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ABSTRACT
The relationship between parental psychological control and the need to belong was explored
in a retrospective study involving young adults (N = 284). This study also contributed to
refinement of existing belongingness/relatedness scales by introducing a new discrepancy
measure to measure satisfaction of belongingness. Four groups namely; discrepant, insatiable,
satisfied and disengaged emerged. Discrepant ones are found to be more inhibited, exposed to
more parental control and less satisfied with their relationships. Exposure to parental
psychological control was found to impair satisfaction of belongingness through widening the
discrepancy between individuals’ actual and desired need for belongingness. The relationship
between parental psychological control and fear of negative evaluation was also found to be

mediated by emotional instability.

Key words: parental control, need to belong, relatedness, temperament, sociability, fear of

negative evaluation, neuroticism



OZET
Bu tezde ailenin psikolojik kontrolii ve aidiyet ihtiyacinin arasindaki iligki retrospektif bir
sekilde incelenmistir (N=284). Bu tez i¢in olusturulan yeni aidiyet 6lcegi mevcutta kullanilan
aidiyet ve baglilik dlgeklerinin de gelistirilmesine katkida bulunmustur. Olusturulan yeni
Olcege gore dort grup ortaya ¢cikmistir. Gergekteki aidiyet ihtiyact ve arzu edilen aidiyet
ihtiyaci arasinda farklilik yasayanlarin digerlerine gore sosyallik egilimlerinin daha diisiik,
ailenin psikolojik kontroliine daha ¢ok maruz kalmis ve iliskilerinden daha az tatminkar
oldugu bulunmustur. Bununla birlikte, ge¢gmiste ailenin psikolojik kontroliine maruz kalmanin
gercekte ve istenen aidiyet ihtiyaglarinin arasindaki farki arttirarak aidiyet ihtiyacinin tatmin
edilmesine etki ettigi bulunmustur. Ayrica, ailenin psikolojik kontroliiniin katilimcilarda
negatif degerlendirilme korkusu ve duygusal dengesizlik agisindan bir iliski oldugu
gozlemlenmistir.
Anahtar Sozciikler: psikolojik control, aidiyet ihtiyaci, baglilik, mizac, sosyallik, negatif

degerlendirilme korkusu, nevroz
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Chapter 1

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 General

Forming relationships and staying connected with other people is a fundamental need
essential for survival. Indeed, in most models of motivation, the need to belong is seen as the
ultimate social motive that affects other motives such as the need to enhance the self or to
gain respect. Naturally, there are individual and cultural differences in the need to belong.
However, antecedents of these differences have not been sufficiently explored yet or the
evidence remains indirect (Soenens & Vansteenkiste, 2010). In particular, the developmental
antecedents have been neglected. Because our first relationships begin to be formed within the
family, we reasoned that early experiences with parents should be especially critical in
development of differences in belongingness need. Thus, the goal of the present study was to
examine the relevance of one such possible developmental antecedent—exposure to intrusive
and controlling parenting.

Psychologically controlling parenting can affect the development of the self in a few
ways (Barber, 1996; Soenens & Vansteenkiste, 2010). For instance, it can impair
development of autonomy, self-concept clarity, or trust in other people. To the extent that
control is also used to govern the social relationships of the child, excessive control can also
affect children’s ability to form and maintain relationships with others; their image, and the
satisfaction they receive from being with other people. Psychologically controlling parenting
can foster fear of negative evaluation and hence affect self-esteem of the children as well
(Koydemir- Ozden & Demir, 2009). However, the likelihood observing these effects may

vary as a function of certain personality and temperament characteristics: Sociable children,
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for instance, may be less affected by such manipulative control practices than relatively more
inhibited children: Even if sociable children may have a hard time at home, their interest in
forming and maintaining relationships with other people can help them to overcome likely
problems associated with psychologically controlling parenting. On the other hand, relatively
inhibited and reserved children may withdraw from social life altogether.
1.2 Purpose of the Research

The major goal of the present study will be to examine the relationship between parent
psychological control and need to belong in a retrospective study to explore the differences in
the need to belong. The detrimental effects of parent psychological control to affect social
relationships such as fear of negative evaluation and emotional instability are also examined.
As I will describe later, this required refining the measurement of the need to belong.
Depending on the actual level of belongingness, higher scores in the need to belong may
imply different motivations with different antecedents and outcomes—but these subtleties
cannot be captured with existing measures as they do not make a distinction between desired

and actual level of belongingness.



