of
undernourished children (Valenzuela, 1990, cited in van Ijzendoorn and Sagi, 1999). Van
Ijzendoorn and Sagi (1999) state that even though there is a remarkable connection between
health status and attachment, it is still not clear whether the attachment security serves as the

only cause.



On the basis of these findings, van Ijzendoorn and Sagi (1999) state that the cross-
cultural studies are consistent with attachment theory, especially in terms of universality and
normativity. They conclude that attachment theory may therefore claim cross-cultural
validity.

A Critique on the Universality of Sensitivity, Competence and Secure Base

Hypotheses

Rothbaum, Weisz, Pott, Miyake and Morelli (2000) criticize Bowlby (1973), Main
(1990) and especially van I[jzendoorn and Sagi (1999) who assume that the three core
hypotheses of attachment theory (sensitivity, competence and secure base hypotheses which
will be explained below) are universal and instead propose that the core tenets of the
attachment theory are rooted in Western thought and require fundamental change when
applied to other cultures or minority groups. Although most attachment theorists recognize the
role of culture, they claim that only certain behaviors are affected by culture but the core of
attachment is immune to cultural influences (Ainsworth et al., 1978; Main, 1990; Cassidy and
Shaver, 1999; van Ijzendoorn and Sagi, 1999).

Rothbaum et al. (2000) disagree with the position of these theorists. Even though
Rotbaum et al. (2000) do not deny the biological and evolutionary predispositions that
underlie attachment, they claim that biology and culture are inseparable aspects of the system
in which a person develops. Rothbaum et al. (2000) question the universality and cross-
cultural validity of three hypotheses concerning the antecedents (sensitivity), consequences
(competence) and nature of attachment (secure base) of attachment and compare the relevance
of these hypotheses for the American and the Japanese culture. The sensitivity and
competence hypotheses were explained above. The secure base hypothesis refers to the
exploratory behavior of the infant when he feels sufficiently protected and comforted by his

mother’s presence (Bowlby, 1982).



In assessing sensitivity, Rothbaum et al. (2000) state that there are fundamental
differences in the way American vs. Japanese mothers view and express sensitivity. The
objective of maternal sensitivity is to promote dependence and social engagement in Japan
whereas in the US, it is to promote autonomy and independence. In this regard, Japanese
maternal speech is focused on emotions rather than on information as in the US; Japanese
mothers prefer prolonged physical contact whereas American mothers use distal eye contact
and Japanese mothers direct their children’s attention to social objects and particularly
themselves rather than to physical objects as American mothers prefer (Bornstein, Azuma,
Tamis-LeMonda, Ogino, 1990, cited in Rothbaum at al., 2000). Moreover, sensitivity for
Japanese mothers has more to do with emotional closeness and regulating the child’s
emotional states whereas for American mothers, responsiveness has more to do with helping
the child to assert his personal desires and respecting his autonomous efforts to satisfy his
own needs (Keller, Voelker and Zach, 1997 cited in Rothbaum et al., 2000). Rothbaum et al.
(2000) conclude that the different expressions of sensitivity and responsivity reflect the
indigenous values and goals which are apt to change from one culture to the next.

Similarly, what counts as competence differs from one culture to the next. According
to the competence hypothesis, there are indices of social competence common to all children
and adults and it comes as a result of secure attachment (Main, 1990). Attachment theorists
define social competence largely in terms of western values and thus they emphasize
exploration, autonomy, willingness to discuss strong affect and to disagree with partners,
sociability with peers and unfamiliar others and a positive view of self (Grossman, Grossman,
Zimmerman, 1999, Cassidy, 1988, Allen and Land, 1999, Hazan and Shaver, 1994, cited in
Rothbaum et al., 2000). There is evidence that all these aspects of social competence are seen
more negatively by Japanese, who would define a “competent” person possessing the qualities

above as immature and uncultivated (Fiske, Kitayama, Markus and Nisbett, 1998, cited in



Rothbaum et al., 2000). In Japan where social harmony is valued over individual expressions,
social competence often entails emotional restraint, indirect expression of feelings, self-
criticism and decency (Kitayama, Markus, Masumoto, Norasakkunkit, 1997).

Rothbaum et al. (2000) claim that the conception and expression of the secure base
depends on the community examined. They focus on the link between attachment and
exploration which is used by the majority of attachment researchers to refer to the secure base
(e.g. Cassidy, 1999, Kobak, 1999, cited in Rothbaum et al., 2000). These attachment theorists
claim that infants who are sufficiently protected and comforted by the presence of their
caregivers will use their caregivers as a secure base to explore the environment. Rothbaum et
al. (2000) state that the conceptualization of the secure base reflects Western cultural values
emphasizing individuation and the belief that exploration leads to individuation which is
viewed as an adaptive outcome. However, in other cultures where social harmony is valued
over individuation, it was seen that exploratory behavior is not a primary outcome of secure
attachment (e.g. Gaskins, 1996, McGillicuddy-De Lisi and Subramanian, 1996, cited in
Rothbaum et al., 2000). For example, it was observed that Japanese babies engage in less
exploratory behavior activity compared to U.S. babies, and Japanese babies are more oriented
towards their mothers in circumstances involving positive emotions whereas the U.S. babies
are more oriented to the environment in those circumstances (Bornstein, Azuma, Tamis-

LeMonda and Ogino, 1990, cited in Rothbaum et al., 2000).

Paths of Development in US and Japan: Individuation vs. Accommodation

Rothbaum, Pott, Azuma, Miyake and Weisz (2000) state that the cultural differences
in the core tenets of attachment explained by Rothbaum, Weisz et al. (2000) are due to
different paths of development in different cultures. They compare the different paths of

development in U.S. and Japan and construe that biological predispositions for relatedness



take on different forms according to the values emphasized in the culture in which they
develop. According to Rothbaum, Pott et al. (2000), there are many aspects of relatedness
such as proximity seeking, contact maintaining, separation protest and safe haven that are
biological dispositions universal in every culture (Bowlby, 1982). In the U.S., these
predispositions pass through the lens of individuation which encompasses autonomy,
expressiveness and exploration (Harwood, Miller and Irizarry, 1995), whereas in Japan they
pass through the lens accommodation, which includes empathy, compliance and propriety
(Azuma, 1986, cited in Rothbaum, Pott et al., 2000) leading to distinct paths of development.
In Japan, biological predispositions of relatedness are shaped through the path of symbiotic
harmony characterized by an emphasis on union and fulfilling other’s needs and expectations.
In contrast, the path of generative tension emphasized in the US is characterized by a
continual pull between the desire for proximity towards the attachment figures on the one

hand and a desire for exploration and autonomy on the other (Rothbaum, Pott et al., 2000).

The Path of Symbiotic Harmony

An example for the path of symbiotic harmony comes from the study of amae in
Japan, a concept that refers to relationships involving both attachment and dependence (Doi,
1989, cited in Rothbaum, Weisz et al., 2000). According to Doi, amae signifies strong
indulgence and dependency feelings where the child desires to be passively loved and is
reluctant to be separated from his mother (Doi, 1992). The concept of attachment covers the
same area as amae but the bond with the parent inevitably implies dependence which is
denied in attachment theory (Doi, 1992). The parallels between attachment and amae have
been documented extensively: Attachment and amae both become fully developed around the
end of the first year of life and take on different forms throughout the lifespan (Doi, 1989,

cited in Rothbaum, Weisz et al., 2000), both are fostered by caregiver responsiveness and



empathy (Emde 1992, cited in Rothbaum, Weisz et al., 2000), both lead to emotional
competence such as affect regulation (Emde 1992, cited in Rothbaum, Weisz et al., 2000) and
secure and insecure types of both concepts have been identified (Okonogi, 1992, cited in

Rothbaum, Weisz et al., 2000).

The Path of Generative Tension

The path of generative tension is characterized by the US infants needs for proximity
towards the caregiver and desire to gain autonomy and independence (Bowlby, 1973). In fact,
within the path of generative tension, there are two developmental lines which are relatedness
and individuality (separation and attachment) that both evolve concomitantly. The evolving
capacities for autonomy, initiative, and industry in the individuality developmental line
develop in parallel with the development of a capacity for relatedness encompassing feelings
of mutuality, intimacy, and reciprocity in a mature intimate relationship. Even though these
developmental lines interact throughout the life cycle, they remain relatively independent of
each other through the early developmental years and in order to acquire a healthy and
comprehensive self-identity, the developmental task during adolescence is to integrate these
two developmental lines (Blatt, 1990).

In this respect, Blatt (1990) conceptualizes attachment styles as a continuum ranging
from exaggerated preoccupation with individuation to exaggerated preoccupation with
relatedness. Whereas secure attachment involves both a capacity to form mature affective
bonds and a capacity for autonomy and individuation as expressed in the development of the
capacity both to love and to work, insecure attachment results either in either a preoccupation
with relatedness and an over dependency on interpersonal contact (anxious ambivalent

insecure attachment) or in compulsive self-reliance, avoidance of interpersonal contact and



distorted emphasis on separation (avoidant insecure attachment) (Hazan and Shaver, 1990,

cited in Blatt, 1990). Figure 1 represents the continuum that Blatt (1990) talks about.

Figure 1. Attachment styles as a continuum ranging from an exaggerated
preoccupation with relatedness to an exaggerated occupation with individuation
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Similarly, Martin and Stewart (1990, cited in Kretchmar and Jacobvitz, 2002) note the
similarities between the relationship patterns, namely disengagement, balance and
entanglement, described by system theorists and the secure, resistant and avoidant attachment
patterns. Just as disengaged relationships are characterized by distant, under involved and
sometimes hostile interactions, avoidant attachments are also described by ignoring behavior
and displaced anger. Likewise, both entangled relationships and resistant attachments are
characterized by over involved, intrusive and ambivalent behavior patterns. Finally, balanced
relationships are reflected by mutual sensitivity and open communication, which are qualities
that facilitate the independence of each member in the relationship. Similarly, secure
attachments are demonstrated by infants who can rely on their caregivers as sources of
comfort and security from which to explore the relationship.

Blatt and Zuroff (1992) name four instruments that measure the extent to which an
individual puts emphasis on individuation and relatedness. Blatt and Zuroff identify
psychometric problems with three of these measures: The Depressive Experiences
Questionnaire (DEQ, Blatt, D’ Affliti and Quinlan, 1978, cited in Blatt and Zuroff, 1992) that

measures concerns of abandonment, wishes to be close to others, needs of dependence on one



dimension and feelings of disapproval towards the self for failing to actualize self-
expectations and standards; the Sociotropy-Autonomy Scale (SAS, Beck, Epstein, Harrison
and Emery, 1983, cited in Blatt and Zuroff, 1992) that measures concerns about disapproval,
attachment and pleasing others on one dimension and achievement, freedom from control and
preference for solitude on another dimension; the Dysfunctional Attitude Scale (DAS,
Weisman and Beck, 1978, cited in Blatt and Zuroff, 1992) also yielding two dimensions,
concerns about a need of approval by others vs. concerns of self-worth and perfectionism.
Blatt and Zuroff (1992) state that DEQ includes too many items that tap state depression, SAS
autonomy scale’s convergent validity is questionable and DAS subscales are too correlated
with each other.

In response to these problems, Robins and Luten (1991) developed a new instrument
named the Personal Style Inventory (PSI) that has two dimensions: The Autonomy subscale
measures the constructs of perfectionism, self-criticism, need for control and defensive
separation and the Sociotropy subscale measures aspects of relatedness including concern
about what others think, dependency, and pleasing others. PSI has good construct definition,
internal consistency, and convergent and divergent validity (Blatt and Zuroff, 1992).

To sum up, the Japanese and U.S. paths of development start with the same
manifestation of biological predispositions but take on different forms according to the
different values emphasized in each culture: Individuation vs. accommodation. Throughout
development, these cultural values continue to affect close relationships (Rothbaum, Pott et
al., 2000). Figure 2 represents the different paths of development that biological

predispositions follow and the different behavioral expressions of these dispositions.



Figure 2. Different paths of development in individualistic and collectivistic cultures
(Rothbaum, Pott et al., 2000)
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A Summary of the Findings about the Role of Culture on Attachment

Up to this point, it seems that all infants, regardless of the culture they live in, become
attached to at least one of their primary caregivers and the secure pattern of attachment is,
with very few exceptions, the most frequent pattern in many cultures. Therefore, the
universality and normativity hypotheses seem to be cross-culturally valid. The effect of
culture on attachment can first be seen in the attainment of security so that the maternal
sensitivity that leads to secure attachment is affected by indigenous cultural values and goals.
For example, in Japan the objective of maternal sensitivity is to promote dependence and
social engagement whereas in the US, it is to promote autonomy and independence These
different objectives lead to different expressions of sensitivity: Japanese mothers prefer
prolonged physical contact whereas American mothers use distal eye contact. Secondly,
cultural values affect the expression of secure attachment behavior. In individualistic cultures,
the competent behaviors that secure attachment entails are exploration, autonomy, willingness
to discuss strong affect and to disagree with partners, sociability with peers and unfamiliar
others and a positive view of self whereas in Japan where social harmony is valued over
individual expressions, social competence often entails emotional restraint, indirect
expression of feelings, self-criticism and decency. Therefore, indigenous cultural values affect
the consequences of security. To sum up, there is no question about the dominance of secure
attachment in different cultures, the cultural discrepancy occurs in the antecedents (sensitivity
hypothesis) and consequences (competence hypothesis) of secure attachment.

Based on these findings, Rothbaum, Weisz et al. (2000) call for indigenous theories of
attachment. Reliance on measures designed by Western investigators reflect the assumptions
of western thought and do not totally apply to cultures such as Japan where the underlying

values fostering development are thoroughly different (Rothbaum, Weisz et al., 2000).



An Emic Approach to the Study of Attachment: Harwood, Miller and Irizarry (1995)

Harwood, Miller and Irizarry (1995) agree with Rothbaum, Weisz et al. (2000) and
state that attachment behavior can be considered part of culturally constructed meanings
regarding the relationship of self to other. Therefore, they too emphasize the need for a
careful study of the contextualized meanings of attachment behavior, its antecedents and its
consequences.

