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ABSTRACT
The Relationship Between Self-Construal and Attachment Style With Mentalization

Capacity As a Moderating Variable

The main goal of the study was to investigate the relationship between attachment,
self-construal and reflective functioning within two different Turkish samples and an
American sample. The second aim of the study was to look at how these three
concepts differ among the three samples. Online surveys consisting of the
Experiences in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised (ECR-R), the
Autonomous-Related Self Scale (ARS) and the Reflective Functioning Questionnaire
(RFQ-54) with a short demographic form were carried out and data analysis was
done with a total of 538 college students whose ages ranged from 18 to 26. The
cultural comparison results showed that the Turkish participants scored higher in
attachment anxiety, autonomous self and autonomous relational self than the
American participants who scored higher in attachment avoidance. In all samples, a
significant association between attachment and self-construal was found, while the
hypothesized moderator role of reflective functioning was not present. A post hoc
analysis was conducted with Turkish samples to explore the mediator role of
reflective functioning on the link between attachment and self-construal. The results
revealed that reflective functioning partially mediated the relationship between
attachment avoidance and autonomous relational self while fully mediated the link
between attachment anxiety and autonomous relational self. Thus, it was concluded
that secure attachment seems to facilitate the integration of autonomy and
relationality needs through the ability to understand and reflect on one's own needs.

All findings were discussed in view of the existing literature.
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OZET
Ilimlastirici Degisken Olarak Zihinsellestirme Kapasitesi Ile Benlik Kurgusu Ve

Baglanma Stilleri Arasindaki Iligki

Bu arastirmanin temel amaci, baglanma, benlik kurgusu ve yansitici iglevsellik
arasindaki iligkiyi iki farkli Tiirk 6rnekleminde ve bir Amerikan érnekleminde
incelemektir. Caligmanin ikinci amaci ise, bu ti¢ kavramin 6rneklemler arasinda nasil
farklilastigina bakmaktir. Yakin iliskilerde Yasam Envanteri - 11 (YIYE-1I), Ozerk
[liskili Benlik Olgegi (OIB) ve Yansitici Isleyis Olcegi (YIO-54) ile kisa bir
demografik formdan olusan ¢evrimici anketler gergeklestirilmis ve veri analizi
yaslar1 18 ile 26 arasinda degigen toplam 538 iiniversite dgrencisi ile yapilmistir.
Orneklemler aras1 karsilastirma sonuglari, Tiirk katilimcilarin baglanma kaygist,
ozerk benlik ve 6zerk iliskisel benlik puanlarinda, baglanmada kaginmasinda daha
yliksek puan alan Amerikali katilimcilardan daha yiiksek puan aldiklarini
gostermistir. Tiim 6rneklemlerde, baglanma ve benlik kurgusu arasinda anlamli bir
iliski bulunurken, yansitici isleyisin varsayilan moderatdr rolii mevcut degildir.
Baglanma ve benlik kurgusu arasindaki iliskide yansitici isleyisin araci roliinii
arastirmak i¢in Tiirk 6rneklemleriyle bir post hoc analizi yapilmistir. Sonuclar,
yansitic isleyisin baglanma kaginmasi ve 6zerk iliskisel benlik arasindaki iligkiye
kismen aracilik ederken, baglanma kaygisi ile 6zerk iliskisel benlik arasindaki
baglantiya tam aracilik ettigini ortaya koymustur. Boylece, giivenli baglanmanin,
kiginin kendi ihtiyaglarini anlama ve yansitma kapasitesi Uizerinden 6zerklik ve
iliskisellik ihtiyac¢larinin entegrasyonunu kolaylastirdigi sonucuna varilmaigtir. TUm

bulgular mevcut literatiir 15181nda tartigilmistir.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

It is a widely held view that attachment, self-construal and mentalization are
interrelated (Fonagy, Gergely, Jurist, & Target, 2002). However, researchers have
not dealt with empirical studies directly investigating the relationship between the
three. Moreover, culture appears as a variable which has been subjected to heated
debates in the literature, especially in relation to the constructs of attachment and
self-construal (Keller, 2013; Roland, 1988; Rothbaum, Weisz, Pott, Miyake, &
Morelli, 2000). Therefore, this research has two main purposes; one is to examine the
relationship between attachment styles, self-construal and mentalization ability. The
other is to investigate how these three concepts differ culturally within two different
Turkish samples and an American sample. This section presents a review of the three

main constructs respectively.