Chapter 2

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1.1 Belongingness: Relating Oneself to Others

As mentioned above, there is consensus in theories of social motivation that
belongingness is an essential need that affects other basic needs like understanding,
controlling, self-enhancing and trusting (see Figure 1; for reviews, see e.g., Baumeister &

Leary, 1995; Pittman & Zeigler, 2007; Stevens & Fiske, 1995).
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Figure 1. Theories of basic human needs (Pittman & Zeigler, 2007)

For instance, the need to belong has a central place in the sociometer theory.
According to this theory, people constantly monitor their acceptance by others. Indeed, self-
esteem might have evolved to monitor one’s social acceptance—Ilike a gauge going up or
down as a function of perceptions of acceptance (Leary & Baumeister, 2000). There is ample

evidence showing that self-esteem decreases significantly when people are rejected or



disapproved by others (e.g., Leary, Cottrell, & Philips, 2001; Leary, Haupt, Strausser &
Chokel, 1998). It hurts even when this rejection comes from total strangers (Bourgeois &
Leary, 2001).
2.1.2 Strategies for Inclusion

Attributes such as being friendly or outgoing may facilitate people’s acceptance by
others; but, there are also certain things that people do to increase their chances of acceptance.
For instance, disclosing personal information about the self or aligning opinions and
behaviors to reduce disagreement with others are some of the things that people do
consciously or unconsciously to be accepted (De Cremer & Leonardelli, 2003; Goffman,
1959; Leary, 2009; Leary & Kowalski, 1990; Schlenker et al., 1994; Worthy, Gary & Kahn,
1969). However, these strategies can come at a cost: Constantly checking whether or not
acceptance is at risk or the fear of being evaluated negatively can make people anxious (Leary
& Kelly, 2009). Thus, there should be an intricate relationship between need to belong and
fear of negative evaluation.

2.1.3 Links to Evolution

Staying connected with people and belonging to groups naturally increase the chances
of survival and reproduction. Food and shelter may become more accessible, and threats can
be warded off more easily when people work together (Kameda & Tindale, 2006). Hunting in
groups, sharing food, taking care of children all become easier when people cooperate and
form relations with one another (Baumeister & Leary, 1995).

2.1.4 Links to health and well being

There is evidence showing that forming relationships and staying connected with
others enhances health and well-being (for a review, see Baumeister & Leary, 1995).
Receiving social support from others can makes problems easier to solve and also decreases

stress over shoulders. For example, Cohen et al. (1986) earlier found that social support can



be an adaptive resource for people who are stressed. Sharing emotions such as happiness,
sadness and worries can remind people that they are not alone and there are others who share
their experiences. If so, indicants of social capital and support such as being married and
volunteering in the community should improve subjective well-being; perhaps even life
expectancy. Indeed, Helliwell and Putnam (2004) found that being married, having a family
and involvement in community relations were all positively related to health outcomes and
life satisfaction. Links to physical health were established by showing that indicants of
interactions with others such as sociability were found to increase life expectancy among
heart disease patients and to afford greater protection against ailments such as common cold
and flu (Berkman & Syme, 1979; Case et al., 1992; Cohen et al., 1997). Even in absence of
stress, positive effects of social interaction on health and well-being remain significant
(Cohen, 2004). In sum, staying connected with others and having a sense of belonging are
essential to survival, health, and well-being. In this study, our first aim was to examine the
antecedents of differences in the need to belong since it is an important and fundamental need
to be satisfied.
2.1.5 Distinction between Actual and Desired Levels of Belonging

In the literature, there are various measures of need to belong (e.g., Deci & Ryan,
2000; Leary et al., 2007; Kagitcibasi 2005; 2007). In general, these measures assess people’s
desire for affiliation, belonging, and relationships, while placing little or no emphasis on the
actual degree to which this need is satisfied or not. In other words, they merely tap on the
value people place on belonging and relationships. We believe there is a problem with these
conceptualizations: Depending on how people feel about the actual level of belonging, a high
score on a measure of need to belong can mean different things. When the actual level is low,
a high score would imply an unfulfilled need (discrepancy); when the actual level is high,

however, a high score would mean that the person is satisfied and simply wants to enjoy that



satisfaction even more (insatiableness). Similarly, when the actual level is high, somebody
having a low score on the need to belong will look as if he or she does not care much about
belonging and relationships; where indeed he or she would simply be a person who has met
this need. On the other hand, some people will have low scores on both grounds; unlike the
satisfieds, these people would be better regarded as the disengaged.

What we suggest here is that, the need to belong should not be considered along a
single continuum, but two continua—one for the actual level and another for the desired level
(see, Figure 2). Those who score high in both measures could be regarded as the “insatiable.”
Those who score low on both actual and desired measures could be regarded as “disengaged”
as they probably do not have satisfactory close relationships but they are happy with it and not
interested in forming or maintaining relationships. The third group which could be named as
“satisfied” because this group of people are happy with their relationships and they do not
seek forming any further ones. Finally, fourth group could be named as “discrepant” because
this group of people does not currently have close relationships and they desire to form and
maintain one. In other words, discrepant group has lower actual levels but higher desired
levels of belongingness. In sum, there can be two types of people who are high in the need to
belong, just as there are two types of people who are low in the need to belong. It is not
possible to draw such distinctions with existing measures of the need to belong.