Harwood et al. (1995) examined perceptions of attachment behavior using a symbolic
approach which points to the importance of the meaning systems one constructs regarding
relationships with parents and social expectations from which all understandings and
behaviors are formed (Gumperz and Hymes, 1986, cited in Harwoord et al., 1995). With this
approach, they examined socio-cultural differences in the meanings given to desirable and
undesirable attachment behavior among Anglo and Puerto Rican mothers. The term “Anglo”
was chosen to describe the white American women of non-Hispanic European ancestry who
participated in this study. It was expected that Anglo mothers would reflect the mainstream
culture, emphasizing a more individualistic view of the person and of interpersonal
relationships, which has shaped the attitudes towards child development in U.S. whereas the
Puerto Rican mothers would demonstrate a different cultural meaning system that emphasize
a more sociocentric view (Harwood et al., 1995). During the study, the mothers answered
open ended questions about the qualities they would like their child to possess and would not
like their child to possess and also were also given vignettes depicting hypothetical secure,
avoidant and ambivalent children’s behaviors during the strange situation and were asked
what they liked and did not like about the behaviors of these children.

It was found that the Anglo mothers placed a lot of emphasis on self-maximization
defined as the capacity to become self-confident and independent and developing one’s

talents and abilities as an individual. Therefore, they found active secure and avoidant infants



to be significantly more desirable than did Puerto Rican mothers and described what they
liked and didn’t like about the hypothetical toddlers in the strange situation in terms of
presence or absence of self-maximizing qualities. Despite their emphasis on self-
maximization, Anglo mothers were aware of the fact that an excess of individualism can be
problematic. Accordingly, they expressed the belief that a balance between self-maximization
and the ability to relate to others was optimal. Moreover, the ability to appropriately express
and modulate tendencies towards aggression, selfishness and egotism emerged as another
aspect of self-maximization. Concomitantly, the secure toddler was liked most because he
possessed a healthy balance of independence and relatedness; the avoidant toddler was liked
for his independence but was criticized for emotional detachment and the ambivalent toddler
was disapproved due to a lack of control over negative emotional tendencies (Harwood et al.,
1995). In sum, Anglo mothers saw competent attachment behavior as an interaction of
capacity for relatedness and capacity for independence. Figure 3 represents the way Anglo

mothers conceptualized different attachment patterns.

Figure 3. Interaction of independence and relatedness representing different attachment
patterns for Anglo mothers
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On the other hand, the Puerto Rican mothers emphasized the importance of proper
demeanor in interpersonal relationships. A child who possesses proper demeanor is respectful,
obedient, calm, attentive to the needs of others, kind, worthy of trust and useful to society. In
addition to proper demeanor, Puerto Rican mothers emphasized the importance of positive
engagement characterized by warmth, affection and trust as well as the ability to know which
level of relatedness is appropriate in which context. The Puerto Rican mothers thus liked
secure infants for their ability to combine a calm and respectful demeanor with warmth and
affection and they criticized avoidant toddlers for their lack of positive engagement. They also
criticized the ambivalent toddlers for lack of proper demeanor because they were noisy,
disruptive and angry (Harwood, et al.,1995). In sum, Puerto Rican mothers saw competent
attachment behavior as an interaction of the capacity for proper demeanor and capacity for
positive engagement. Figure 4 represents the way Puerto Rican mothers conceptualized
different attachment patterns.

Figure 4. Interaction of proper demeanor and positive engagement representing
different attachment patterns for Puerto Rican mothers
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This study shows that even though secure attachment is the desirable outcome for both
Puerto-Rican and Anglo mothers, the behaviors that they expect from secure children vary as
a result of cultural values. Whereas Anglo mothers emphasize the importance of self-
maximization, Puerto-Rican mothers expect interdependence and proper demeanor. In this

sense, the expression and consequences of security change as a function of cultural goals.

Attachment and the Turkish Context

Attachment Research in Turkey

There have not been many studies in Turkey that assess the appropriateness of adult
attachment theory and measures for the Turkish culture. The most extensive study has been
conducted by Siimer and Giingor (1999) who compared Turkish and American university
students’ attachment styles by the Relationship Questionnaire (RQ) which consists of four
short paragraphs each describing one of the four romantic attachment styles (Bartholomew
and Horowitz, 1991) and by the Relationship Scales Questionnaire (RSQ) which is a multi-
item measure of attachment styles (Griffin and Bartholomew, 1994). They found that in the
Turkish population, the secure attachment style is predominant. However, the findings
regarding insecure attachment styles confirmed cross-cultural discrepancies in attachment
style distributions and also pointed to difficulties that the present attachment measures
generate in classifying individuals into attachment prototypes (Siimer and Giingor, 1999).

First of all, while in western countries people have higher scores on the dismissive
attachment style, Turkish people in the study scored higher on the preoccupied dimension
(Siimer and Giingér, 1999). Similar findings were reported by Kus¢u Orhan (1998) who used
the AAS to classify the participants in her study. Stimer and Giingor (1999) suggest that this
discrepancy may be due to the collectivistic nature of the Turkish culture that engenders an

interdependent self inclined towards a preoccupied attachment style.



Moreover, problems emerged in terms of the classification of insecure attachment
patterns in the Turkish sample, especially the dismissive style. It was observed that the
participants were reluctant to agree with the dismissive style that may imply breaking away
from or rejecting others. Siimer and Giingor (1999) suggest that in the Turkish culture where
close relationships are valued, the dismissive style cannot be totally identified in the Turkish
sample because it is hard to objectively answer a measure that is based upon separation and
individuation.

Another problem that Siimer and Giingor (1999) found in the classification of the
insecure attachment styles was the weak correlations between the dismissive and preoccupied
styles. Even though these two factors were in opposite directions as expected, there is a weak
relationship between preoccupied and dismissive styles in the Turkish sample which did not
occur in the American sample. Even though the scales can reliably distinguish secure from
insecure attachment styles in the Turkish sample, they could not distinguish the insecure
attachment types very clearly. A similar problem was reported by Kuscu Orhan (1998) who
found that avoidant scores on the AAS correlated positively with ambivalent scores on the
AAS and also with preoccupied scores on the RQ even though a negative association is
expected between these two scores. Bekiroglu (1996) had serious problems classifying
insecure attachment styles by the AAS and as a result could only classify his data in terms of
secure vs. insecure attachment.

Moreover, Arikoglu (2003) who used the anxiety and avoidance dimensions of the RQ
in order to study individual differences could not find any significant difference between
attachment categories in the avoidance dimension. She suggest that these results cast some

doubt on the effectiveness of the RQ in assessing the attachment styles of Turkish individuals.



On the basis of these results, Siimer and Giing6r (1999) call for new attachment
measures that are more reliable and more applicable to Turkish culture and to other similar

cultures.

Parent-Child Relationships in Turkey

At this point, a review of basic cultural norms that affect the parent-child relationship
in Turkey will be provided in order to evaluate how indigenous cultural values may affect the
development and expression of attachment. Turkish society is rapidly transforming from a
rural, traditional society to a modern, urban and industrial one. However, even though
economics change fast, interpersonal relations and family dynamics are still highly influenced
by cultural values. In this context, the culture can still be defined as traditional, authoritarian
and patriarchal (Sunar and Fisek, 2005).

Traditional family relationships are characterized by both emotional and material
interdependence, along with obedience and respect towards the authority of the elders. The
authority of the father in strongly emphasized and obedience is a must in father-child
relationships. Children feel responsibility, loyalty and gratitude towards their families and put
the needs of their family in front of their own interests and ambitions. In order to maintain
harmony within the interdependent familial structure, obedience, dependence, conformity and
quietness are emphasized whereas autonomy, initiative, activity and curiosity are discouraged
because they can endanger emotional relatedness (Fisek, 1993). These findings reflect a
strong generational and gender hierarchy in traditional families as reported by Fisek (1991,
1993, 1995).

Along with structural hierarchy, there is an emphasis on proximity and interpersonal
connectedness within the traditional family expressed in the level of sharing and permeability

of interpersonal boundaries (Fisek, 1991) and children are reared in an atmosphere of mutual



emotional attachment and loyalty. Good communication, emotional expressiveness such as
being affectionate, sympathetic, attentive and sensitive to the needs of others, and dependency
are encouraged (Sunar and Fisek, 2005).

The educated urban family also encourages emotional intimacy, closeness and
sensitivity to the needs of others and the importance of the family over the individual is
emphasized (Sunar, 2002). While there are important areas of continuity between traditional
and more westernized families, there is a grater encouragement of independence in the child
and the child’s individual success and achievement is higher compared to traditional families
(Sunar, 2002).

There are differences in the way Turkish mothers and fathers approach their children.
Mothers express their affection openly, both verbally and through physical means like
hugging and kissing the child, and they also encourage the child to reciprocate (Kagit¢ibasi,
Sunar, & Bekman, 1988). The fathers are open and affectionate towards the children when
they are small however as they grow up, a barrier of authority and respect takes place in the
father-child relationship. Recent research showed that adolescents feel emotionally closer to
their mothers than to their fathers (Hortagsu, Genc6z, & Oral, 1995) and also communicated
more with their mothers than with their fathers (Hortagsu, 1989). Moreover, the types of
interactions between mother-infant and father-infant dyads differ in the sense that the children
prefer to share information about self and decisions with their fathers but emotional sharing
and physical contact is more prominent with the mother (Fisek, 1995).

Parent child interactions also differ depending on the sex of the child. While the father
daughter relationship may be characterized by affection and tolerance (Kandiyoti, 1977;
Sunar, 2002), the father son relationship is more formal and authoritarian (Kiray, 1976). The
daughter is like a companion for the mother (Ataca and Sunar, 1999) and the mother son

relationship is especially close (Kandiyoti, 1977). One reason for this closeness is the distance



between the wife and the husband that leads the mother to seek intimacy from her children,
especially her more valuable son (Fisek, 1993).

As for the qualities Turkish mothers want to see in their children, it was found in 1975
that minding parents and being obedient had the highest importance together with being a
good person, and independence was one of the least important qualities (Kagit¢ibasi, 1982).
However, with the changes brought about by socioeconomic development and modernization,
the importance of obedience as a desirable quality diminished. Of utmost importance is that
the child to be a good person, followed by success at school whereas popularity, minding
parents (being obedient), and independence are also desired (Ataca and Kagit¢ibasi, 2005).

In summary, the emphasis on obedience, respect and parental authority along with the
encouragement of emotional expressiveness are important characteristics of the Turkish
family. These findings reveal that the parent-child matrix within the Turkish culture can be
better explained in terms of positive engagement and proper demeanor rather than an

emphasis on the values of autonomy and relatedness.

Construction of Self in the Turkish Context

It is important to consider the development of self in a context of strong hierarchy and
proximity. According to Fisek (2002) the clear distinction in hierarchical roles and
responsibilities leads to a separation between individuals. In a context where personal
boundaries are blurred due to strong emotional connection and mutuality in interpersonal
relationships, an interpersonal distance is acquired through obedience and respect. Self
development is a function of the interaction between hierarchy and proximity where the
individual gains knowledge of self through mirroring in close relationships and separates

through hierarchical role distinctions.



In this sense, Roland’s (1988) “familial self”, “structural hierarchy” and “expanding
self” concepts provide a good framework in understanding the Turkish self. The familial self
is the basic psychological organization that enables people to function well within the
hierarchical intimacy relations of the extended family, community and other groups.
According to Roland (1988) symbiosis reciprocity is the affective part of the familial self
characterized by high levels of emotional interdependency, high levels of empathy and
receptivity towards the needs of the others. Seckin (1996) investigated the concept of self in
Turkish culture according to Roland’s (1988) theoretical approach. She found that symbiosis-
reciprocity emerged as the strongest dimension of the familial self which was displayed in
terms of love, care, support, soothing and comfort received from parents, especially the
mother.

A psychosocial dimension of the familial self is structural hierarchy and its main
premise is to preserve harmony and emotional connectedness in the family at all costs. In
hierarchical relationships, deference, loyalty, obedience and receptivity are the expectations of
the superior (i.e. father) from the superordinate (i.e. child). Superiors are expected to be in an
emotionally involved relationship with subordinates and this relationship entails being
nurturant, giving advice and direction to the subordinate while criticizing the subordinate’s
mistakes (Roland, 1988). Akhondzadeh (2002) analyzed the dynamics of structural hierarchy
between Turkish mother-child and father-child units and found that the father-child
relationship fits perfectly with Roland’s structural hierarchy concept whereas the mother-child
relationship is more compatible with a symbiosis-reciprocity picture.

Along with familial self, another conceptualization of the self that Roland talks about
is the expanding self which takes into account how sociohistorical, social and economic
changes affect the self structure. As a product of western influences and modernization, the

eastern self goes into a gradual individuation which may result in the construction of an



expanding self where one reforms his own culture by incorporating western influences into a
new synthesis. Thus, encountering a radically different life-style, mainly through education,
leads to gradual internalization of another culture’s characteristics while protecting the basic
qualities of the indigenous culture, resulting in the formation a bicultural or expanding self. In
Turkey, where the rapid changes brought about by socioeconomic development and
modernization affect the cultural values and the self, the expanding self is a very relevant
concept. Tokg6z (1999) found that Roland’s expanding self construal was valid for Turkish
undergraduates exposed to westernization through education. She found that exposure to
westernization through education facilitated the formation of an expanding self in Turkey, and
that this construal was more evident when exposure started in high school and continued in
university. Tokgoz (1999) constructed an Expanding Self Scale consisting of western and
non-western statements concerning cross-gender intimacy, relationships with family, friends,
relatives and neighbors, future plans, future roles as parents and achievement motives.

In summary, in a culture where emotional interconnectedness and mutuality are
emphasized along with qualities that maintain the harmony within the interdependent familial
structure such as obedience, dependence, conformity and quietness, the resulting self structure
is an interaction between symbiosis-reciprocity and structural hierarchy. These concepts
overlap with the desirable qualities that Puerto Rican mother’s wanted their children to
acquire in Harwood et al.’s (1995) study. Symbiosis-reciprocity is related with positive
engagement because both of these qualities emphasize the importance of mutuality, warmth
and affection in interpersonal relationships along with the ability to be sensitive to the needs
of others. Similarly, the Puerto Rican proper demeanor is related with structural hierarchy as
both of these constructs underline the importance of respect, obedience towards superiors
along with knowing the level of decorum required in a given situation with respect to others’

age, sex and social status. Consequently, the Turkish self can be defined on two orthogonal



dimensions, one showing the level of positive engagement/symbiosis reciprocity on the other
showing the level of structural hierarchy/proper demeanor.