1.1 Attachment

An inborn need to attach to someone is primary for humankind as well as many other
species to survive. As a result of this need, a baby comes into the world ready to
bond to her/his caregiver. This bond to the caregiver is derived from not only a need
to be fed but also a need of closeness, warmth and care of the caregiver (Harlow,
1958). Although the need to be attached to a caregiver is common for all human
beings, there are individual differences in how attachment occurs between the baby
and the caregiver (Ainsworth, 1979). Ainsworth and her colleagues observed infants’
attachment behaviors while interacting with their caregivers, especially how the

infants behave during separation and reunion times, which is the Strange Situation



Task (Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, & Wall, 2015). According to their observations,
they suggested a phenomenon they called attachment styles and suggested three
clusters which are secure, avoidant and ambivalent/anxious attachment. If the baby
uses the caregiver as a secure base while exploring the environment, shows little
distress in separation and is soothed easily at the reunion, secure attachment is
present. If the baby shows great distress in separation and hardly calms down at
reunion, these babies might be classified under anxious/ambivalent attachment. If the
baby doesn’t seem stressful and ignores the caregiver at the reunion, we might be
talking about avoidant attachment (Ainsworth, 1979). Main and Solomon (1990)
observed a different set of behaviors which couldn’t fit in any of the three categories
and proposed a disorganized type which includes babies who generally do not show
coherent behaviors.

Infants begin to internalize what they experience in their relationship with the
caregiver (Bowlby, 1973). These internalizations mainly come together in two
clusters as images about the other and images about the self. If the infant experiences
responsive and sensitive caregiving when needed, the infant develops an image of
others who are reliable and helpful, and an image of the self who deserves and
expects to receive support from others (Bowlby,1973). Moreover, these internal
working models constitute the core of the inferences about how early experiences
with the caregiver affect relationships in adulthood (Hazan & Shaver, 1987).
Initially, the three attachment styles were used to explain adult attachment as secure,
anxious/ambivalent and avoidant attachment (Hazan & Shaver, 1987). Later, based
on Bowlby’s conceptualization of two main internal representations as the self and
others, Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991) who worked on adult attachment came up

with four attachment styles deriving from two dimensions as avoidance and



dependence which was later conceptualized as an anxiety dimension (Brennan, Clark
& Shaver, 1998). They argued that people who have both a positive image of the self
and others can rely on both others and themselves, which corresponds to secure
attachment. When the person has a negative model of self but a positive model of
others, she or he constantly seeks approval from others since he or she cannot rely on
self-support. This style corresponds to ambivalent attachment (Hazan & Shaver,
1987) and is called as preoccupied attachment. Adults who have a positive model of
the self but a negative model of others have difficulties in relying on others with a
fear of rejection, rather self-dependence is more comfortable. This style is called
dismissing-avoidant and it was suggested as corresponding to avoidant attachment
(Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991). Fearful-avoidant is the fourth category which
involves people who have both a negative model of self and others. Although they
look for affirmation and acceptance from others, they cannot come close to anybody
due to a fear of rejection. This category was considered as related with the
disorganized attachment category as Main and Solomon (1990) suggested.
Bartholomew began to use the concepts of avoidance and anxiety as a
negative model of others and a negative model of self, respectively (Scharfe, 1996).
Further studies also (Brennan, Clark & Shaver, 1998) proposed that attachment
avoidance and attachment anxiety underlie most of the attachment studies
(Ainsworth et al., 2015; Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991).
Attachment avoidance can be broadly described as uneasiness with closeness and
dependency so autonomy and emotional distance are preferable while attachment
anxiety refers to a desperate need for closeness and deep anxiety about whether the
significant other will be responsive or abandoning. Parallel to Bartholomew and