In his self-discrepancy theory, Higgins (1987) earlier made a distinction between
ideal, actual and ought self. Actual self is characterized by the extent a person’s attributes that
he/she believes to possess whereas ideal self is characterized by attributes that other people
like oneself ideally to possess. Our proposition is in line with this theoretical explanation yet
rather than emphasizing on personal attributes, we emphasized on the relationship side. We
propose here is that people might have connections in their real lives that denotes actual level

of belongingness and they might also could desire to have more connections that denotes their



desired level of belongingness. Higgins (1987) also proposed that to the extent discrepancy
becomes larger between a person’s actual and ideal self, then person experiences a discomfort
or frustration. Regarding this, we propose that people who have low actual levels of
belongingness yet high desired levels of belongingness (discrepant) group should also have
discomfort since they have an unfulfilled basic need for relatedness.

Indeed, when we examined the convergent validity of existing measures on relatedness
and the need to belong (Kagit¢ibasi, 2007; La Guardia, Ryan, Couchman, & Deci, 2000;
Leary et al., 2007) in a pilot study we saw that scores on these measures were only weakly
correlated with one another (s <.32). Hence, for the purpose of the present study, we
developed an additional set of questions designed to capture whether or not this need is
subjectively fulfilled by asking people questions about their actual and desired levels of
belongingness or relatedness.

Desired Level
High
High Need to Belong Discrepant Insatiable

Actual Level

<+ > High

Low

Disengaged Satisfied

Low Need to Belong

.

Low
Figure 2. Belongingness Categories Based on Actual and Desired Levels
2.2 Development in Context
As mentioned at the onset, the goal of this research was to see how early parenting

practices such as control affects the emergence of discrepancies in the actual and desired level



of belongingness and other attributes such as the fear of negative evaluation. In their recent
review of parent psychological control and self- determination theory, Soenens &
Vansteenkiste (2010) argued that parental psychological control can have need-thwarting
effects yet there is no direct evidence for showing it. In this respect, we thought that parents
are crucial in the formation of relationships and might affect relationship outcomes.
Therefore, parent psychological control is worth examining as an antecedent of the need to
belong.
2.2.1 Proximal Environment: Parental Control

Parental control is a complex construct that can have both positive and negative
consequences for child development depending on how it is performed by parents and how it
is perceived by the child (Barber, 1996; Kagit¢ibasi, 2005; Soenens & Vansteenkiste, 2010).
According to Barber (1996), whereas monitoring and regulation of behaviors are necessary
for preventing deviant behaviors, psychological control which is characterized by guilt
induction and limiting autonomy, could result in internalizing behaviors such as depression
and anxiety. Psychologically controlling parents tend to be unresponsive to the child’s needs
and they typically want their children to behave in line with their expectations. Since parental
control will disrupt relationships formation and maintenance, we hypothesized that it will also
decrease the satisfaction gained from friend and family relationships.

2.2.2 Domain Specific Approach to Psychological Control

Some researchers also differentiated psychological control within itself. For instance,
according to Soenens et al. (2010), there were two types of psychological control:
Dependency oriented and achievement oriented. Dependency oriented psychological control
refers to parents’ manipulation of bond and their expectations of dependency from their child.
This type of control suppresses the development of the self by restricting autonomy and

fostering insecurity— internalizing symptoms such as depression have been reported as an



outcome of this type of control. On the other hand, achievement oriented psychological
control refers to parents’ contingency of their love upon child’s achievements. In this process,
the child develops a self- critical orientation, which again makes the child vulnerable to
experience depressive symptoms (Soenens et al., 2010).
223 Psychological Control from Self Determination Perspective

In a review of the literature, Soenens and Vansteenkiste (2010) recently proposed an
account consistent with the self- determination theory (SDT) perspective. According to SDT,
controlling environments can impede the process of internalization whereas autonomy
supportive environments foster it. Controlling environments are typically characterized by
contingencies, punishments, rewards or love withdrawal or guilt induction. On the other hand,
there is typically greater responsiveness to the needs of the children in autonomy supportive
environments; for instance, parents communicate with the child more, respond to his or her
needs and explain the reasons for constraining behavior. For SDT, as long as psychological
control does not involve granting autonomy and freedom of choice, it also enters to the
behavioral domain. For example, Kakihara et al. (2010) found when there are restrictions on
their choices; adolescents do not differentiate between two dimensions of control. When they
felt over controlled, their self-esteem dropped and depressive symptoms increased and this
was especially true for the ones who are in older age. Although different types of control are
associated with specific outcomes, parents’ intrusive control will be the focus in this study.