Based on the dominant cultures values that shape the Turkish self, a conceptualization
similar to the one made by Harwood et al. (1994) can be formulated about the values that
shape attachment behaviors in Turkey. Since the Turkish family and the Turkish self are
shaped through cultural values that emphasize the importance of positive
engagement/symbiosis reciprocity and structural hierarchy/proper demeanor, the biological
predispositions underlying attachment behavior will also be shaped by these values.
Concomitantly, in Turkey, attachment behavior may express itself as an interaction of positive
engagement/symbiosis reciprocity and structural hierarchy/proper demeanor. Figure 5

demonstrates hypothesized the expression of attachment behavior in the Turkish culture.

Figure 5. Hypothesized expression of attachment behaviors in the Turkish culture
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At this point, it is important to consider the effect of an expanding self on attachment
behaviors. Individuals with traditional selves are modestly affected by westernization and
modernization which brings about values such as autonomy, individuation and independence.
These individuals’ attachment behaviors may resemble Figure 5 because they represent the
traditional Turkish culture where mutuality, interdependence and obedience are praised and
values such as independence and autonomy are not dominant. However, individuals with
expanding selves are expected to be open to the effects of western culture and thus will
incorporate values such as autonomy and individuation into their self structure. Therefore, it is
possible that their attachment behaviors reflect more individualistic values such as an
interaction of independence and relatedness, similar to the Anglo mothers in Harwood et al.’s
(1994) study. Therefore, being open to western influences through family and education vs.
encountering a strictly traditional environment may affect the development and consequences
of attachment behavior in different ways. Figure 6 demonstrates the hypothesized
development and expression of attachment behavior for people with expanding selves and for

people with traditional selves.



Figure 6. The development and expression of attachment behavior for people with
expanding vs traditional selves
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The Present Study

Up to this point, cross-cultural attachment research has been reviewed and it was seen
that even though secure attachment is the norm in most cultures, the antecedents (sensitivity
of the caregiver) and the consequences (competence) of attachment vary in different cultures.
The core discrepancy seems to lie in the dominant constructs that individualistic and
collectivistic cultures emphasize. Individualistic cultures stress the importance of self-
maximization and autonomy and a healthy level of relatedness. On the other hand, in
collectivistic cultures, mutuality, emotional interdependence and proper demeanor are valued.
Therefore, the mother’s sensitivity towards the child and the competent behaviors a secure
child manifest are diverge on the basis hyper-recognized values in different cultures.

The present study aimed to investigate attachment in a cultural framework. In this
regard, the consequences of the attachment system, namely how attachment behavior is
expressed in this culture was explored. The consequences of attachment styles in Turkish
sample were first analyzed with regard to both western and nonwestern expectations; first,
based on the values emphasized in individualistic cultures, namely autonomy and relatedness
and secondly on the basis of values emphasized in collectivistic cultures namely symbiosis
reciprocity/positive engagement and structural hierarchy/proper demeanor. The extent to
which attachment security predicted these values were explored.

In the present study, the IPPA was used to measure attachment security. Attachment
research conducted in Turkey shows that the three or four category adult attachment
classification systems do not totally apply to the Turkish culture. As explained above, the
IPPA was not designed to tap the attachment patterns observed in infants and children by
Ainsworth et al. (1978), instead it is a measure of general security experienced in attachment
relationships. Moreover, because the domain of the present study is parental attachment, the

IPPA’s maternal and paternal attachment security subscales were relevant.



In the present study, attachment security towards the mother and the father were
explored. As explained above, the relationships of the child with both parents influence the
internal working models of the child. Moreover, the independent organization theory proposes
that if the characteristics of the mother and the father differ in the way that they relate and
take care of the child, the attachment relationship of the child towards the mother and the
father may not be concordant. In the Turkish family, where the roles of the father and the
mother are different and where the relationship of the child towards the father is characterized
by authority and respect whereas the relationship with the mother is based upon emotional
exchanges, it is likely that the attachment of the Turkish child towards the mother and the
father would differ.

The extent to which attachment security predicts behaviors associated with autonomy
and relatedness were explored by the Autonomy and Sociotropy subscales of Robins and
Luten’s (1991) Personal Style Inventory (PSI). In individualistic cultures, attachment styles
are seen on a continuum ranging from excessive autonomy towards excessive relatedness
such that the dismissing style is seen as excessively self-reliant, the secure style is viewed as
having achieved the necessary relatedness that promotes self-sufficiency and the preoccupied
style is defined to be excessively dependent (Harwood et al., 1995). However, in the Turkish
culture, where relatedness is highly valued and autonomy is discouraged, it is harder to place
different attachment styles on such a perfect continuum of autonomy and relatedness. Instead,
it was expected that attachment security would lead to higher scores on relatedness
(sociotropy) and lower scores on autonomy.

Moreover, the present study explored the extent to which attachment security
predicted behaviors associated with symbiosis-reciprocity/positive engagement and structural

hierarchy/proper demeanor. It was expected that as attachment security increased, behaviors



related to symbiosis-reciprocity/positive engagement and structural hierarchy/proper
demeanor would become manifest.

It was also expected that expanding self would moderate the relationship between
attachment security and autonomy, sociotropy, symbiosis-reciprocity/positive engagement
and structural hierarchy/proper demeanor. As explained in figure 6, in the case of people with
expanding selves, security would better predict sociotropy and autonomy, whereas in the case
of people with traditional selves, security would better predict symbiosis-reciprocity/positive
engagement and structural hierarchy/proper demeanor.

Athough not formally expressed as a hypothesis, the relationships between high and
low levels of security, and traditional and expanding selves were expected to be as follows:
People with traditional or expanding selves with different levels of security would
demonstrate behaviors associated with autonomy, sociotropy, symbiosis-reciprocity/positive
engagement and structural hierarchy/proper demeanor to different degrees.

First, it was expected that people with expanding selves and high attachment security
would show high autonomy because as people become more open to individualistic values,
security becomes associated with autonomy. They would show moderate sociotropy (less than
people with traditional selves) and moderate symbiosis reciprocity/positive enagement (less
than people with traditional selves and high security), as secure people are open to
relationships but not to to the extent that they are dependent on others and moreover as people
develop expanding selves the reliance on values associated with dependence and mutuality
decreases. They would show low structural hierarchy/proper demeanor as for people open to
individualistic values, proper demeanor is not a behavioral expression of security.

Second, it is expected that people with expanding selves and low attachment security
may show the highest degree of autonomy as a product of defensive self-reliance and

avoidance of personal contact. They would show low sociotropy as they are less open to



relationships compared to secure people and less open to values associated with dependence
and concern for other’s thoughts than people with traditional selves. They would show low
structural hierarchy/proper demeanor and low positive engagement as these are values
associated with security in traditional people.

Third, it was expected that people with traditional selves and high attachment security
would show the highest amount of structural hierarchy/proper demeanor and symbiosis
reciprocity/positive engagement as these are values associated with the expression of security
in traditional Turkish culture. They were also expected to show higher sociotropy and lower
autonomy than people with expanding selves.

Finally, it was expected that people with traditional selves and low attachment security
would show low to moderate degree of structural hierarchy/proper demeanor and symbiosis
reciprocity/positive engagement because they are less likely to show behaviors associated
with security however they may score higher on these constructs compared to people with
expanding selves and low security as these are constructs that define traditonal Turkish self.
They would show low autonomy and high sociotropy and they may show more sociotropy
than traditional secure people sociotropy due to fear of separation and abandonment. These

predictions are demonstrated in figure 7.



Figure 7. Different levels of sociotropy, autonomy, structural hierarchy/proper
demeanor, symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement demonstrated by people
having expanding selves with high or low attachment security and traditional
selves with high or low attachment security
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Hypotheses

1) Maternal and paternal attachment security scores will differ significantly.

2) Maternal and paternal attachment security will be positively correlated with
sociotropy, negatively correlated with autonomy, positively correlated with structural
hierarchy/proper demeanor, and symbiosis-reciprocity/positive engagement.

3) Expanding self will affect the relationships between maternal and paternal attachment
security, and autonomy, sociotropy, structural hierarchy/proper demeanor, and

symbiosis-reciprocity/positive engagement.



METHOD
Sample
210 (116 female, 94 male) undergraduate Bogazici University students within the ages
of 18-20 took part in this study for extra course credit.
Materials

The Inventory of Parent and Peer Attachment

The Inventory of Parent and Peer Attachment (IPPA), developed by Armsden and
Greenberg, based on Bowlby’s attachment theory (1982) is designed to assess affective and
cognitive dimensions of relationships and the quality of attachment to parents and peers. In
this study the 12-item short form of the original 53-item scale developed by Raja, McGee and
Stanton (1992) was used. The short form of IPPA consists of three subscales, namely trust
(e.g., “My mother/father respects my feelings”), communication (e.g., “When I have a
problem, I tell this to my mother/father”’) and alienation (e.g. “I am angry at my
mother/father”), each made up of four items. Participants rate each item for both their mothers
and their fathers on a seven-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 7 (always). In this way, a
separate attachment score for the mother and the father can be calculated by adding the scores
participants receive on the subscales.

The short form of the IPPA (See Appendix A) was translated by Giinaydin et al.
(2005) by the standard translation- back translation procedure. Internal consistency estimates
are .88 for the mother scale and .90 for the father scale with test-retest reliabilities of .87 for
the mother form and .88 for the father form. Validity of the scale has been partially
demonstrated by correlations between maternal and paternal attachment and self-esteem, and
also paternal attachment and fear of disapproval. However, further work is needed to establish

construct validity.



Expanding Self Scale (ESS)

The Expanding Self Scale developed by Tokgdz (1999) aims to measure an expanding
self construal including attitudes, preferences and self-appraisals oriented towards an
independent (western) versus interdependent (non-western) direction. The scale consists of 17
“western” and 17 “non-western” items about social life and relations. Half of the scale
contains statements concerning cross-gender intimacy, relationships with family, friends,
relatives and neighbors, future plans, future roles as parents and the other half is related to the
individual’s present life style. The original scale has a True/False forced choice answer
format. In the present study, instead of the forced choice format, participants rated each item
on a 5 point scale ranging from 1 (not true) to 5 (strongly true).

For the construction of the scale, Tokgoz created items based on Roland’s theoretical
framework about self stucture in various societies and Seckin’s (1996) research interview
protocols. Two clinical psychologists familiar with the theory were asked to rate the extent to
which each item measured the given operational definitions of an expanding self construal. In
light of their views, Tokgoz constructed the final version of the scale (See Appendix B)

The scale has an internal reliability of .79 and Tokgoz (1999) reported that EES has a
significant correlation with the Individualism-Collectivism Scale, supporting the scale’s

construct validity.

Personal Style Inventory (PSI)

The Personal Style Inventory (PSI, Robins and Luten, 1991) measures concerns about
interpersonal relationships and autonomous achievement. It has two subscales: Autonomy and
Sociotropy (See Appendix C).

The Autonomy subscale measures the constructs of perfectionism/self-criticism (e.g.,

“It bothers me when I feel that [ am only average and ordinary’), need for control (e.g., “I am



easily bothered by other people making demands of me”) and defensive separation (e.g., I
tend to keep other people at a distance”). Participants rate each of the 24 Autonomy subscale
items on a six-point scale ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 6 (Strongly Agree). A total
Autonomy score is derived by summing each response score across the 24 items, yielding
scores ranging from 0-144. Higher scores reflect greater feelings of positive autonomous
achievement. The translation of this subscale was carried out by the researcher and a back
translation was made. On the basis of the responses of 30 undergraduate students, a reliability
analysis was conducted and one item from this scale was removed. The Cronbach’s Alpha
score for the subscale was acceptable (0.78).

A second subscale of the PSI (Robins and Luten, 1991) called Sociotropy, measures
aspects of relatedness including concern about what others think ( e.g., “I am very sensitive to
criticism by others”, dependency (e.g., “I find it difficult to be separated from people I love”™),
and pleasing others (e.g., "I often put other people's needs before my own”). Participants rate
each of the 24 Sociotropy subscale items on a six-point scale ranging from 1 (Strongly
Disagree) to 6 (Strongly Agree). A total Sociotropy score is derived by summing each
response score across the 24 items, yielding scores ranging from 0-144. Higher scores reflect
greater concerns about interpersonal relationships. The translation of this subscale was carried
out by the researcher, a back translation was made and the Cronbach’s Alpha score was

acceptable (0.83).

Symbiosis-Reciprocity/Positive Engagement Scale

The researcher constructed a Symbiosis-Reciprocity/Positive Engagement Scale (see
Appendix D) based on Roland’s (1988) definition of symbiosis reciprocity and Harwood et
al’s (1995) definition of positive engagement. The scale aims to measure the capacity for

strong empathy, affection and intimacy, ability to maintain close affective bonds and



relationship quality with intimates and a capacity for mutuality and emotional
interdependence. Five clinical psychology master students were asked to rate the extent to
which each item measured the given operational definition of symbiosis reciprocity/positive
engagement and the items which the judges agreed fit the definition were chosen for the scale.
The scale contains 15 items that the respondents rate on a scale of 1(Not True) to 5
(Strongly True). Reliability analysis conducted on the responses of 30 undergraduate students

revealed a Cronbach's Alpha value of 0.94.

Structural Hierarchy/Proper Demeanor Scale

The researcher constructed a Structural Hierarchy/Proper Demeanor Scale (see
Appendix E) based on Roland’s (1988) definition of structural hierarchy and Harwood et al’s
(1995) definition of proper demeanor. The scale aims to measure the extent to which the
participants actualized the expectations of their parents regarding the constructs of respect,
obedience, ability to take responsibility for the consequence of one’s actions, the capacity to
feel shame as a result of wrong doing, trust worthiness and usefulness towards society. Five
clinical psychology master students were asked to rate the extent to which each item
measured the given operational definition of structural hierarchy/proper demeanor and the
items which the judges agreed fit the definition were chosen for the scale. The scale contains
18 items that the respondents rate on a scale of 1 (Not True) to 5 (Strongly True). Reliability
analysis conducted on the responses of 30 undergraduate students revealed a Cronbach’s

Alpha value of 0.76.