Horowitz’s study (1991), a two-dimensional conceptualization like attachment



avoidance and anxiety allows for four attachment categories including the
disorganized type which Main and Solomon (1990) observed, as opposed to three as
Ainsworth (1978) and Hazan and Shaver (1987) had proposed. In terms of
measurement, secure attachment corresponds to having low scores in both
attachment avoidance and anxiety, while fearful attachment is related to having high
scores in both attachment anxiety and avoidance. When attachment anxiety is high
but attachment avoidance is low, we are talking about the preoccupied type. On the
other hand, if attachment avoidance is high but attachment anxiety is low, the

dismissing type appears (Brennan, Clark & Shaver, 1998).

1.1.1 Attachment and culture
The following section will discuss how attachment shows up different cultures and
theoretical attempts to explain cultural differences.

From an evolutionary perspective, it seems obvious that being attached to a
caregiver is universal. However, when attachment classifications show up, cultural
differences accompany them. Even Mary Ainsworth, who came up with different
attachment styles first, accepted certain cultural differences after deliberating on her
observations in Uganda (Ainsworth, 1967; Ainsworth & Marvin, 1995). Thus, the
cross-cultural validity of attachment theory has been investigated widely (Mesman,
van ljzendoorn & Sagi, 2016; van ljzendoorn & Sagi, 1999, 2008) and discussed
critically (Harwood, Miller, & Irizarry, 1995; Rothbaum et al., 2000) and a heated
debate still continues (Keller, 2013; 2018; Mesman, Minter, Angnged, Cisse, Salali,
& Migliano, 2018; Mesman, 2018)

One of the initial and main cross-cultural examinations of attachment theory

was made by van ljzendoorn and Sagi (1999) with an extensive review including



studies from Africa, East Asia, Middle East and Latin America. They tested four
main hypotheses of attachment theory cross-culturally: the universality, normativity,
sensitivity and competence hypotheses. Firstly, the universality hypothesis was
found to be the most supported among the four hypotheses, which assumes all infants
can attach to one or multiple caregivers when the circumstances are fair. The
normativity hypothesis, which assumes secure attachment is the most prevalent type
among attachment styles due to its adaptive function, was also supported in almost
all cross-cultural samples (van ljzendoorn & Sagi, 1999). However, they stated that
there are regional variations in attachment styles among different cultures, although
this elaboration is out of the scope of the normativity hypothesis (Mesman, van
ljzendoorn & Sagi, 2016). For example, while avoidant attachment (Group A) was
found more prevalent in Western European countries, anxious attachment (Group C)
was more common in Israel and Japan (van 1Jzendoorn & Kroonenberg, 1988). The
sensitivity hypothesis assumes that attachment security is derived from the
caregiver’s responsiveness to the infant’s signals and the competence hypothesis
claims that secure attachment results in socially competent infants who can freely
explore their environment. These last two hypotheses were not directly assessed in
most of the studies in the review; still, the sensitivity hypothesis was somewhat
supported on the basis of the studies focusing on the relationship between maternal
sensitivity and attachment security but not as much as the universality and
normativity hypotheses. The competence hypothesis, on the other hand, had the
weakest support (van ljzendoorn & Sagi, 1999) and its cross-cultural validity is still
questionable (Mesman, van ljzendoorn & Sagi, 2016). In brief, the cross-cultural

validity of attachment theory was supported (van ljzendoorn & Sagi, 1999) and it



was concluded that intracultural differences are more substantial than intercultural
differences (van lJzendoorn & Kroonenberg, 1988).