2.2.4 Consequences of Psychological Control

Limiting child’s autonomy through psychological control can have long lasting
negative effects since autonomy and relatedness are both so critical for healthy functioning
(Deci & Ryan, 2000; Kagitcibasi, 2005). Consistently pressuring a child to act on parental
expectations, however, can impede autonomy development and thus healthy functioning. As a

consequence, if a child feels insecure or does not develop a clear-cut notion of the self, certain



problems can arise. Assor et al. (2004), for instance, found that college students who did not
perceive unconditional regard from parents felt rejected and disapproved; furthermore, their
self-esteem fluctuated more than those who perceived unconditional regard from parents. In
another study, adolescents affiliated with deviant peer groups reported greater levels of
intrusion by their parents into their relationships with friends than adolescents who were not
affiliated with such deviant groups (Soenens et al., 2007). Thus, restrictive and pressuring
control may bring about negative developmental outcomes, presumably by restricting
autonomy development.

2.24.1 Psychological Control and Fear of Negative Evaluation

A child brought up in a pressuring and controlling environment (e.g., through rewards,
punishment, or conditional love) can feel insecure and fearful of other’s reactions and
evaluations. In other words, parental control could be one of the antecedents of the fear of
negative evaluation, which is an important individual difference variable linked to many
aspects of social life (Leary, 1983; Koydemir- Ozden & Demir, 2009).

Fear of negative evaluation (FNE) refers to people’s concern about others’ negative
thoughts and feelings about them (Leary, 1983). While some degree of FNE may be adaptive
and necessary for maintaining relationships with others, when it exceeds a certain threshold, it
can be maladaptive. People who score high on FNE tend to be very attentive and anxious
about situational cues or signs for acceptance and rejection, and they try to avoid
circumstances that can bring about negative evaluations. Furthermore, they can be too
concerned with the impressions that they leave on other people (Leary, 1983). Consequently,
shyness and social anxiety are common among people high in FNE. People who are socially
anxious desire for close relationships; however, because of their fear of others’ evaluations,
they may have difficulty forming and maintaining relationships. In other words, socially

anxious people seem to face with an approach- avoidance dilemma (DeWall et al., 2011;
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Silvia & Kwapil, 2011). With regard to this recent account, then it is possible to expect that
those who score high in fear of negative evaluation could have a larger discrepancy between
their desired and actual levels of belongingness. Furthermore, in a recent study with Turkish
university students, Koydemir-Ozden & Demir, 2009) found some evidence that parent
strictness is related to fear of negative evaluation.

Besides its relationship to social anxiety, FNE has been also found to relate to
loneliness. Jackson (2007), for instance, found that adolescents who are exposed to
overprotection by parents and fearful of negative evaluation tend to be lonely, presumably
suggesting that their belongingness need is not satisfied—a question that I will address more
directly in this research: Examining the relationship between family and parenting practices to
FNE will hopefully allow us to develop a better understanding of healthy satisfaction of
belongingness need. In that regard, by way of increasing FNE, parental control can affect
relationship outcomes—for instance, by generating a discrepancy between an individual’s
actual and desired level of the belongingness need; and such discrepancies may affect self-
development adversely. Therefore, we hypothesized that there will be a positive relationship
between parental psychological control and fear of negative evaluation.

2.2.4.2 Emotional Instability and Parental Control

As another negative effect, there is some evidence to suggest that psychological
control may affect relationships by way of increasing emotional instability. The pressuring
and unpredictable environment associated with control can make children anxious, and hence
more vulnerable to experience negative emotions and depression. In a study, adolescent girls’
depressive symptoms were positively lined to the amount of control that they perceived from
parents (Zemore & Rinholm, 1989). In another study, emotional instability was linked to
higher levels of parental restrictions on behavior (Reti et al., 2002). More importantly, in a

study by Malone et al. (2012), those who scored high in neuroticism were found to report low
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levels of belongingness. Thus, there is some indirect evidence suggesting that increasing
emotional instability may be another path through which psychological control brings about
discrepancies in the belonging need. In line with this, it is also very likely that the relationship
between parental psychological control and fear of negative evaluation will be mediated by
emotional instability (neuroticism) as well (Barber & Harmon, 2002).
2.2.4.3 Sociable Temperament and Parental Control