Procedure

Before starting the experiment, the participants were asked to fill out an informed
consent form (see Appendix F) containing general information about the research and contact
information of the researcher. Then the participants were given a package containing the
scales used in the present study. The participants were asked not to put their names on these
questionnaires and instead they were be given a three digit code for identification. It took

about 30 minutes for each subject to complete the questionnaire set.



RESULTS
The means and standard deviations of maternal attachment security, paternal
attachment security, expanding self, autonomy, sociotropy, structural hierarchy/proper

demeanor and symbiosis reciprocity/ positive engagement are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Means and Standard Deviations of all the variables in the study

Males Females Total Possible
N=94 N=116 | N=210 | Range

Maternal Attachment M 62.37 65.69 64.20 31-82

Security
SD 9.18 11.78 10.79
Paternal Attachment | M 57.65 58.21 57.96 15-84
Security
SD 12.59 15.33 14.14
Expanding M 90.71 94.91 93.03 54-148
Self
SD 18.81 17.38 18.11
Sociotropy M 98.48 98.81 98.66 55-136
SD 16.25 16.20 16.19
Autonomy M 87.73 87.01 87.33 55-120

SD 11.79 13.99 13.02

M 68.43 69.28 68.90 30-90

Structural Hierarchy/
Proper Demeanor

SD 8.97 9.73 9.38

Symbiosis Reciprocity/ | M 52.09 54.57 53.46 26-70

Positive Engagement

SD 7.22 8.39 7.97

In order to test whether the levels of maternal and paternal attachment security differ, a

paired-samples ¢ test was conducted. The results indicated that the mean for maternal



attachment security was significantly greater than the mean for paternal attachment security,
t (210) =7.45, p =.000. Therefore, this hypothesis was supported.

A one-way analysis of variance was conducted to evaluate the effect of gender on
maternal and paternal attachment security. Starting with the relationship between gender and
maternal attachment security, the test of homogeneity of variance was found to be significant,
p =.030, therefore an outlier analysis using Cook’s distance was conducted and 4 outliers
were discarded. A significant difference was found between the means of females and males
in terms of maternal attachment security, F (1, 195) = 17.78, p = .000, indicating that females
were more securely attached towards their mothers compared to males. No significant
difference was found between males and females in terms of paternal attachment security, p =
.694.

Correlations:

In order to test the second hypothesis, correlation coefficients were computed between
Expanding Self, Maternal and Paternal Attachment Security and Sociotropy, Autonomy,
Structural Hierarchy/Proper Demeanor and Symbiosis Reciprocity/ Positive Engagement. The
results are presented in Table 2.

The results show that maternal attachment security was significantly and negatively
correlated with autonomy, r (209) = -.22, p = .001 and positively correlated with structural
hierarchy/proper demeanor, r (209) = .36, p = .000 and symbiosis reciprocity/positive
engagement, r (209) = .19, p = .005.

Similar results were found for paternal attachment security, which was significantly and
negatively correlated with autonomy, r (209) = -.20, p = .003, and positively correlated with
structural hierarchy/proper demeanor, r (209) = .18, p = .009, and symbiosis

reciprocity/positive engagement, r (209) = .23, p =.001.



Table 2. Correlations between Expanding Self, Maternal and Paternal Attachment
Security and Sociotropy, Autonomy, Structural Hierarchy/Proper Demeanor and
Symbiosis Reciprocity/ Positive Engagement

Paternal Expanding Sociotropy Autonomy  Structural Symbiosis
N =210 Attachment Self Hierarchy/ Reciprocity/
Security Proper Positive

Demeanor Engagement

Maternal
Attachment S55(#%) -.36(*%) -.07 -23(%%) 36(F*) 19(+%)
Security

Paternal
Attachment -25(**) -.10 -.20(**) A8(**) 23(%)
Security

Expanding -.32(%%) 23(%%) - 49(F*) - 17(%)
Self

Sociotropy A8(FF) 27(CFF) 200%%)

Autonomy .02 - 27(%%)

Structural 13
Hierarchy/

Proper
Demeanor

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level.
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level.

The correlations between sociotropy and maternal attachment security (p = .304) and
paternal attachment security (p =.151) were lower and not significant. A significant
correlation was found between gender and symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement, r(209)
=.16, p = 0.024, indicating that females had higher scores on symbiosis reciprocity/positive
engagement compared to males. In general, the results suggest that if people are secure, they
display less autonomy and behave more according to structural hierarchy/proper demeanor

and symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement.



Regression Analyses:

A series of regression analyses were conducted to test the relationship between the
predictors, which are expanding self and attachment security, and the dependent variables,
which are autonomy, sociotropy, structural hierarchy/proper demeanor and symbiosis
reciprocity/ positive engagement and to evaluate whether an expanding self construal affects
the relationship between attachment security and the dependent variables. In the first set of
regression analyses maternal attachment security was used as a predictor and in the second set
of analyses paternal attachment security took its place.

First, four separate multiple regression analyses were conducted to examine the
relationship between maternal attachment security, expanding self, their interaction, gender,
and the dependent variables. The three-way interaction between maternal attachment security,
expanding self and gender and the two-way interactions between security and gender and
between gender and expanding self were not significant for any of the dependent variables,

therefore they were not included in the regression models.

Sociotropy: The interaction between maternal attachment security and expanding self
(p = .129), and the effect of gender (p = .251) were not significant, therefore they were
excluded from the model. The main effects of maternal attachment security and expanding
self were significantly related to sociotropy, R”=.138, F (2, 207) = 16.63, p = .000 and both
attachment, t (207) = -2.26, p = 0.025, and expanding self, t (207) =-2.39, p = 0.018,
significantly and negatively predicted sociotropy. These results suggest that as maternal

attachment security and expanding self increase, sociotropy decreases.

Autonomy: The interaction between maternal attachment security and expanding self

(p =.776), and the effect of gender (p = .741) were not significant, therefore they were



excluded from the model. The main effects of maternal attachment security and expanding
self were significantly related to autonomy, R? = .075, F (2,207) = 8.41, p = .000. Attachment
significantly and negatively predicted autonomy, t (207) =-2.26, p = 0.025, and expanding
self had a positive significant effect, t (207) = 2.40, p = 0.018. These results suggest that as
maternal attachment security increases, autonomy decreases and as expanding self increases,

autonomy increases.

Structural Hierarchy/Proper Demeanor: The interaction between maternal attachment
security and expanding self (p =.935), and the effect of gender (p = .302) were not
significant, therefore they were excluded from the model. The main effects of maternal
attachment security and expanding self were significantly related to structural
hierarchy/proper demeanor, R* = .28, F (2, 207) = 39.59, p = .000. Expanding self
significantly and negatively predicted structural hierarchy/proper demeanor, t (207) = -6.54, p
=.000 and attachment security had a positive significant effect, t (207) = 3.31, p = 0.01. These
results suggest that as maternal attachment security increases, structural hierarchy/proper
demeanor increases and as expanding self increases, structural hierarchy/proper demeanor

decreases.

Symbiosis-Reciprocity/Positive Engagement: The effect of gender (p = .086) was not
significant, therefore it was excluded from the model. The main effects of maternal
attachment security and expanding self and their interaction were significantly related to
symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement, R? =.095, F (3, 206) = 7.17, p = .000. Expanding
self significantly and negatively predicted structural hierarchy/proper demeanor, t (206) = -
2.86, p = .005, attachment security had a positive significant effect, t (206) = 3.63, p =.000,

and the interaction between security and expanding self had a negative significant effect, t



(206) = -3.25, p = 0.01. These results suggest expanding self moderates the relationship
between attachment security and symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement such that as
expanding self increases, the positive effect of security on symbiosis reciprocity/positive

engagement decreases.

Secondly, four separate multiple regression analyses were conducted to examine the
relationship between paternal attachment security, expanding self, their interaction, gender,
and the dependent variables. The three-way interaction between paternal attachment security,
expanding self and gender and the two-way interactions between security and gender and
between gender and expanding self were not significant for any of the dependent variables,

therefore they were not included in the regression models.

Sociotropy: The interaction between paternal attachment security and expanding self
(p = .620), and the effect of gender (p = .365) were not significant, therefore they were
excluded from the model. Paternal attachment security and expanding self were significantly
related to sociotropy, R?= 133, F (2, 207) = 15.86, p = .000 and both attachment security, t
(207) = -2.81, p = 0.005, and expanding self, t (207) = -5.42, p = 0.018, significantly and
negatively predicted sociotropy. These results suggest that as paternal attachment security and

expanding self increase, sociotropy decreases.

Autonomy: The interaction between paternal attachment security and expanding self (p
=.944), and the effect of gender (p = .482) were not significant, therefore they were excluded
from the model. Paternal attachment security and expanding self were significantly related to
autonomy, R? = .075, F (2, 207) = 8.43, p = .000. Attachment security significantly and

negatively predicted autonomy, t (207) = -2.27, p = 0.024 and expanding self had positive



significant effect, t (207) = 2.77, p = 0.006. These results suggest that as paternal attachment

security increases, autonomy decreases and as expanding self increases, autonomy increases.

Structural Hierarchy/Proper Demeanor: The interaction between paternal attachment
security and expanding self (p = .369), and the effect of gender (p =.118) were not
significant, therefore they were excluded from the model. An outlier analysis using Cook’s
distance was conducted and 23 outliers were discarded. Paternal attachment security and
expanding self were significantly related to structural hierarchy/proper demeanor, R = 265,
F (2, 184) = 39.59, p = .000. Expanding self significantly and negatively predicted structural
hierarchy/proper demeanor, t (184) = -7.17, p = .000, and attachment security had a positive
significant effect, t (207) = 2.13, p = 0.035. These results suggest that as paternal attachment
security increases structural hierarchy/proper demeanor increases and as expanding self

increases structural hierarchy/proper demeanor decreases.

Symbiosis Reciprocity/Positive Engagement: The interaction between paternal
attachment security and expanding self was not significant (p=.857), therefore it was excluded
from the model. Paternal attachment security and expanding self and gender were
significantly related to symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement, R* = .095, F (3, 206) =
7.18, p = .000. Attachment security, t (206) = 2.818, p = 0.005, and gender, t (206) =2.51, p =
0.013, significantly and positively predicted symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement and
expanding self had negative significant effect, t (206) = -2.06, p = 0.041. These results
suggest that as paternal attachment security increases, symbiosis reciprocity/positive
engagement increases, and as expanding self increases, symbiosis reciprocity/positive
engagement decreases. Moreover, females score higher on symbiosis reciprocity, compared to

males.



Additional Analyses:

While the regression analyses did not show an interaction between security and
expanding self, high and low score combinations of expanding self and security were created
to try to develop some theoretical speculations for further research.

In order to examine the effect of the different levels of attachment security and
expanding self on the dependent variables, a series of Multivariate Analyses of Variance
(MANOVA) were conducted. Before starting the analyses, maternal and paternal attachment
security and expanding self were transformed into categorical variables as follows.

In order to examine individual differences in attachment across the dependent
variables, Armsden and Greenberg’s (1987) categorization system was used. First, the score
distribution of each IPPA subscale (Trust, Communication, Alienation) was divided into

lowest, middle and highest third. Each subject was then given a rating of "low," "medium" or
"high" for each of the three subscales according to where her/his score fell. Accordingly,
individuals were assigned to the “High Security” (HS) group if their Alienation scores were
not high, and if their Trust or Communication scores were at least medium level. Because of
the theoretical importance given by Bowlby to the element of trust in the attachment
relationship, in cases where Trust scores were only medium level but Alienation scores were
also medium level, a high security group assignment was not made. Individuals were
assigned to the “Low Security” (LS) group if their Trust and Communication scores were
both low, and if their Alienation scores were medium or high level. In cases where the Trust
or Communication score was medium level but the other was low, a low security group

placement was made if the Alienation score was high. The means and standard deviations of

high security and low security groups are given in Table 3.



Table 3. The means and standard deviations of high maternal security and low maternal
security and high paternal security and low paternal security groups

Attachment Security

Maternal Paternal
Low High Low High
M F Total M F Total M F Total M F Total
N=31| N=33 | N=64 | N=28 | N=65 | N=83 | N=31 | N=33 | N=64 | N=28 | N=65 | N=83
M | 53.03 | 51.94 |52.47 | 71.07 | 74.47 | 73.32 | 43.24 | 37.84 | 39.98 | 71.23 | 71.37 | 71.30
SD| 7.61 | 10.09 | 892 | 457 | 496 | 507 | 797 | 994 | 9.51 | 5.33 | 5.01 | 5.13

In order to categorize subjects according to the level of expanding self, the median

(91.5) of expanding self scores was used as a cut-off point. Accordingly, people scoring

higher than the median were assigned to the Expanding Self (ES) group and people scoring

lower than the median formed the so called Traditional Self (TS) group. The means and

standard deviations of these two groups are given in Table 4.

Table 4. The means and standard deviations of expanding self and traditional self groups

Traditional Self Expanding Self
Male Female Total Male Female Total
N=39 N=42 N=81 N=20 N=46 N=66
M 7692 79.81 78.42 109.00 105.93 106.86
SD 9.31 8.32 8.89 10.25 11.95 11.47

In order to explore the possible composite effect of expanding self and attachment

security on the dependent variables, four separate subgroups for maternal and paternal scores

were created: Participants with low maternal security and traditional self (LMS&TS),

participants with high maternal security and traditional self (HMS&TS), participants with low

maternal security and expanding self (LMS&ES) and participants high maternal security,

expanding self (HMS&ES), participants with low paternal security and traditional self




(LPS&TS), participants with high paternal security and traditional (MPS&TS), participants

with low paternal security and expanding self (HPS&ES) and participants with high paternal

security and expanding self (HPS&ES).

A one way multiple analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted to determine the

effect of four different levels of expanding self and maternal attachment security on the four

dependent variables, sociotropy, autonomy, structural hierarchy/proper demeanor, symbiosis

reciprocity/positive engagement. Box’s test of equality of covariances was significant (p =

.031), therefore an outlier analysis using Cook’s distance was conducted and 13 outliers were

discarded. Significant differences were found among the four groups on the dependent

measures, F (12,336)= 6.64, p =.000, > = .171. Table 5 contains the means and standard

deviations on the dependent variables for the four groups.