Although there are some studies that are in line with the above-mentioned
argument (Posada et al., 2013; Mesman et al., 2018, Mesman, 2018), the cross-
cultural validity of attachment theory has been vigorously questioned in the past
(Harwood et al., 1995; Rothbaum et al., 2000) and continues to be criticized in recent
years by a number of writers (Keller, 2013, 2018; Sakman, 2016; Strand, 2019,
2020). Considering the cultural variations among attachment styles, Harwood, Miller
and Irizarry (1995) suggested a close examination of the environmental and cultural
context where the child grows up and what parental behaviors and socializing goals
in the child’s community exist, rather than a pursuit for the universality claim which
endangers a valid assessment of attachment behaviors.

Some cultural studies illustrate this point clearly: The high prevalence of
avoidant attachment, for example in North German infants, is attributed to the
cultural emphasis on the child’s independence (Grossmann, Grossmann, Spangler,
Suess, & Unzner, 1985) which results in comfort with separation, and less distress in
the separation part of the Strange Situation is not a big surprise. On the other hand,
the high rate of anxious attachment, for instance in Japanese infants, is based on the
cultural value of emotional interdependence within the family. As a result, a
diminished separation experience from the caregiver is present so heightened anxiety
in the separation part of the Strange Situation is observable (Miyake, Chen, &
Campos, 1985). Therefore, the cultural setting affects the infants’ behaviors in the
Strange Situation Task (Harwood et al., 1995).

A harsher criticism of the universality assumption of attachment theory came

from Rothbaum and his colleagues (2000) and they discussed cultural differences



over three main aspects of attachment theory similar to van ljzendoorn and Sagi
(1999). The first one is the sensitivity hypothesis which emphasizes the importance
of mothers’ availability to the child’s signals and needs. They argued that what is
meant by being available to the child’s needs and how this is achieved are the main
points where the cultural difference becomes obvious. For example, they reported
that Japanese mothers expressed their sensitivity through physical touch whereas
American mothers use eye-to-eye contact. Moreover, it is sensitive for the Japanese
infant if the mother anticipates the child’s need before he or she expresses it, yet it
might be perceived as engulfing for American children and evaluated as the opposite
of the idea that children should express themselves freely by American mothers. The
competence hypothesis, as the second aspect of their examination, reflects the fact
that secure infants become more socially and emotionally competent. However,
Rothbaum, Weisz, Pott, Miyake, and Morelli (2000) discussed that the definition of
competence differs between West and East. For instance, while the concept of
competence means individuation, autonomy and independence for the West, it means
social competence for the East which requires self-effacement so as to provide
harmony within the group. Lastly, they discussed the cultural differences over the
secure base hypothesis which assumes that the mother should be a secure base while
the infant is exploring the environment. They argued that although most attachment
researchers emphasize the importance of exploration of the environment as a healthy
outcome of secure attachment, explorative behavior in Japanese infants was not
found prevalent as much as in American infants. From a Western view of attachment
assessment, one can draw the conclusion that most Japanese infants are anxiously

attached. Yet, from a cultural perspective, one can see that unlike American mothers,



Japanese mothers prioritize exploration towards themselves rather than the
environment, which leads to a lack of separation experience (Rothbaum et al., 2000).

In addition to this striking cultural criticism of attachment theory, Schmitt et
al. (2004) made a cross-cultural study on adult romantic attachment using 62 samples
from different cultures and showed that in spite of the presumption of secure
attachment as normative universally, it was found normative within 79% of the
cultures in the study. For example, preoccupied attachment is found more prevalent
in some East Asian cultures than secure attachment (Schmitt et al., 2004). Parallel to
these cross-cultural studies on attachment theory, there are valuable quantitative
studies on adult attachment, which demonstrate that the prevalence of attachment
anxiety in Eastern cultures is also present in Turkey (Simer & Giingor, 1999).