Temperament refers to relatively stable and “constitutionally based” differences in
behaviors that are detectable from very early ages (Sanson, 2004). Of the many dimensions of
temperament; our focus in this study will be on inhibition/sociability or approach/withdrawal.
One end of it is inhibition/withdrawal and other end is sociability/approach. This temperament
dimension plays a role in predicting internalizing behavior problems such as anxiety,
depression and shyness (for a review, Sanson, 2004). The relation is even evident in
toddlerhood and the effect continues through the adolescence. For example, Schwartz,
Snidman and Kagan (1996) found that 61% of the inhibited toddlers showed social anxiety
symptoms when they became adolescents compared to 27% of the toddlers who were not
inhibited. Furthermore, there is some evidence suggesting that inhibited children are
vulnerable to experience social development problems when they are exposed to controlling
parenting. Rubin, Burgess and Hastings (2002), for instance, found that inhibited two-year
olds who had intrusive parents continued to be socially reticent later on, displaying symptoms
such as withdrawal and anxiety while interacting with peers later at age four. Miller et al.,
2011°’s study with fifth-grade children recently showed that peer exclusion and shyness are
associated with both mother and father control. Thus, inhibition puts a great risk on forming
relationships with others and it is likely that intrusive parenting disrupts sociable tendencies
since it increases fear and anxiety in children which has a negative effect on satisfaction of

belongingness need. On the other hand, negative effects of temperament like inhibition could
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be reversed with supportive parenting. In this respect, Belsky et al.(2007) in their “differential
susceptibility” hypothesis, contended that some children are more vulnerable to both negative
and positive effects of environment — parenting — due to their temperamental characteristics.
Considering these, there is a possibility that the inhibited children could be affected more by
parent psychological control to experience more discrepancies between their actual and
desired levels of belongingness. However, there is also another possibility that parent
psychological control might affect disrupt sociable tendencies in child since parents have a
potential for interfering the relationship formation and maintenance of the child. For example,
if parents tell their children not to be friends with a specific person or member of a specific
group, this might negatively affect children’s actual relationships.
2.3  The Present Study

In summary, in this study we expect to test the following hypotheses that parental
psychological control will widen the discrepancy between actual and desired levels of
belongingness. In addition, the positive between psychological control and fear of negative
evaluation will increase anxiety and fear in children therefore will be mediated by emotional
instability. Furthermore, we thought that parental psychological control will also by way of
decreasing satisfaction gained from relationships either friends or family and sociable

tendencies will have an effect on actual and desired levels of belongingness.
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Chapter 3

3. METHOD
3.1  Participants

Participants were 284 young adults (184 women and 100 men) recruited from a
university participant pool and social media services like Facebook. Ninety-five percent of the
participants were either university students or graduates; while the rest were high-school
graduates (Mage = 22; SD = 3.17; range 17 to 32). Neither age nor gender made a significant
difference in the analyses; hence, they will not be discussed in the following sections.

3.2  Measures

Participants were guided to an Internet-based survey involving the following
measures. (Appendix A displays the items of all of the measures used in the survey.)

Need to Belong: To measure need to belong, we used Leary and colleagues’(2007) 10-
item measure, which includes items such as “I want other people to accept me” or “I have a
strong need to belong” rated along 5-point scales (ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 =
strongly agree). Reliability of the scale was sufficient; therefore, items were averaged to
create an index of need to belong (o = .78).

Actual and Desired Levels of Belongingness: The need to belong scale does not
include any items directly addressing the actual level of belonging. Instead, the items seem to
tap more on how much people value belonging and relationships. Therefore, we developed a
new set of items designed to capture people’s desire for belonging more directly. For
instance, we asked people to indicate whether or not they agree with the following statements:
“I wish I had more friends”, “I wish I could belong to more groups”, “I wish people around
me accepted me more.” These statements were very slightly modified to capture the actual

level of belonging (e.g., “I think I have adequate number of friends”, “I have sufficient
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number of groups that I belong to”’). Almost identical wording was used across these
measures to allow computation of difference scores if deemed necessary. Each of the
measures contained seven items and were sufficiently reliable (o = .88 and .92, for the actual
and desired level of belongingness respectively).

Satisfaction with Family and Friend Relations: We additionally asked participants to
indicate their satisfaction with their friends and family separately to further understand how
they perceive relationships with others. These questions are also like a control questions to
double check whether our new measure taps on the satisfaction levels (see, Appendix A).

Parental Psychological Control: We measured parental psychological control using
the 8-item Psychological Control Scale that is constructed by Barber (1996; see Appendix B).
Participants answered each question for mothers and fathers separately. The reliability of the
scale was satisfactory for both mothers (a0 =.87) and fathers (a =.87). Whether psychological
control was coming mainly from the father or the mother was not very important for the
purposes of the present study. Thus, we took the mean for mother and father control and
created a composite score called “parental psychological control.”

Sociable Temperament: We used the 10- item extraversion/surgency subscale of the
Adult Temperament Questionnaire (Evans & Rothbart, 2007; see Appendix C). Responses
were averaged to create an index of sociability or extraversion (a = .81).