Table 5. The means and standard deviations of autonomy, sociotropy, structural
hierarchy/proper demeanor, symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement in terms of
LMS&TS, LMS&ES, HMS&TS, HMS&ES groups

Traditional Self Expanding Self
Low Maternal | High Maternal | Low Maternal | High Maternal
Security Security Security Security

N=22 N=54 N=36 N=24

Autonomy M 86.28 83.56 91.47 93.46

SD 11.29 10.96 11.76 14.01

) M 100.14 100.59 95.44 95.67
Sociotropy

SD 15.57 14.25 15.98 19.13

Structural M 68.04 74.50 63.97 66.67

Hierarchy/Proper D
Demeanor 6.20 8.16 8.94 7.76
Symbiosis M 50.14 56.59 51.41 55.83
Reciprocity/Positive
Engagement SD 8.07 6.11 7.07 7.35

Looking at the combined effect of security and expanding self on each dependent

variable, the ANOVA on sociotropy was not significant, F (3,130) = 1.06, p =.367, E>=.02,




power = .28, and the rest were significant as follows: for autonomy, F (3,130) =5.38, p =
.002, g?*=.11, for structural hierarchy/proper demeanor, F (3,130) = 13.73, p =.000, g*=.24,
and for symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement, F (3,130) = 6.94, p = .000, g*=.14.

Tukey post-hoc comparisons on autonomy revealed that the HMS&ES group (p =
.005), and the LMS&ES group (p = .014) scored significantly higher compared to the
HMS&TS group. Tukey post-hoc comparisons on structural hierarchy/proper demeanor
revealed that the HMS&TS group scored significantly higher compared to LMS&TS group (p
=.009), LMS&ES group ( p = .000), and HMS&ES group (p = .001). Tukey post hoc
comparisons on symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement revealed that the HMS&TS group
scored significantly higher compared to LMS&TS group (p =.002), and LMS&ES group (p =
.005). Moreover, the HMS&ES group scored significantly higher on symbiosis
reciprocity/positive engagement compared to LMS&TS (p =.031). Figure 8 represents these
results.

A one way analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted to determine the effect of
four different levels of expanding self and paternal attachment security combination on the
four dependent variables, sociotropy, autonomy, structural hierarchy/proper demeanor,
symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement. Significant differences were found among the
four groups on the dependent measures, F' (12,346)=5.702, p = .000, g* = .147. Table 6
contains the means and standard deviations on the dependent variables for the four groups.

The combined effect of security and expanding self on each dependent variable was
significant as follows: For autonomy, F (3,134) = 4.24, p =.007, g*=.087, for sociotropy, F
(3,134) = 6.56, p =.000, E*=. 128, for structural hierarchy/proper demeanor, F (3,134) =
8.79, p =.000, E*=.164, and for symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement, F (3,134) = 6.51,

p=.000, E*=.127.



Figure 8. Distributions of autonomy, sociotropy, structural hierarchy/proper
demeanor and symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement scores for LMS&TS,
LMS&ES, HMS&TS, HMS&ES groups
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Table 6. The means and standard deviations of autonomy, sociotropy, structural
hierarchy/proper demeanor, symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement in terms of
LPS&TS, LPS&ES, HPS&TS, HPS&ES

Traditional Self Expanding Self
Low Paternal | High Paternal | Low Paternal | High Paternal
Security Security Security Security

N=21 N=51 N=39 N=27

Autonomy M 89.62 82.14 90.62 88.30

SD 12.18 10.47 13.22 12.67

) M 106.52 100.86 94.79 88.67
Sociotropy

SD 14.93 13.22 16.11 18.42

Structural M 71.14 73.25 65.10 65.59

Hierarchy/Proper
Demeanor SD 9.29 7.53 9.25 8.67
Symbiosis M 50.24 56.27 49.64 54.41
Reciprocity/Positive SD
Engagement 8.07 6.36 7.96 9.78

Tukey post hoc comparisons on sociotropy revealed that the LPS&TS group scored

significantly higher compared to LPS&ES group (p = .029) and HPS&ES (p = .001).

Moreover, the HPS&TS group scored significantly higher on sociotropy compared to

HPS&ES group (p = .006). Tukey post-hoc comparisons on autonomy revealed that the

LPS&ES scored significantly higher compared to HPS&TS (p = .008). Tukey post-hoc

comparisons on structural hierarchy/proper demeanor revealed that the HPS&TS group scored

significantly higher compared to LPS&ES group (p = .001), and HPS&ES group (p =.001).

Moreover, the LPS&TS group scored significantly higher on structural hierarchy/proper

demeanor compared to LPS&ES group (p= .048). Tukey post hoc comparisons on symbiosis

reciprocity/positive engagement revealed that the HPS&TS group scored significantly higher

compared to LPS&TS group (p =.018), and LPS&ES group (p = .001). The differences

among the groups are represented in Figure 9.




Figure 9. Distributions of autonomy, sociotropy, structural hierarchy/proper
demeanor and symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement scores for LPS&TS,
LPS&ES, HPS&TS, HPS&ES groups
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Summary of the Results

Hypothesis 1 stating that the level of attachment security towards the mother vs. the
father would differ was supported. Individuals reported a more secure attachment towards
their mothers. Moreover, females were more securely attached towards their mothers
compared to males.

Hypothesis 2 was supported except for the relationship between attachment security
and sociotropy. Maternal and paternal attachment security were found to be significantly and
negatively correlated with autonomy and positively correlated with structural hierarchy/proper
demeanor and symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement. Contrary to expectations, no
significant relationship was found between sociotropy and maternal and paternal attachment
security.

Hypothesis 3 was partially supported. Expanding self was found to correlate positively
with autonomy and negatively with attachment security, sociotropy, autonomy, structural
hierarchy/proper demeanor and symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement. Contrary to
expectations, the interaction between attachment security and expanding self had no
significant effect on autonomy, sociotropy and structural hierarchy/proper demeanor. The
interaction between maternal attachment security and expanding self had a negative
significant effect on symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement. This suggests that expanding
self moderates the relationship between maternal attachment security and symbiosis
reciprocity/positive engagement such that as expanding self increases, the effect of security on
structural hierarchy/proper demeanor decreases.

Coming to the additional analyses, no significant difference was found between the
combined maternal security and expanding self groups for sociotropy. Comparisons between
combined paternal security and expanding self groups on sociotropy showed that traditional

self groups generally scored higher compared to expanding self groups on sociotropy.



Regarding autonomy, comparisons between combined maternal security and
expanding self groups showed that expanding self groups generally scored higher on
autonomy compared to traditional self groups. Comparisons between combined paternal
security and expanding self showed that the the insecure expanding self group scored
significantly higher compared to secure traditional self group.

Regarding structural hierarchy/proper demeanor, comparisons between combined
maternal security and expanding self groups showed secure traditional self group scored
significantly higher on structural hierarchy/proper demeanor compared to all other groups.
Comparisons between combined paternal security and expanding self groups revealed that
traditional self groups generally scored higher than expanding self groups.

Regarding, symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement, comparisons between
combined maternal security and expanding self groups revealed that secure groups generally
scored higher than insecure groups. Comparisons between combined paternal security and
expanding self groups showed that the secure traditional self group scored significantly higher

than low security groups.



DISCUSSION
This study highlights the importance of studying contextualized meanings of
attachment behavior. The results show that the behavioral expressions of security vary

according to indigenous cultural values.

Comparisons between Maternal and Paternal Attachment Security Scores

The findings showed that the level of attachment security towards the mother vs. the
father differed and individuals reported a more secure attachment towards their mothers. The
findings are in agreement with research that has found the mother to be the preferred
attachment figure in Western cultures (Lamb, 1981, Lytton, 1980, cited in Haigler, Day and
Marshall, 1995). Moreover, in the Turkish culture where the roles of the mother and the father
differ in the family, this finding makes sense. A more secure attachment style reported
towards the mother may be due to the fact that mothers are highly involved in the care and
supervision of their children whereas fathers take a more distant and authoritative role.
Mothers’ primary role in the family is to provide emotional support, love, affection,
understanding and trust where as the father-child relationship is characterized by authority,
respect and hierarchy (Sunar and Fisek, 2005). Adolescents feel emotionally closer to their
mothers than to their fathers (Hortagsu, Gencoz, & Oral, 1995) and also communicate more
with their mothers than with their fathers (Hortagsu, 1989). These aspects of mother-child and
father-child relationship show that children turn to mother for security, care and emotional
sharing whereas they turn to their father for more instrumental aspects of their lives such as
decision making in the Turkish culture (Fisek, 1993).

It was also found that females were more securely attached towards their mothers
compared to males. No significant difference was found between males and females in terms

of paternal attachment security. These findings may be due to the special relationship between



mothers and daughters. Roland (1988) states that in Eastern cultures the relationship with
mother is more important for girls, since they intensely internalize family customs, culture
and tradition, and fear hurting their mothers in particular and the family in general. Seckin’s
(1996) findings were in line with Roland’s ideas in that girls were found to be more involved
with their mothers compared to males in the Turkish culture. Akhondzadeh (2002) found that
in the Turkish culture, there are gender differences in terms of self-esteem enhancement
needs, which can be seen as a branch of attachment security, such that females expected more
from their mothers. Sinan (1998) also found that symbiosis-reciprocity, which is an extension

of mother daughter attachment (Fisek, 2002), is stronger in female same-sex relationships.

The relationship between Attachment Security and Sociotropy, Autonomy, Structural

Hierarchy/Proper Demeanor and Symbiosis Reciprocity/Positive Engagement

The results indicated that as maternal and paternal attachment security increases,
autonomy decreases, structural hierarchy/proper demeanor and symbiosis reciprocity/positive
engagement increases. Consistent with Rothbaum, Weisz et al. (2000), Rothbaum, Pott et al.
(2000) and Harwood et al. (1995), in a culture such as Turkey, where emotional connection,
mutuality and propriety are emphasized over individuation and self-sufficiency, the resultant
attachment behaviors are shaped through the dominant cultural values. Concomitantly, the
results show that in Turkey attachment security expresses itself in terms of structural
hierarchy/proper demeanor and symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement.

The results point to a negative relationship between attachment security and
autonomy. This is a striking difference compared to the expression of attachment in
individualistic cultures where securely attached individuals have greater comfort with
autonomy and value it more, consequently attachment theorists refer to securely attached

individuals as “autonomous” . Attachment security leads to a sense of safety in engaging with



the world, a secure base from which the child can explore the world, separate from the mother
and individuate (Bowlby, 1979; Ainsworth et al., 1978, cited in Cassidy and Shaver, 1999).
However in Turkish culture, seeking acceptance and commitment and desire for union are
more common and more associated with security. Thus it can be said that in this culture,
security is not expressed through autonomy and individuation but through mutuality and
interdependence.

Contrary to expectations, no relationship was found between attachment security and
sociotropy. One reason accounting for this finding may be that the constructs sociotropy aims
to measure, namely concern for what others think, dependency and pleasing others are
dominant values in the Turkish culture that do not vary with different levels of security. In
fact the means of LMS&TS group (M = 100.14) and HMS&TS group (M = 100.59) are
slightly above overall mean and very similar to each other, and the means of LMS&ES group
(M =95.44) and HMS&ES group (M = 95.67) are slightly below the overall mean and again
very similar to each other. Therefore, sociotropy does not differentiate among attachment
patterns in this culture.

It is important to note that even though both sociotropy and symbiosis
reciprocity/positive engagement are measures of relatedness, the former is not related to
security whereas the latter is. This may be due to the differences in the definitions of these
constructs in that sociotropy measures a propensity towards relatedness, such as valuing
emotional closeness, appealing to others for support, help and advice, seeking to be loved and
valued by others, giving importance to affection and a penchant for dependency (Blatt and
Zuroff, 1992). Based on this definition, sociotropy seems to reflect intrapsychic needs of an
individual in terms of being loved, cared for and protected. In contrast, symbiosis
reciprocity/positive engagement is an interpersonal as well as an intrapsychic construct in that

it is defined by high levels of emotional interdependency, high levels of empathy and



receptivity towards the needs of the others (Roland, 1988). Therefore, rather than solely
focusing on the intrapsychic needs of an individual, it defines a capacity for dyadic,
interdependent relationships. In this sense, symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement is a
better predictor of security in this culture that emphasizes interdependence, mutuality and
reciprocity and thus the interpersonal domain over intrapsychic needs.

The findings on autonomy and sociotropy indicate that in the Turkish culture, it is not
possible to create a continuum ranging from excessive autonomy towards excessive
relatedness like the one that identifies the attachment patterns in individualistic cultures (Blatt,
1990). Instead it would seem that the attachment patterns in the Turkish culture cluster around
relatedness. It would be important to explore the meanings attributed to the concepts of
autonomy and sociotropy in this culture, indeed they may differ in meaning and valence from
western conceptions.

These results show that in the Turkish culture, structural hierarchy/proper demeanor
and symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement are more meaningful dimensions with which
to classify attachment patterns compared to sociotropy and autonomy. Based on these findings
some comparisons can be made regarding parental provisions of security in individualistic
and collectivistic cultures. In individualistic cultures, security implies parental provision of
relatedness and encouragement of exploration (autonomy). In the Turkish case, security
implies the provision of relatedness through symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement and
differentiation through structural hierarchy/proper demeanor. The prototypical parent child
relationship in the Turkish culture is characterized by emotional interdependency, high levels
of empathy and receptivity (Fisek, 1991; Fisek, 2002). Parent child interactions that are
enmeshed and undifferentiated in terms of emotional relatedness become differentiated as a
consequence of strict role expectations, hierarchical rights and responsibilities entailed by

structural hierarchy/proper demeanor. Therefore, it is through structural hierarchy that one



differentiates and separates from the parents (Fisek, 2002). It should also be noted that
qualities of relatedness (symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement) and differentiation
(structural hierarchy/proper demeanor) are not individual/personal attributes so much as
relational and interactional attributes. They are interpersonal as much as intrapsychic
attributes (Roland, 1988).

Previous research on the Turkish family has shown that generational hierarchy and
interpersonal proximity are two independent dimensions which are necessary to describe the
Turkish family structure (Fisek, 1991) in contrast to models that use single bipolar constructs
(e.g. disengagement-enmeshment, Minuchin, 1974; relatedness-individuation, Blatt, 1990).
Just as in the case of hierarchy and proximity, structural hierarchy/ proper demeanor and
symbiosis reciprocity/ positive engagement can be represented as orthogonal dimensions as
seen in Figure 10. The placement of secure and insecure attachment patterns in the various

quadrants reflects the findings discussed earlier.