If secure attachment is an ideal or optimal way of relating for mental health
and insecure attachment is related with adverse outcomes (Mikulincer & Shaver,
2007) and if we consider attachment as serving survival, how can insecure
attachment be prevalent in certain cultures? Ein-Dor, Mikulincer, Doron and Shaver
(2010) called this issue as the attachment paradox. Indeed, many evolutionary
psychologists have already been pursuing an answer to this question and argue that
insecure attachment may carry adaptive value in the domains of reproductive fitness
and group survival (Belsky, Steinberg, & Draper, 1991; Chisholm, 1996). Yet, a
most recent interpretation of the attachment paradox can be found in the social
defense theory discussed by Ein-Dor, Mikulincer, Doron and Shaver (2010). The
theory defends that each attachment style has a unique advantage in serving group
survival. For example, since anxiously attached people tend to be hypervigilant,
especially in a threatening situation, and seek support or protection from others, they

can be more sensitive to real threats and their overemphasizing of threats may serve



as an early escape alarm (Sakman, 2016). Avoidant people, on the other hand, are
more prone to self-protection which leads to less distraction from their environment.
Due to their sharp focus, they can find an escape plan faster and easier although their
intention may not be helping others. Therefore, all these attachment strategies can be
evaluated as useful under certain circumstances for the individual’s and the group’s
survival (Ein-Dor et al., 2010).

Another view holds that if an insecure attachment style is prevalent and
normative within a specific culture or group, that attachment style would not be
maladaptive. Friedman et al. (2010) called this idea as the culture-fit hypothesis and
proposed that attachment avoidance, for example, would not have adverse outcomes
for individualist cultures as much as for collectivist cultures since self-reliance is
perceived as normative in individualist cultures. On the other hand, attachment
anxiety would not be a huge risk factor for collectivist cultures since relational
dependence is seen as normal and functional. This view is further supported in a
Turkish study investigating parenting behaviors as a possible explanation for cultural
differences and it was found that maternal avoidance rather than anxiety is the main
risk factor for maternal sensitivity (Stimer & Kagitgibasi, 2010; Selguk et al., 2010).
This result is in line with Rothbaum and his colleagues’ (2000) arguments about
cultures valuing relationality and emotional closeness, maternal avoidance can be
easily perceived as cold and rejecting whereas maternal anxiety can be tolerated
better since dependence and emotional closeness are adaptive in Eastern cultures.
Moreover, they looked at certain parental behaviors supposed to have negative
outcomes for the child’s well-being like overprotection, intrusion and guilt induction
and found that overprotection and guilt induction do not predict attachment

insecurity, which is explained by psychological and emotional interdependence in



Turkish culture. They concluded that it is crucial to understand which form of
maternal sensitivity is normative culturally (Stimer & Kagit¢ibasi, 2010). In addition,
Sakman (2016) who carried out an experimental study among Turkish and American
samples showed that one evaluates a certain type of insecure attachment as
functional if he or she belongs to the culture in which that type of insecure
attachment is prevalent.

When it comes to the current debates about the cross-cultural validity of
attachment theory, Heidi Keller who is a cultural psychologist leads the way and has
serious objections to the universality assumption of attachment theory (Keller, 2018)
and argues that one single theory cannot explain all child behaviors and way of
relating which differ from each other considering the rich cultural diversity around
the world (Keller, 2021). She claims that attachment theorists ignored both
evolutionary psychologists’ discourses stating that contextual variability has to be
considered in the service of adaptation and cultural psychologists’ discourses
defending that each society has different socialization goals and strategies which
inevitably affect the way of relating. Therefore, it is important to investigate parent
and child relationships with careful consideration of the cultural context where they
live otherwise ethical problems occur while implementing theoretical accumulation
into the field (Keller, 2013). In addition to Keller, some other cultural psychologists
also opposed the universality assumption of attachment theory by criticizing the
notion that there is just one ideal parenting style which is valid for all parent and
child relationships and adding that the description of ideal parenting in attachment
theory is a Western product and not necessarily applicable to collectivist cultures
(LeVine, 2014; Lancy, 2015). In contrast to cultural psychologists’ criticism,