Neuroticism/Emotional Instability: To measure neuroticism, we used 8 items from
the brief big five inventory developed by Benet-Martinez and John (1998) and John and
Srivastava (1999; see Appendix D). Reliability for this scale was satisfactory (o =.80).

Fear of Negative Evaluation: To measure fear of negative evaluation, we used
Leary’s 12-item scale (1983), which is intended to measure people’s concern and anxiety for
being evaluated negatively by other people (see Appendix E). The reliability of the scale was

.90.
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Rejection Anxiety: We selected seven items addressing rejection anxiety from
Downey and Feldman's (1996) Rejection Sensitivity Questionnaire (RSQ), which was adapted
into Turkish by Ozen, Siimer and Demir (2010; see Appendix F). The items that we selected
described hypothetical situations such as a person asking a new acquaintance for a date, and
asked how much anxiety would the respondent feel in each kind of situation (a = .78).

Demographics and Family Environment: Finally, we collected demographic
information such as age, gender, education, and number of siblings. In addition, we asked
questions about the family climate and sibling relationships for exploratory analyses and

control purposes (see Appendix G).
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Chapter 4

4. RESULTS

Table 1 displays correlations among important variables and the relevant descriptive
statistics. As expected, need to belong as measured with Leary’s widely used scale correlated
significantly with our measure of desire for belonging (» = .45) but not with actual level of
belonging (r =.07). Thus, when someone scores high on the need to belong scale, it cannot be
ascertained whether this person has a seriously unfulfilled need or he or she is just an
insatiable person in terms of relationships; whereas the latter would imply higher scores on
actual belonging, the former would imply lower scores on actual belonging.

The first three columns of Table 1 clearly show that this distinction is very important.
For instance, satisfaction with family and friend relationships should be related to the need to
belong. When assessed with the widely used need to belong scale, this relationship does not
emerge (rs <.06). The measures that we constructed for the purposes of this study, however,
significantly predict people’s satisfaction with their relationships: Satisfaction is positively
correlated with actual level of belongingness (» = .32 and .63, for parents and friends
respectively); but negatively correlated with the desired level of belongingness (» = —.18 and
—.42, for parents and friends respectively). These data suggest that the widely used need to
belong scale (Leary, 2007) could be improved by making it sensitive to the distinction
between actualized and desired level of belonging.
4.1 Types of Belongingness Based on Actual and Desired Level of Belongingness

To differentiate groups of individuals shown in Figure 2, we discretized scores on the
actual and desired level of belonging. ' According to these analyses, about 32% of the
participants could be classified as “insatiable.” They reported having a lot of relationships and

belonging to groups, but they still wanted more (high scores on both actual and desired levels

17



of belonging). At the other extreme, about 4% of the sample could be regarded as the
disengaged: Even though they did not have many relationships and belonging to groups, they
indicated not having any interest in forming and maintaining relationships. The largest group
(53%) was the group that could be regarded as the “satisfied.” Actual level of belonging for
this group was very high; but the desired level was not. In other words, these participants
seemed to be happy with their relationships. The fourth group is perhaps the most critical one
(11%)—the group that seemed to experience a discrepancy in their actual and desired levels.

People in this group are not satisfied with their current relationships and they desire for more.
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Table 1

19

Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations among Variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 M  SD
Variables

1. Need to belong 3.44  0.58
2. Actual belongingness .07 3.99  0.65
3. Desired belongingness A5HE — 43k 2.80 0.86
4. Parental psychological control 05 = 17F* 15k 2.05 0.66
5. Mother control -01  —.15*% .01 - 2.10  0.81
6. Father control .01 —13% 16%* - 36%* 2.00 0.79
7. Satisfaction w/ family relations .04 32k — ] 8%F — 50%* — 43%*k — gk 411 0.93
8. Satisfaction w/ friend relations 05 63%F  —42%% —DO¥k —DTHE — [QkE 53k 4.04 0.82
9. Sociability —23%%F 40F* - 20%F —22%F — [QF* — 7K 20%Ek  50** 5.35 0.98
10. Neuroticism 27FF =201k Axx QyFEk S QDFEk PokE D3k PRk — J HE 3.13 0.73
11. Fear of negative evaluation S8FF %k Sk 7Rk 4% ]5%F — 1] —25%F — 06  .54%* 3.09 0.71
12. Rejection anxiety 26%F  —13*%  27%*  22%x  ]5%  22%*¥  — 3% —14% —(09 34%* 46** 3.18 0.90

*p <.05 **p <01l
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4.2  Differentiating Two Types of People with High Need to Belong

To reiterate the importance of conceptualizing the need to belong along two continua
rather than one, we compared groups identified in Figure 2 along several dimensions (see
Table 2). The differences between the two high-need-to-belong groups are of importance in
particular (i.e., the discrepancy group vs. the insatiable group). Both of these groups have a
high desire for more relationships and belonging, but the former one has actualized this need
to a lesser extent. The question is whether or not the two groups are different on other
measures such as sociability and control as well.