Figure 10. Attachment patterns distinguished by structural hierarchy/proper
demeanor and symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement
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The Relationship between Expanding Self and Attachment Security, Sociotropy,

Autonomy, Structural Hierarchy/Proper Demeanor and Symbiosis Reciprocity/Positive

Engagement

Expanding self is found to have a positive relationship with autonomy and negative
relationships with sociotropy, structural hierarchy/proper demeanor and symbiosis reciprocity/
positive engagement. These findings are meaningful in that as the degree of exposure to
individualistic values such as independence, individuation and self-expression increases, the
relevance of constructs such as autonomy increases, whereas the relevance of constructs such
as sociotropy, structural hierarchy/proper demeanor and symbiosis reciprocity/ positive
engagement that tap dependence, mutuality, importance of relationships over self, propriety
and obedience, which define traditional cultural values, decreases.

It was also found that as expanding self increases, attachment security decreases. This
finding is hard to explain because felt security, that is basic, unconscious and implicit, should
not vary from one culture to the next. Some tentative explanations can be made regarding this
finding however this point clearly warrants further research.

This finding may be associated with the characteristics of the instrument that was used
to measure attachment security in the present study, namely IPPA, which measures current
perceptions and expressions of security (Armsden and Greenberg, 1987). IPPA does not tap
the basic, implicit security that is formed within the first couple of years of life through
moment to moment parent infant transactions. Therefore, it may be said that expanding self
affects the perception or expression of felt security.

Seckin (1996) found that the love, care, support, soothing and comfort received from
the parents, namely felt security, was basically experienced as self enhancing and
empowering. It was the current perceptions of this felt security that lead to conflict because

the affective bond between the parent and the infant was found to be so strong at times that



participants felt restrained and suffocated. However, going against the parents or distancing
the self from the parents in order to transcend this parent-child matrix that is suffocating at
times, brought intense feelings of guilt, anger towards self and conflict because parental
values, beliefs and expectations were strongly internalized. Moreover, this internalization did
not come about through scolding, scaring or punishment but through an intense emotional
attachment with parents, which enhances feelings of guilt. Moreover, a strong feeling of
gratitude towards the parents also causes anxiety and conflict when one attempts to distance
from the parents.

Feelings of guilt, anxiety and conflict are intensified when one develops an expanding
self as one discovers an individuated mode of being but at the same time tries to deal with
his/her strong ties based upon emotional relatedness with the parents. Segkin’s (1996)
qualitative interviews revealed that the intense emotional attachment towards the parents
juxtaposed against an expanding self construal resulted in a state of inner tension that the
participants tolerated. Similarly, Tokgoz (1999) found that an expanding self brings about a
discrepancy between internalized cultural values and acquaintance with a new life-style and
difficulty relating to familial norms and expectations resulting in higher levels of conflict,
identity confusion and instability. Therefore, the intensified conflict, experienced in many
aspect of life as well as with parents, accompanying expanding self may lead to a decrease in

the perception and experience of felt security.

The Effect of Expanding Self on the Relationship between Attachment Security and

Sociotropy, Autonomy, Structural Hierarchy/Proper Demeanor and Symbiosis

Reciprocity/Positive Engagement

Expanding self was found to moderate the relationship between maternal attachment

security and symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement such that as expanding self increases,



the effect of security on symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement decreases. As explained
above the symbiosis-reciprocity displayed in the form of love, support and care from the
parents especially from the mother provides a highly treasured sense of comfort and well-
being for the child. However, especially with the development of an expanding self, this
highly emotional context is felt as intrusive and overwhelming (Roland, 1988, Seckin, 1996).
Therefore, as expanding self increases, even though people still continue to feel secure
towards their mothers, they may try to express their security in less interdependent/dependent
ways in order to escape from the pressure symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement creates.
Contrary to expectations, expanding self had no effect on the relationships between
maternal and paternal attachment security, and autonomy, sociotropy, structural
hierarchy/proper demeanor. One possible explanation for this finding is that as Roland (1988)
states, as an expanding self construal is juxtaposed on a matrix of familial self, it does not
change the current self structure but creates more and different ways of being resulting in
multiple ways of being. Therefore, expanding self may not totally change behavioral
expressions but can add additional ways of looking at relationships that are dependent on
contextual factors. It is possible that because the very basis of the cultural lens is a lot stronger
than later multicultural exposures, such as expanding self, indigenous cultural ways of
relating and expressing one’s self are more dominant however as situational or contextual

factors vary, so can the behavioral expressions of security.

Speculative Explorations

Some theoretical speculations were developed for further research based on the
different degrees of autonomy, sociotropy, symbiosis-reciprocity/positive engagement and
structural hierarchy/proper demeanor demonstrated by the combinations of low and high

attachment security and expanding and traditional self (LS&TS, HS&TS, LS&ES and



HS&ES) groups. In order to simplify and demonstrate the findings more clearly, the scores
that the groups received on the dependent variables were categorized such that the scores
above the mean were identified as “high”, and the scores that were below the mean were
identified as “low”. The simplified findings are shown in figure 11 and 12 for maternal and
paternal attachment security consecutively.

No significant difference was found between any of the maternal attachment security
groups for sociotropy. As explained above, sociotropy does not differentiate between secure
and insecure groups.

As expected, the HMS&ES group showed high symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement
and low structural hierarchy /proper demeanor and high autonomy. It is interesting to note that
even though autonomy seems to have taken the place of structural hierarchy/proper demeanor
in creating a separation and individuation for the HMS&ES group, relatedness is still defined
in terms of symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement even though this is a traditional
concept. This finding can be explained by micro level and macro level representations that
Fisek (2002) talks about. Rules of conduct that are explicitly taught in family relations such as
proper demeanor are macro level representations in that the child consciously internalizes
these constructs but can question these later on. In contrast, micro level representations form
from momentary interactions, that develop very early around certain affective interactions
between the mother and the child. These representations start forming right after birth,
therefore they are mostly nonverbal and implicit. Micro level representations cannot be
questioned and changed easily. Symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement is a product of
momentary parent-child interactions that start from birth (Rothbaum, Pott el al., 2000) and is
therefore closer to micro level interactions. Fisek (2002) explains that when one encounters
another culture’s life style and characteristics, macro level representations can transform and

expand however, micro level representations may never change.



Figure 11. Different levels of sociotropy, autonomy, structural hierarchy/proper
demeanor, symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement demonstrated by LMS&TS,

HMS&TS, LMS&ES and HMS&ES groups

Expanding Self
A
High Aut High Aut
High PE
Low PE
Low PD Low PD
Low Maternal High Maternal
Attachment Low Aut Low Aut Attachment
Security Low PE Security
Low PD
High PE
High PD
v Traditional Self

Figure 12. Different levels of sociotropy, autonomy, structural hierarchy/proper
demeanor, symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement demonstrated by LPS&TS,
HPS&TS, LPS&ES and HPS&ES groups

High Aut High Aut
High PE
Low Soc
Low PE Low Soc
Low PD Low PD
Low Paternal High Paternal
Attachment Low PE Low Aut Attachment
Security Security
High Soc High Soc
High Aut High PE
High PD v High PD
Traditional Self

Aut: Autonomy

Soc: Sociotropy

PE: Symbiosis Reciprocity/Positive Engagement
PD: Structural Hierarchy /Proper Demeanor



Therefore, it makes sense that secure people with expanding selves can replace structural
hierarchy/proper demeanor by autonomy, however, it is much harder to modify symbiosis
reciprocity/positive engagement and create a different way of relating to others.

As expected, LMS&ES group shows low structural hierarchy/proper demeanor, low
symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement and high autonomy. This group resembles the
dismissive attachment pattern as they seem to shun relatedness and instead rely excessively on
their selves, forming a defensive separation.

As expected, HMS&TS group shows high structural hierarchy/proper demeanor and
high symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement and low autonomy. These people represent
Roland’s (1988) familial self that encompasses intense mutual dependence, emotional
exchange, empathy along with a sensitivity to propriety, fulfilling the role expectations within
the family and society. This implies that traditional Turkish people feel secure with a familial
“we-self”. Separation and individuation that is an essential part of attachment security comes
through structural hierarchy as explained above, however what is different from the western
case is that in this culture separation comes through relationships (hierarchical role divisions
and expectations in relationships enhance individuation) whereas in the western case,
separation and individuation comes from conflict and aggression that puts the parent-infant
relationship in a secondary place, prioritizing the individuated self.

LMS&TS group shows low structural hierarchy/proper demeanor, low symbiosis
reciprocity/positive engagement and low autonomy. Low structural hierarchy/proper
demeanor, low symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement imply a disengagement from
relationships both emotionally and in terms of the expectations and proper rules of conduct.
When this picture is coupled with lack of autonomy, this implies a self diffusion and lack of
boundaries where the self is almost nonexistent. Therefore, for people with traditional selves,

maternal security seems to provide a safety to enter intense emotional engagements and an



adaptation towards societal expectations and lack of security may lead to a lack of
engagement and self-definition.

The paternal attachment security and expanding self groups mostly showed a similar
distribution in terms of autonomy, structural hierarchy/proper demeanor and symbiosis
reciprocity/positive engagement. Contrary to maternal attachment security, paternal
attachment security and expanding self had a significant effect on sociotropy. This may be
due to the differences in the way Turkish mothers and fathers approach their children.
Mothers’ primary role is to provide emotional support, love, affection, understanding and
trust (Sunar and Fisek, 2005) which may incline the self towards relatedness and dependence
and thus minimum variance in sociotropy, however, fathers tend to play the role of distant
authority, without much verbal expression of emotions and disclosure (Sunar, 2002), therefore
paternal attachment may lead to more fluctuation in sociotropy.

The HPS&ES group shows low sociotropy and high autonomy, low structural
hierarchy proper demeanor and high symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement. Like the
HMS&ES group, autonomy replaces structural hierarchy/proper demeanor, however
symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement remains as a balanced way of engaging with
others.

The LPS&ES group shows low sociotropy and high autonomy, low symbiosis
reciprocity/positive engagement and low structural hierarchy/proper demeanor. Like the
LMS&ES group, this group resembles the dismissing attachment pattern.

The HPS&TS group shows the high structural hierarchy/proper demeanor, high
symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement, low autonomy and high sociotropy. Like the
HMS&TS group, they have a familial self that brings security.

The LPS&TS group shows high autonomy, high sociotropy, high structural hierarchy/

proper demeanor and low symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement. High structural



hierarchy/ proper demeanor and low symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement point to a
lack of genuine emotional engagement where relationships are dictated by rules and role
divisions leading to a solitary and inflexible inner world (Fisek, 2002). It is interesting to note
that these people demonstrate high autonomy which may be a reflection of the above
mentioned lack of genuine engagement and the consequent aloneness, rather than
independence. The fact that these people also demonstrate high sociotropy, i.e. dependence
and neediness would seem to support this speculation. Thus these people would seem to
express a false/defensive autonomy along with a combination of dependency and lack of
relatedness. Overall, it seems that paternal attachment security gives one the opportunity to
engage in authentic and genuine emotional interactions within a context of strict role divisions
and expectations of propriety.

Comparing the self structures of LMS&TS and LPS&TS groups, it would seem that
maternal and paternal security do not manifest themselves in the same way. The findings in
literature are inconclusive as to whether maternal attachment is more influential than paternal
attachment, whether maternal and paternal attachment affect each other, whether maternal and
paternal attachment lead to different developmental outcomes (Howes et al., 1999). Further
research is needed to explicate whether maternal and paternal attachment styles lead to the

expression of different self structures.

Implications

Culture and Attachment Behaviors

The present study has implications for the cultural study of attachment. The study
shows that the parent-infant interactions that contribute to the formation of internal working
models and the consequent attachment behaviors are themselves influenced by dominant

cultural values. Therefore, starting from birth, the parent-infant interactions are affected and



shaped by not only parental idiosyncrasies but also by indigenous cultural constructs that
affect parental conducts and goals and the ensuing attachment behaviors.

For example, the biological predispositions that underlie attachment take on different
forms according to indigenous values emphasized in this culture. As Rothbaum, Pott et al.
(2000) explain, in more collectivistic cultures such as the Turkish culture, these
predispositions pass through the lens of accommodation, which includes empathy, compliance
and propriety, affecting the maternal sensitivity and the attachment behaviors that are
expressed. Mothers use affect oriented speech that focuses on relationships with infants, they
are physically more present and have more body contact with their infants and direct the
infant’s attention towards themselves rather than the outside world. These behaviors reinforce
parent-infant union and a self construction that is defined by symbiosis reciprocity/positive
engagement. Moreover, the lens of accommodation includes a concern with obligation and
other’s expectations, which is more emphasized in collectivistic cultures such as Turkey.
Therefore children are less encouraged to assert their personal preferences, and instead an
emphasis is given to compliance and proper behavior. The second part of the ensuing self
structure resulting from these expectations is structural hierarchy/proper demeanor.

Therefore, parental sensitivity that is affected by indigenous cultural values start
shaping the biological predispositions underlying attachment and as the present study shows
the resulting attachment behaviors are affected and reflect the dominant cultural values, in the
Turkish case, symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement and structural hierarchy/proper
demeanor. Values that represent individualistic cultures, such as autonomy, and tension
between relatedness and individuation, are less emphasized in attachment behaviors expressed
in the Turkish culture.

Recent neurobiological research supports the claim that maternal sensitivity and

culture affect the infant’s self structure starting from birth. It is now accepted that during early



postnatal development the child’s genetic potential is shaped by experiences and specific
gene-environment interactions occur throughout development (Kendler, Eaves, 1986,
McClearn, 1970, cited in Schore, 1994). Schaffer (1984, cited in Schore, 1994) stresses the
importance of maternal presence in the social environment. He describes that the mother is the
most frequent stimulus the infant meets and the child’s encounters with the rest of the
environment are largely mediated by the mother. In this sense, the socioaffective stimulation
resulting from the transactions between the mother and the child is vital in gene expression
and experience dependent brain growth (Schore, 1994). Therefore, the idiosyncrasies in the
parent-infant interactions have a critical importance in the unique development of the child. In
fact Plomin, Rende and Rutter (1991, cited in Schore, 1994) found that different children of
the same mother experience unique early interactions with her. Lichenstein (1961, cited in
Schore, 1994) refers to this phenomenon as “the infant becoming the child of his particular
mother.” This means that differences in maternal behavior lead to different neurobiological
structures and self development in different children. Clearly, if the maternal behaviors,
emotional expressions and perceptions are shaped through different cultural mechanisms, the
parent-child transactions will differ from one culture to the next, leading to differences in
development.