attachment theorists have recently reemphasized the universality claim but add that
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there is no uniformity among child-parent relationships across cultures (Mesman et
al., 2018). They pointed out the fact that detailed and descriptive attachment
behaviors had not been suggested for sensitivity and responsiveness in the original
definition, rather it is mentioned that reading and understanding the child’s signals
and needs and responding to them are the key points for sensitivity. What changes
across cultures is the manifestation of sensitive behaviors. For example, while eye-
contact and talking to the child were more present in individualist cultures, physical
contact or non-verbal responses to the child are more prevalent in collectivist
cultures. Nonetheless, this difference doesn’t mean that eastern styles of relating are
insensitive. The point is whether the caregiver is following the child’s cues and
responding to them, it doesn’t matter how he or she responds (Mesman et al., 2018;
Mesman, 2018).

A recent study suggests a reconciliation between attachment theorists and
cultural psychologists by emphasizing the fact that a common evolutionary impulse
which is security-seeking underlies attachment in all cultures (Strand, 2020). He
suggests that the distribution of attachment styles within a society determines the
classification of cultures like individualist and collectivist. There is a bidirectional
relationship between attachment and culture, which interacts closely while providing
stability for each other (Strand, 2020). Likewise, the relationship between attachment
avoidance and individualism; attachment anxiety and collectivism has been indicated
in many studies (Schmitt et al., 2004; Sakman & Stimer, 2018). Therefore, one kind
of attachment style is not necessarily better or healthier than others. It is true that
secure attachment is more flexible in terms of changing situations but not the most
adaptive strategy for all cultures. As mentioned above, the two insecure attachment

styles serve better in their contingent culture (Strand, 2020; Keller, 2018).
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This section has reviewed cultural differences in attachment insecurity, the
studies discussing the cross-cultural validity of attachment theory, and different
theoretical attempts to explain the relationship between attachment and culture. Even
though different voices rise, all agree that there are definitely cultural differences in
the distribution of attachment styles. This study also investigates the distribution of
attachment styles culturally and their relation with one’s self-construal and

mentalization ability.

1.2 Self-construal

Self-construal is broadly used to define one’s perception and awareness about one’s
self and includes one’s descriptive statements beginning with ‘I’ or ‘me’ (Smith et
al., 2006). This topic has generated much interest in social and cultural
psychologists. Kagit¢ibasi’s comprehensive analysis of self-construal can be
regarded as the starting point for approaching different construals of self within a
family and socio-cultural context and will be briefly described below; and later,
based on the idea that “Psychic life is made equally of inner and outer worlds.”
(Dimen, 2012, p.3), cultural variation among different construals of self will be
examined briefly within both social psychological and psychoanalytic perspectives.
Lastly, the relationship between attachment and self-construal will be discussed in
light of existing research studies.

Kagitcibasi (1996; 2005) proposed a concept of autonomous related self-
construal by defending that both autonomy and relatedness are two crucial needs for
human psyche. She pointed out the fact that there is no sense in approaching
autonomy and relatedness as conflictual terms that cannot come together. Rather,

Kagitcibasi (2017) focused on the term autonomy in the service of reconciliation
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with relatedness and proposed two underlying dimensions of autonomy as an
interpersonal distance and an agency dimension as a result of her questioning the
assumption that one can achieve a sense of agency only if separation from the
caregiver takes place. The agency dimension reflects one’s ability to act with his or
her own will and ranges from heteronomy where an individual acts according to the
other’s opinion to autonomy at the other pole where an individual is his or her own
person who governs herself/himself. The interpersonal dimension, on the other hand,
is related to one’s relations with others and includes the degree of separation from
the other or connectedness with the other reflecting the poles of the dimension.
Kagiteibasi (2017) argued that using these two distinct dimensions interchangeably
leads to a misunderstanding of autonomy as if only the people who are distant or
separate from others can be agentic or autonomous. Therefore, she claimed that it is
important to make a distinction between these two underlying concepts so that

relationality and autonomy wouldn’t be mutually exclusive.
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AGENCY