4.2.1 Sociability and Satisfaction with Relationship

Table 2 shows that people in the insatiable group (M= 5.37, SD= 0.82) were more
sociable than people in the discrepancy group (M= 4.62, SD=1.30;d =0.69, p <. 01).

The two groups were different with respect to the satisfaction that they got from
relationships with family and peers as well. Not surprisingly, individuals experiencing a
discrepancy seemed to be less satistfied with their family relations (M = 3.66, SD = 1.23) than
the insatiable (M = 4.12, SD = 0.79, p = .06). Although this difference is marginally
significant, it is worth mentioning. The difference was notable, however, when the
relationships with friends were taken into account. The discrepant group was significantly less
satisfied in their relationships with friends than the insatiable group (M = 2.88, SD= 1.12 vs.
M =4.03,SD =0.53;d=1.32,p <. 01).

4.2.2 Parental Psychological Control

The measure of parental psychological control had a range from 1 to 5, but the highest
level of control observed was 4.13. Furthermore, only 10 out of 284 participants had control
scores higher than or equal to 3.50. Thus, a high level of psychological control was not
common in the present sample. Consequently, given this range restriction, it was not very

easy to detect differences between groups. Nonetheless, the means were in expected direction:



The discrepant group had the highest average exposure to psychological control among all
four groups (M = 2.24, SD = 0.74).

Because of the range restriction problem, we also examined the proportion of
individuals who were exposed to higher levels of parental control (Ms > 3.5) in each group.
As expected, 44% of the participants in the discrepancy group were exposed to higher levels
of intrusive parental control, while this number was significantly lower and roughly equal in
the other three groups (23% in the insatiable group; 24% in the satisfied group; 25% in the
disengaged group). These data provide the first piece of evidence for the detrimental effect of
parental control on the need to belong. To reiterate, it would not be possible to observe this
relationship with the traditional measure of the need to belong; making a distinction between
actual and desired level of belongingness allowed us to see this relationship.

4.2.3 Fear of Negative Evaluation and Rejection Anxiety

The groups differed from each other in terms of the fear of negative evaluation as
well, F(3,280) = 24, p <.0001 (see Table 2). Specifically, fear of negative evaluation was
higher for the groups with greater desire for belongingness (i.e., the discrepant and the
insatiable) than for the satisfied and the disengaged. Ironically, desire for greater
belongingness seem to make people more anxious about being evaluated negatively, 7(284) =
.54, p <.001 and it was negatively correlated with actual level of belongingness #(284)=
—.22,p < .01 (see, Table 1).

In addition, we mentioned that insatiable and satisfied groups both score high in actual
level of belongingness compared to discrepant and disengaged ones. One can ask then what
makes insatiable group to desire for more connections although they have already actualized
their belongingness need. In this respect, fear of negative evaluation and rejection anxiety
appear to create an important difference between these two groups. As seen in Table 2,

insatiable group has a higher rejection anxiety (M= 3.47, SD= 0.87) and a higher fear of
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negative evaluation (M= 3.43, SD= 0.68) than individuals who are satisfied with their
relations. Therefore, this fear of rejection might make insatiable group to be unsatisfied with

their current relationships and desire for more of them.
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Table 2. Belongingess Group Comparisons

Insatiable Discrepant Satisfied Disengaged F )4
N=90 N=32 N= 150 N=12
Sociability M= 5.37a M= 4.62 M= 5.58, M= 4.45, 13.77 p<.001
SD=0.82 SD=1.30 SD= 084 SD=1.22
Satisfaction with M=4.12, M= 3.66y M= 4.19, M=4.17, 2.96 p< .04
family relations
SD=0.79 SD=1.23 SD= 0.88 SD=1.33
Satisfaction with M= 4.03, M= 288, M= 431, M= 3.83, 37.50 p<.001
friend relations
SD= 0.53 SD=1.12 SD= 0.65 SD= 0.94
Parental Control M= 2.06, M=2.24, M=2.01, M=2.05, 1.08 p> .30
SD= 0.60 SD=0.74 SD= 0.64 SD= 0.98
Fear of Negative M= 343, M= 3.52, M= 2.80 M= 3.03, 24.00 p<.001
Evaluation
SD= 0.68 SD=0.72 SD= 0.58 SD= 0.69
Rejection Anxiety M= 3.47, M= 3.35, M=297, M= 3.19, 6.64 p<.001
SD= 0.87 SD=1.03 SD=0.82 SD=1.02
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4.3  Detrimental Effects of Parental Control on Actualizing Belongingness Need

Taken together, the findings reported in Table 2 verify that the traditional
conceptualization and measurement of the need to belong with a focus on only the desired
level of belongingness can be problematic—actual level of belongingness should also be
taken into account. Thus, there can be different types of individuals high in the need to belong
and these differences can be associated with different antecedents and outcomes.