According to Siegel (1999) attachment at its core is based on parental sensitivity and
responsitivity to the child’s signals, which allows for collaborative parent-child
communication. This involves alignment of states of mind between the child and caregiver
during which affect is communicated nonverbally through facial expressions, vocalizations,
body gestures and eye contact. This emotional attunement is the essence of healthy, secure
attachment. At this point, it is important to emphasize the cultural differences in sensitive and
responsive care giving. For example, in times of stress, a sensitive caregiver, from either an

individualistic or a collectivistic culture, is aware of the child’s anxiety, and thus is attuned to



the child’s mental state. However, the sensitive and responsive soothing strategies may differ
according to cultural values and goals. For example, the Japanese parents exhibit more
prolonged proximity and contact, for example, in co-sleeping, or skin to skin contact during
breastfeeding that is prolonged well beyond feeding per se (Caudill and Weinstein, 1974,
cited in Rothbaum, Pott et al., 2000) or bathing with the babies (Barratt, Negayama and
Minami, 1993, cited in Rothbaum, Pott et al., 2000). In the case of American parents,
sensitive parenting is expressed in increased distal contact such as eye contact (Barratt et al.,
1993) or information-oriented speech (Caudill and Weinstein, 1974, cited in Rothbaum, Pott
et al., 2000). Japanese mothers are more likely to pick up their babies and hold them longer
than American parents (Ujiie and Miyake, cited in Rothbaum, Pott et al., 2000). Therefore,
even though both American and Japanese parents are attuned to their babies mental states, and
even though they are both sensitive and responsive caregivers encouraging security;
sensitivity and responsivity are expressed in different ways. This does not mean that different
ways of expressing sensitivity that varies from one culture to the next leads to healthy babies
in one culture and unhealthy babies in another, instead, the expression of healthiness
(security) varies from one culture to the next.

The value systems within one’s brain and one’s interactional history leads to a self-
development affected by cultural constructs. Siegel (1999) explains that value systems within
the brain filter out stimuli from the outside world by labeling the stimuli as useful, neutral or
harmful. Value systems in the brain function by modulating states of arousal. At the most
basic level, stimuli appraised as good, will arouse elements of cognitive and behavioral
approach whereas stimuli appraised as bad, will arouse withdrawal patterns of neural circuitry
activation. Some aspects of the value system are inborn such as seeking proximity to a
caregiver. Others are learned from experience. For example, a child will naturally make eye

contact with a parent as “good” interaction however if the eye contact results in being



overwhelmed or intruded by the parent, it gains a negative value meaning that it should be
avoided. The brain learns that eye contact is bad and uses this information in future
interactions forming a specific self organization (Siegel, 1999). The effect of culture can be
accounted for at this point, in that if the mother’s idiosyncratic mirroring and response to the
child’s initial behaviors are influential in forming the value system, and if the mother’s
responses are mostly contingent on cultural values and goals, then the child’s value system
will be influenced by cultural constructs.

These findings show that starting from birth, the effect of culture infuses into the
development of self. One of the ways culture continues to affect the self is through
autobiographical memory that creates a continuity between past and present and contributes to
the maintenance of a coherent self structure. Wang and Brockmeier (2002) view
autobiographical remembering as a cultural practice. Autobiographical memory is the
outcome of narrative constructions that emerge and develop in early childhood through
interactions with caregivers which are affected by socially constructed meaning systems and
culture. Evidence for this view comes from comparative studies that examine different
cultural ways of remembering one’s past. For example, Wang (2001, cited in Wang and
Brockmeier, 2002) compared the earliest childhood memories of Caucasian-American and
native Chinese students and found that early memories reported by Americans tended to be
voluminous, specific, self-focused and concerned with autonomy and self appraisal. In
contrast, memories by Chinese were skeletal, routine-related, centered on relationships and
sensitive to others involved. In another study, Wang and Leichtman (2000, cited in Wang and
Brockmeier, 2002) asked American and Chinese kindergartners to recount episodes where
they felt, happy, sad, frightened or angry. Compared to Americans, Chinese infants showed a
greater tendency to introduce social interactions and positive interpersonal relationships, a

greater concern for moral correctness, propriety and authority, less concern for expressing



individual judgments, opinions or self-determination. These findings show that depending on
whether a culture views the self as individuated and emphasizes the importance of personally
focused memories in constructing one’s identity or whether a culture emphasizes relatedness,
social interconnection and propriety over self, autobiographical remembering varies in
content, form and style even before the onset of formal schooling.

The early narrative environment of the family plays a central role in creating culturally
appropriate forms of thinking, remembering, feeling and behaving. It is found that American
familial interactions serve to build individuality and construct a unique autobiographical self
whereas family discussions about shared past in many Asian cultures serve to establish a
sense of connectedness and proper behavioral conduct in children. In this sense the
conversational styles of families from different cultures differ in terms of amount of
elaboration, amount of causal explanations, focus personal attributes vs. moral rules and
personal expectations and collective activities depending on cultural values and goals (Wang
and Brockmeier, 2002).

All these findings show that the effect of culture is present from birth. Culture
mediates the expression of genes, affects the development of brain structures and memory.
With all these findings on the effect of culture on self, it is hard to talk about universals of
expression.

Coming to the focus of the present study, on the effect of culture on attachment, as
Rothbaum, Pott et al (2000) state certain biological predispositions that form the self are
universal such as proximity seeking, safe haven, contact maintaining and separation protest.
These are the core tenets of attachment theory. However, these biological predispositions are
moderated by maternal behaviors on the micro level and cultural goals, values and practices
on the macro level. Therefore, the antecedents of attachment, namely maternal sensitivity and

responsivity, and the consequences of attachment, namely behavioral expression of security



vary from one culture to the next. This study provides empirical evidence that attachment

behaviors differ according to indigenous cultural values.

Measurement

The present study points to cultural differences in attachment categories. It was found
that in the Turkish culture, where the emphasis on social hierarchy and interpersonal harmony
gives rise to an interdependent self structure, security cannot be assessed in terms of a healthy
capacity for individuation and autonomy, instead in this culture as security increases,
autonomy decreases. Conceptualizing attachment patterns as a continuum ranging from
exaggerated autonomy towards an exaggerated preoccupation with relatedness (Blatt, 1990)
and relying on measures that are based on this type of categorization will lead to conflictual
results and misinterpretations in cultures where the self is defined in a relational network.
Studies show that measures such as the strange situation or romantic attachment
questionnaires that rely on the importance of autonomy and individuation point to a greater
percentage of insecure-ambivalent infants or preoccupied adults which may lead to a
misunderstanding such that people in collectivistic cultures are seen as less healthy or
competent (Rothbaum, Weisz et al., 2000). Similarly, Stimer and Giing6r (1999) and Kuscu
Orhan (1998) found that Turkish people scored higher on the preoccupied dimension
compared to Americans. The cultural goals and values in the Turkish culture engenders an
interdependent self conceptualized in the west as a preoccupied attachment style, which may
interpreted as unhealthy in individualistic cultures, however in the Turkish culture, this is a
natural outcome of the culture and self interaction. Therefore, attachment measures used in
non-western cultures need to be altered so that the meaning of security can be understood in
more diverse and more context-relevant ways. Perhaps, in the Turkish culture and in

collectivistic cultures, measures that tap structural hierarchy/proper demeanor and symbiosis



reciprocity/positive engagement could lead to more culture sensitive ways of conceptualizing

individual differences in attachment.

Limitations and Further Research

The IPPA, that was used to measure attachment security in the present study, has good
internal and test-retest reliability, however some problems have been reported about its
construct validity in a Turkish sample (Giinaydin et al, 2005). Moreover, the IPPA focuses on
parental attachment of adolescents and late adolescents which comprised the sample of the
present study. In late adolescence where the transfer of attachment processes from parents to
significant others starts to get faster, it may be more appropriate to use romantic attachment
measures. Finally, because IPPA is a self report measure, it does not tap the unconscious
cognitive processes underlying the attachment system (Crowell and Treboux, 1995).
Therefore, in future studies, other measures such as narrative assessments that focus on the
link between adult attachment and cognition as identified by Bowlby, could be used.

Moreover, the self structures associated with sociotropy, autonomy, structural
hierarchy/proper demeanor and symbiosis reciprocity/positive engagement are known to
begin developing in the first years of life, before verbal development (Rothbaum, Pott el al.,
2000). Therefore, self-report measures can only tap current perceptions of these constructs
rather than unconscious, preverbal mechanisms. Future research can use longitudinal data,
projective tests, behavioral observations and interview methods in order to grasp the complex
meanings underlying these constructs.

The present study aimed to specifically study the attachment processes within the
cultural context it is embedded in and found that the behavioral consequences of attachment
theory do not totally apply to this culture. Future attachment research in Turkey should

identify other aspects of attachment theory that are operative in this culture along with



processes important to this culture that the theory has overlooked. In this way, more culture
specific forms of attachment theory can be generated, and the definition of security can vary

according to indigenous cultural constructs.
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APPENDICES



APPENDIX A

INVENTORY OF PARENT AND PEER ATTACHMENT
(SHORT FORM)



Annenizle su anki iliskinizi diisiinerek, asagidaki ciimlelere ne kadar katildiginizi

1’den 7’e bir say1y1 daire icine alarak belirtiniz.

Liitfen bos birakmayiniz ve yalnizca bir say1y1 isaretleyiniz.

1 = Asla 2 3 4 5 6 7= Daima

1-Annem duygularima saygl GOSLETIT. . ..cvuevuertiintiiiiiiieee e,
2-Annem bagka biri olsun isterdim................ooeiiiiiiiiiiiii
3-Annem beni oldugum gibi kabul eder...................o
4-Sorunlarim hakkinda annemle konustugumda kendimden utanirim ya da
kendimi kotii hissederim.

5-Evde kolayca keyfim kagar.............cooooiiiiiiiiiii i
6-Annemin kendi problemleri oldugundan onu bir de benimkilerle sikmak
istemem.

7-Kim oldugumu daha iyi anlamamda annem bana yol gosterir...............
8-Bir sorunum oldugunda ya da basim sikistiginda bunu anneme anlatirim.
9-Anneme kizginlik duyuyorum.............cooooiiiiiiiiii
10-Annemden pek ilgi gormilyorum. ...........oooiiiiiiiiii i,
11-Kizgin oldugumda annem anlayish olmaya calisir...........................

12-Annem bir seyin beni rahatsiz ettigini hissederse, bana nedenini sorar...
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Babanizla su anki iliskinizi diisiinerek, asagidaki ciimlelere ne kadar katildiginizi

1’den 7’e bir say1y1 daire icine alarak belirtiniz.

Liitfen bos birakmayiniz ve yalnizca bir say1y1 isaretleyiniz.

1=Asla 2 3 4 S 6

13-Babam duygularima saygi gOSterir. ........ovueveeiiiiniininiiiiiiineenne,
14-Babam bagka biri olsun isterdim................oooeviiiiiiiiiii
15-Babam beni oldugum gibi kabul eder. ...................c.co
16-Sorunlarim hakkinda babamla konustugumda kendimden utanirim

ya da kendimi kotii hissederim.

17-Evde kolayca keyfim kagar.............c.ooooiiiiiiiiii
18-Babamin kendi problemleri oldugundan onu bir de benimkilerle stkmak
istemem.

19-Kim oldugumu daha iyi anlamamda babam bana yol gosterir.............

20-Bir sorunum oldugunda ya da basim sikistiginda bunu babama anlatirim.

21-Babama kizginlik duyuyorum..............oooiiiiiiiiiiii
22-Babamdan pek ilgi gormilyorum. ............cooiiiiiiiiiiii e
23-Kizgin oldugumda babam anlayish olmaya calisir..........................

24-Babam bir seyin beni rahatsiz ettigini hissederse, bana nedenini sorar...
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APPENDIX B

EXPANDING SELF SCALE



Asagida sosyal yasam ve iliskilerle ilgili bazi ifadeler yer almaktadir. Liitfen bu ifadelerin sizin su
anki yasamumzda gecerli olup olmadiginmi ya da ne derece gegerli oldugunu bir sayiy1 isaretleyerek
belirtiniz. Liitfen bos birakmayiniz ve yalnizca bir sayiy1 isaretleyiniz.

Benim icin; Hi¢ Gecerli  Biraz  Orta Derecede Olduk¢a  Tamamen

Degil Gecerli Gecerli Gecerli Gecerli
1 2 3 4 5
1) Sevdigim insanlar i¢in her seyi géze almiyorum. 1 2 3 4 5

2) Kadin-erkek iliskilerinde, iligkiyi baslatan tarafin kadin olmasim1 1 2 3 4 5
tercih etmiyorum.

3) Evleninceye kadar ailemle birlikte yagsamak istemiyorum. 1 2 3 4 5

4) Ozgiir olmak pahasina yakin iliskilerimden vazgecmeyi 1 2 3 4 5
istemiyorum.

5) lleride aileme layik ve onlarin gurur duyaca@: bir insan olmay1 1 2 3 4 5
istiyorum.

6) Tleride aileme layik ve onlarin gurur duyacagi bir insan olmay1 1 2 3 4 5
istiyorum.

7) Komsularla ¢ok icli diglt olmay1 tercih etmiyorum. 1 2 3 4 5

8) Hayatimla ilgili 6nemli kararlar alirken ailem beni yonlendiriyor. 1 2 3 4 5

9) Basartya ulagmak i¢in, daha az fedakarlik yapmay1 ve daha 1 2 3 4 5

bencil diisiinmeyi tercih ediyorum.