Autonomy
A
Family model of Family model of psychological/
independence emotional interdependence
Self-reliance orientation Order setting control and

autonomy orientation

Autonomous-Separate Autonomous-related self
self
INTERPERSONAL
DISTANCE
- -
Separation Relatedness
Hierarchical neglecting Family model of
family interdependence
Neglecting, indifferent Obedience orientation

orientation

Heteronomous- separate Heteronomous-related self
self

Y
Heteronomy

Figure 1. Agency and interpersonal distance dimensions and the types of self-

construal (Kagitgibasi, 2005)

A matrix of two dimensions leads to four patterns of self-construal;
autonomous relational self in which autonomy can be achieved within
connectedness, heteronomous-separate self in which both the needs of autonomy and
relatedness are not satisfied, autonomous-separate self in which the need for
closeness is not fulfilled and heteronomous-related self in which the need for
autonomy is not met. Kagit¢ibasi (2017) argued that these four self-construals are
related to certain family dynamics and childrearing practices (see Figure 1.).
Autonomous-related self can be considered as the healthiest self-construal because

both autonomy and relationality needs are satisfied, whereas since these two needs
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are lacking, heteronomous separate self might be an important risk factor for human
psyche. When it comes to the heteronomous related self and autonomous—separate

self, each of them underestimates one crucial need and relies on just one of them.

1.2.1 Cultural differences in self-construal

The definition of self-construal varies from culture to culture (Fisek, 2018). Mostly,
social psychologists have touched on this issue and have used concepts such as
“Individualistic-Collectivistic” (Triandis et al., 1989), “Autonomous-Related” self
(Kagitgibasi, 2005), “Independent-Interdependent” self (Markus & Kitayama, 1991)
to describe the differences they observed. Likewise, clinical psychologists also
proposed some binary conceptualizations describing the observed cultural
differences such as “Referential-Indexical” self (Landrine, 1992), “Individualized-
Familial” self (Roland, 1995), and “Relatedness-Self-definition” (Blatt, 2008).
Moreover, there are some psychoanalytic ideas attempting to go beyond binary
conceptualizations (Fisek, 2018; Beebe & Lachmann 2002), and imply that human
beings could be universally relational (Stern, 1985; Lyons-Ruth, 1991; Gallese,
2009) entailing a convergence of autonomy and relatedness. Some of the social and
clinical psychologists’ approaches to cultural differences in self-construal will be
discussed below by adding recent psychoanalytic ideas which can be helpful to reach
a convergence in terms of self-construal. Lastly, the condition of self-construal in

Turkey will be argued.

1.2.1.1 Cultural differences in self-construal within socio-cultural perspective
There is a consensus among most of the theories of self-construal that the self is

influenced by the environment and takes form by the interplay with the society
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(Triandis, 1989). Since the individualism and collectivism paradigm was seen as the
main dimension examining cultural differences in human behavior (Triandis et al.,
1985), cultural differences regarding self-construal were also studied within the
individualism-collectivism paradigm (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). To explain
apparent cultural differences in the concept of self, the first tendency was to define
individualism in a different manner, rather than proposing a new terminology.
Sampson (1988), for example, explained cultural differences in the concept of self by
making a distinction within the individualism paradigm. He proposed a self-
contained individualism for more Western society, especially the American concept
of self where one has strict self-boundaries; and ensembled individualism as an
alternative construal of self which reflects permeable self-boundaries. One can easily
notice that this conceptualization doesn’t exclude individualism even while trying to
provide an alternative way to explain a different concept of the self. Moreover, using
the individualism-collectivism (I-C) paradigm may not be the best way to describe
cultural differences in self-construal because it contains not only self-oriented
explanations but also reflects the cultural values, norms and rules of groups
(Kagitgibasi, 1997). Therefore, focusing on self and other relations in terms of
separateness and relatedness gives a better understanding of self-construal at the
culture level (Kagit¢ibasi, 2017).

Considering separateness and relatedness as a psychological dimension of
individualism and collectivism, one can draw a broad distinction as a self-contained,
self-sufficient self with strict boundaries against the other is akin to a separate and
more individualist self; and a self with permeable boundaries corresponds to a related
self reflecting a more collectivist self (Kagit¢ibasi, 2017). In order to describe similar

distinctions between different self-construals, an independence and interdependence
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dimension also were proposed (Kagit¢ibasi, 1990; Markus & Kitayama, 1991).
These dimensions were frequently used to explain certain cultural differences in self-
construal. Markus and Kitayama (1991), for example, stressed the strong distinction
between two self-construal styles as independent self for American culture and
interdependent self for Asian cultures considering the fact that the importance of the
other defining one’s self is based on whether one’s culture prioritizes separation from
the other or connectedness with the other. It has been discussed that while American
parents emphasize the importance of self-sufficiency and autonomy, Japanese
parents stress the relations with the others and harmony with the community.
Autonomy was considered secondary while relatedness was primary for the
interdependent self (Markus & Kitayama, 1991).

On the other hand, a detailed analysis of underlying aspects of self-
development was regarded as necessary to comprehend this cultural diversity rather
than bipolar conceptualizations. The proposal of an interpersonal distance and
agency dimension allows us not only to comprehend cultural diversity in self-
construal according to where people stand in each dimension but also to raise a
possibility of convergence where autonomy can be achieved within connectedness
(Kagitgibasi, 2005). One person can have both independent and interdependent
orientations but she or he might rely on them interchangeably according to different
situations and times (Kagitcibasi, 2017).

Moreover, Kagit¢ibasi (2017) argued that global social change also leads to a
convergence of autonomy and relatedness. Urbanization, for example, has led to an
important shift in lifestyles such as increasing opportunities for education and
employment for both genders. As a result, economical interdependency and

hierarchy in families decreased, creating more room for autonomy. However,
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Kagit¢ibasi (2017) also points out the influence of globalization (e.g., mass media)
on self-construal in different cultures. Since mass media is under the influence of
American industry mostly, the spreading view would be independence and
autonomous-separate self. For example, it is claimed that there is a growing tendency
toward being more autonomous, especially among young adults in developing

countries (Mayer, 2013).

1.2.1.2 Psychoanalytic ideas about different construal of self

Classical psychoanalytic theory has been considered as having a very Western
approach to selfhood (Roland, 1995) and thus not attending to other ways of being a
self; for example, Mahler’s (1972) separation and individuation hypothesis posited
the importance of separation in order to develop a healthy and individuated sense of
self. However, relational psychoanalysis showed that the role of relationality is
indispensable for the human psyche (Greenberg & Mitchell, 1983). This approach
signified a shift in recent psychoanalytic studies from a one-person psychology to a
two-person psychology where relationality matters (Fisek, 2009). For example,
Daniel Stern, a psychoanalyst who worked on mostly infant research, challenges the
widely held view of Mahler’s individuation and separation hypothesis. According to
his research on infancy, the baby has already had a view of self and others as
separate soon after birth; they are not fused as Mahler (1975) and Jacobson (1964)
suggested. These views eventually come together and create a sense of self which is
separate but connected with the other (Stern, 1985). Another infant researcher,
Lyons-Ruth added that Mahler defined an actually deviant condition as a normative
developmental stage (1991) and she pointed out a general relational mo