10) Cocuklarim oldugunda, biiytikler konusurken lafa karigmalarim1 1 2 3 4 5

istemiyorum.
11) Evlenince, aileme yakin oturmay1 istemiyorum. 1 2 3 4 5
12) Evlenecegim insani segerken ailemin de goriistinii alacagim. 1 2 3 4 5
13) Cocuklarim oldugunda, 18 yasini doldurduklarinda, bizden 1 2 3 4 5
ayr1 oturmalarini saglayacagim.
14) Arkadaslarimin ailemden 6nce gelmesini tercih etmiyorum. 1 2 3 4 5
15) Calisma hayatina girdikten sonra, ailemle birlikte oturmayacagim. 1 2 3 4 5
16) Sevgimi, hareketlerimle belli etmeyi tercih ediyorum. 1 2 3 4 5
17) Evlendigimde, ailemden ayrilmakta zorlanmayacagim. 1 2 3 4 5
18) Yaslandiklarinda anne ve babama bakmayi istiyorum. 1 2 3 4 5
19) Kizlarin namusunun bekaretle 6l¢iilmesinden rahatsizlik 1 2 3 4 5

duyuyorum.



20) Eski Tiirk adetlerinin kaybolmasini istemiyorum.

21) Tleride, torunlarimin yetistirilisinde s6z hakkina sahip olmay1
istiyorum.

22) Ozel giinlerde akrabalari ziyaret etmek beni kendi isimden
alikoymuyor.

23) Annemin temel gorevlerinin, ev isleri yapmak ve bizimle
ilgilenmek oldugunu diisiinmiiyorum.

24) lleride ¢ocugum oldugunda, onun bana layik olmasini
ve onunla gurur duymayi istiyorum.

25) Bayram tatillerini, akraba ziyaretleri yapmaktansa,
arkadaslarimla gecirmek istiyorum.

26) Bireysellestikce, cikarlarin 6n plana ¢iktigini diistinmiiyorum.
27) Benden daha biiyiik ve tecriibeli insanlara saygi duyuyorum.

28) Evlendigimde, esimin de benim de, birbirimize kendi
hayatlarimizi yagayabilme 6zgiirliiglinii vermemizi istiyorum.

29) Ileride kendi hayatimi kurdugum zaman, yakin akrabalarimla
olan iligkilerimi siirdiirmeye ¢alismayacagim.

30) ileride evlendigimde, erkegin baskin olmasini 6nlemeye
calisacagim.

31) Cocugum oldugunda, onun, herhangi bir karar verirken,
bana ve esime de danigmasini isteyecegim.

32) Geleneksel aile yapisinin ve kadin-erkek iliskilerinin
degismesini istiyorum.

33) Cocuklarimin, evlenmeden birisiyle oturmalarina izin
vermeyecegim.

34) Cocuklarim oldugunda, disar eglenmeye gittikleri zaman,
onlara zaman sinirlamasi koymayacagim.



APPENDIX C

PERSONAL STYLE INVENTORY



Asagida kisisel ozelliklerinizle ilgili climleler bulunmaktadir. Liitfen her ciimleyi
dikkatlice okuyun ve katilip katilmadiginiz1 ya da ne derece katildiginiz1 bir say1y1
isaretleyerek belirtin. Liitfen bos birakayiniz ve yalnizca bir sayiy1 isaretleyiniz.

Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Biraz Biraz Katihiyorum Kesinlikle
Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum Katiliyorum Katiliyorum
1 2 3 4 5 6

1) Cogunlukla baska insanlarin ihtiyaglarim 1 2 3 4 5 6
kendi ihtiya¢larimin 6niine koyarim.

2) Bagka insanlara mesafeli dururum. 1 2 3 4 5 6

3) Sevdigim insanlardan ayrilmak bana zor 1 2 3 4 5 6
gelir.

4) Insanlarin benden bir seyler 1 2 3 4 5 6
beklemelerinden kolaylikla rahatsiz
olurum.

5) Baska insanlarin hisleri tizerinde 1 2 3 4 5 6
biraktigim etkiye cok duyarliyimdir.

6) Bagkalarindan yardim beklemeyi 1 2 3 4 5 6
sevmem.

7) Bagkalan tarafindan yoneltilen 1 2 3 4 5 6

elestirilere ¢cok duyarliyimdir.

8) Ortalama ve siradan oldugumu 1 2 3 4 5 6
hissetmek beni rahatsiz eder.

9) Bagka insanlar kirmak ya da 1 2 3 4 5 6
giicendirmek beni ¢ok kaygilandirir.

10) Beni mutsuz ettigi halde bir iliskiyi 1 2 3 4 5 6
bitirmekte zorlanirim.

11) Iliskilerde insanlar birbirlerinden 1 2 3 4 5 6
cogunlukla ¢ok fazla sey talep ediyorlar.

12) Bagkalar1 beni kolayca ikna edebilir. 1 2 3 4 5 6



13) Genellikle performansimi ya biiyiik bir
basar1 ya da bir biiyiik bir basarisizlik
olarak goriiriim.

14) Fazlasiyla bagkalarini memnun etmeye
caligirim.

15) Insanlarin 6zel hayatini isgal etmesi
hosuma gitmez.

16) Biitiin giin yalmz bagima olmak bana
zor gelir.

17) Benim iizerimde otoritesi olan
insanlardan talimat almak bana zor gelir.

18) Genellikle insanlarin sorunlarini ¢6zmek
konusunda kendimi sorumlu hissederim.

19) Genellikle biiyiik kararlar1 baskalaria
soylemeden alirim.

20) Bir iliski bittiginde olusan kayip
duygusunu agmakta ¢ok zorlanirim.

21) Birinin bana bagli olmasi1 bana zor gelir.

22) Bagkalar1 tarafindan sevilmek ya da
begenilmek benim i¢in ¢ok onemlidir.

23) Aktif bir sekilde bir seyler
gerceklestirmedigim zaman kendimi kotii
hissederim.

24)Bagkalarina iyi davranmak zorunda
hissediyorum.

25)Begeni ya da sefkat gostermek bana zor
gelir.

26) Basima tatsiz bir olay geldiginde yakin
hissettigim birini arayabilecegimden

emin olmak isterim.

27) Uzun siireli bir iliskiye baglanmak bana
zor gelir.

28) insanlardan fazlasiyla oziir diliyorum.



29) Kisisel konular ve hislerim hakkinda
acilmak ve konusmak bana zor gelir.

30) insanlardan aldigim tepki beni fazlasiyla
ilgilendirir.

31) Potansiyelimi sonuna kadar
kullanmadigim zaman kendimi
affetmekte zorlanirim.

32) Birinin beni sevip sevmediginden emin
degilsem cok rahatsiz olurum.

33) Onemli bir karar alirken baskalarindan
gelen Onerilerin isime karistigini
diisiiniiriim.

34) Bagkalarinin isteklerine hayir demek
bana zor gelir.

35) insanlarin davranislarimi ya da
faaliyetlerimi yonlendirmeye ¢alismasina
giicenirim.

36) Bagima bir sey geldiginde etrafimda
konusacak biri olmazsa iiziiliiriim.

37) Kisisel sorular 6zel hayatima isgal gibi
gelir.

38) Kendimi en rahat hissettigim zaman
davraniglarimin bagkalarinin
beklentilerine uygun oldugunu
bildigimdedir.

39) Bagka insanlar ya da durumlarin

planlarimla ¢atigmasi beni ¢ok iizer.

40) Insanlarin ¢ogunlukla benden
yararlanmasina izin veririm.

41) Onemli bir karar alirken baskalarinin
tavsiyelerine nadiren giivenirim.

42) Bir arkadagim beraber digar1 ¢cikma
planimiz1 iptal eder ya da beni aramay1
unutursa ¢ok iiziiliiriim.



43) Ozgiirliigiim ve bagimsizligim
kisitlandiginda bir cok insandan daha
fazla iiziiliirim.

44) Kendimi insanlarin benim hakkimdaki
hislerine dayanarak degerlendiririm.

45) Bagkalar bir sorun ile ilgili
diisiincelerimi etkilemeye calisinca ¢ok
iziiltirim.

46) Insanlara kizdigimda bunu onlara belli
etmekte cok zorlanirim.

47) Bagkalar1 planlarimla ilgili fikirlerini
soylediklerinde kontrol edilmis hissederim.



APPENDIX D

SYMBIOSIS RECIPROCITY/POSITIVE ENGAGEMENT SCALE



Asagida yakinlarinizla iliskileriniz hakkinda bazi ciimleler bulunmaktadir. Burada
“yakinlariniz”’dan kasit aile fertleriniz, akrabalariniz, dostlariniz ya da kiz/erkek arkadasiniz
olabilir. Liitfen her ctimleyi dikkatlice okuyunuz ve sizin i¢in ne derece gegerli oldugunu

isaretleyiniz. Liitfen bos birakmayiniz ve yalnizca bir say1y1 isaretleyiniz.

Hic Biraz Orta Derecede  Oldukca Cok
Gecgerli Degil Gecerli Gecerli Gecgerli Gecerli
1 2 3 4 5

1) Yakinlarimla birbirimizin hayatindaki olaylarin iginde 1 2 3 4 5
yer alir, bu olaylarla ilgilenir, yorum yapariz.
2) Yakinlarimin dile getirmeseler bile nasil hissettiklerini 1 2 3 4 5
bilirim.
3) Yakilarimla fazla i¢li dish olmay1 sevmem. 1 2 3 4 5
4) Yakinlarimin sorunlar1 beni de ilgilendirir. 1 2 3 4 5
5) Yakinlarimin benim hakkimdaki hisleri ve diisiinceleri 1 2 3 4 5
beni etkilemez.
6) Yakinlarimin ihtiyaclarini tahmin eder, ona gore 1 2 3 4 5
davranirim.
7) Yakinlarimla 6zel hayatimi ve hislerimi paylagsmaktan 1 2 3 4 5
hoslanmam.
8) Yakinlarimla birbirimize kars1 6zel bir baglilik 1 2 3 4 5
hissederiz.
9) Yakinlarima giivenmekte zorlanirim. 1 2 3 4 5
10) Yakinlarimin ruh halinden (iizgiin, neseli, mutsuz 1 2 3 4 5

olusundan) etkilenirim.

11) Yakinlarimin kisisel sorunlarini benimle paylasmasi 1 2 3 4 5
beni rahatsiz eder.

12) Yakinlarimla yogun bir duygu aligverisi i¢indeyiz. 1 2 3 4 5
13) Kendi ihtiyaclarimi yakinlarimin ihtiyaclarinin 6niine 1 2 3 4 5
koyarim.

14) Yakinlarimla karsilikli ve kisisel paylasimlar icinde 1 2 3 4 5

olmak benim i¢in 6nemlidir.



APPENDIX E

STRUCTURAL HIERARCHY/PROPER DEMEANOR SCALE



Asagidaki climlelerde ebeveynlerinizin sizden bekleyebilecegi bazi kisisel ozellikler ve
davraniglar bulunmaktadir. Bu beklentilerin ne kadarim gerceklestirdiginizi isaretleyiniz.

Liitfen bos birakmayiniz ve yalnizca bir say1y1 isaretleyiniz.

Hic Az Orta Oldukca Cok
Derecede
1 2 3 4 5

Siz ne kadarim
yaparsiniz?
1) Ebeveynlerim onlarin yaninda 1 2 3 45
saygida kusur etmememi beklerler.
2) Ebeveynlerim onlara kars1 terbiyeli
1 2 3 45
olmami beklerler.
3) Yumusak huylu ve sakin olmami 1 2 3 4 5
beklerler.
4) Davraniglarimin sonuglar konusunda
1 2 3 45
sorumluluk almami beklerler
5) Diiriist ve giivenilir bir insan olmami 1 2 3 4 5
beklerler
6) Toplum i¢inde gorgiilii olmami L 23 4 5
beklerler.
7) Tasvip etmedikleri davranislar
1 2 3 45
yapmamami beklerler.
8) Biiyiiklerime ve yasitlarima saygil
1 2 3 45
davranmami beklerler.
9) Aileme layik bir insan olmami 1 23 4 5
beklerler.
10) Hatal1 davranislarimin hem beni hem
de ebeveynlerimi utandiracaginm
bilmemi beklerler. 2345
1 2 3 45




11) Bagkalar ile iligkilerimde nazik ve

ince davranmami beklerler. -
Siz ne kadarini
yaparsinz?
12) Topluma yarali bir insan olmami 123 4
beklerler.
13) Ebeveynlerim benden hosnut
degillerse hareketlerime c¢eki diizen 123 4
vermemi beklerler.
14) Toplum i¢inde saygida kusur etmemi
beklerler. 123 4
15) Ahlakl, iyiyi ve kotiiyll ayirt
edebilen bir insan olmami beklerler. 1234
16) Toplum tarafindan takdir edilen bir
insan olmami beklerler. 1234
17) Benden biiyiiklerin otoritesine karsi
ctkmamami beklerler. 123 4
18) Yaptigim bir saygisizligin beni
toplumda kiiciik diistirecegini 123 4
bilmemi beklerler.




APPENDIX F

INFORMED CONSENT FORM



ID NUMBER:

Bilgilendirilmis Olur Formu

Bu calisma ebeveynleriniz ile iligkileriniz {izerine bir aragtirmadir. Arastirmaya katilmadan
evvel sizlere bu calisma hakkinda bilgi vermek istiyoruz. Asagidaki bilgileri okuduktan sonra
arastirmaya katilmak istiyorsaniz liitfen bu formu imzalayiniz.

Bu calismada 5 adet anket doldurmaniz istenecektir. Calismanin toplam siiresi yaklagik olarak
yarim saattir. Bu caligmaya katilarak PSY 101 ya da PSY 242 derslerinden 0.5 kredi
alacaksiniz.

Size ait kisisel bilgiler (isim-soyad, yas, e-mail) gizli tutulacaktir. Elde edilen verilerin tiim
grup icin ortalama degerleri kullanilacaktir.

Aragtirmanin saglikli devam edebilmesi i¢in bu calismanin iceriginden daha sonra ¢alismaya
katilacak arkadaglariniza bahsetmemenizi rica ediyoruz.

Calisma bittikten sonra ¢alismayla ilgili sormak istediginiz tiim sorular i¢in asagidaki e-mail
adresinden arastirmaciya ulasabilirsiniz.

Yukaridaki bilgileri okudum ve bu ¢aligmaya katilmaya karar verdim.
Katilimci

Adi Soyadt:

Tarih:

E-mail:

Imza:

Arastirmaci

Sibel Halfon
sibelh@hotmail.com

Danisman Ogretim Uyesi

Prof. Dr. Giiler Fisek