As shown in Table 2, psychological control is one of those antecedents that makes a
difference. Parental psychological control lies at the core of this differentiation because this
type of control is likely to affect both relationships and the development of the self. Possible
pathways that link parental psychological control to need to belong have never been explored
before. In the following sections, I will show that parental psychological control is likely to
affect the need to belong by way of reducing their children’s emotional stability, sociability,
and the satisfaction attained from relationships.

4.3.1 Parental Control’s Mediation with Satisfaction from Friend and Family
Relations on Actual and Desired Levels of Belongingness

One important difference between the discrepant and the insatiable group was their
difference in the actual level of belonging they experienced. Thus, psychological control may
be affecting the need to belong by way of decreasing the actual level of belonging people
perceived.

We reasoned that one pathway through which these differences might arise was
through the satisfaction gained from friend and family relationships. Specifically,
psychological control may negatively affect actual level of belongingness by way of
constraining the satisfaction people get from their close relationships. We followed Baron and
Kenny’s procedures (1986) in testing this idea. For the first step, parental control was found to

be a significant predictor of actual level of belongingness (B= —.17, F(1, 282) =8.57, p <.01).



For the second step, parental control was also a significant predictor of satisfaction with friend

relations which is the mediator (B= —.29, F(1, 282)=25.00, p <.01). In the third step,

mediator appeared to be a significant predictor of actual level of belongingness (f= .63, F(1,

282) = 185.03, p <.01). In the fourth step, when satisfaction with friend relations was entered

into the model, parental control became a nonsignificant predictor of actual level of

belongingness. We followed the same procedure for satisfaction with family relations. The

results presented in Figure 3 supports these mediational links.

[

Parental Psychological
Control

|

Parental Psychological
Control

1

Satisfaction with

Friend Relations

63%(.63%)

A Actual Level of
L4
Belongingness

-.17%(.009)

|

Satisfaction with
Family Relations

32%(31%)

; Actual Level of
L4 .
Belongingness

-17%(-.02)

|

Figure 3. Values are standardized regression coefficients. *p < .05

These results support our hypothesis that one way parental control widens the gap

between actual and desired levels of belongingness is by way of lowering the satisfaction
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people gain from their relationships with friends and family. Thus, psychological control may

constraint the actual level of belongingness.

We have also run the same mediational analyses with desired level of belongingness

as follows: (see, Figure 3.1).

Parental Psychological
Control

-.50%

Parental Psychological
Control

Satisfaction with

Friend Relations

-42%(-41%)

v

[ Desired Level of ]
15%(.04) Belongingness

Satisfaction with

Family Relations

- 18%(-.13%)

v

Desired Level of
15%(.09) Belongingness

Figure 3.1. Values are standardized regression coefficients. *p <.05

According to the mediational analyses with desired level of belongingness, we have

found that the parental psychological control by way of decreasing satisfaction gained from

friend and family relations decreases the desired level of belongingness.

4.3.2 Parental Control, Fear of Negative Evaluation and Emotional Instability

Another important effect of parental control is exacerbating fear of negative evaluation

which has also strong connections with inhibition and social anxiety. Individuals who are
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afraid of others’ negative evaluations tend to feel anxious and worried about acceptance
which makes them to have difficulties in forming relations (DeWall et al., 2011; Silvia &
Kwapil, 2011). We expected that psychological control would increase child’s fear of
negative evaluation.

It 1s likely that psychological control creates an unpredictable environment for the
child, which in turn increases anxiety and emotional instability of him or her. Consequently,
the roots of fear of negative evaluation may also be in the degree of psychological control
experienced during childhood. Next, we explored this possibility again with Baron and
Kenny’s (1986) procedures. We found that psychological control was positively linked to fear
of negative evaluation (B= .17, F(1,282) =8.67, p <.01). The link from psychological control
and emotional instability was also significant (= .27, F(1,282)=21.32, p <.01). Next, the
link from emotional instability to fear of negative evaluation was also significant, (B= .54,
F(1, 282)=116.70, p < .01). Finally, when psychological control and emotional instability
were entered into the model simultaneously, psychological control became a nonsignificant
predictor of fear of negative evaluation — providing strong support for the hypothesized
pathway. Thus, psychological control can increase fear of negative evaluation by way of

increasing emotional instability of the children (see Figure 5).

Emotional
Instability
(Neuroticism)

S4%(.53%)

Parental Psychological ; Fear of Negative
Control 17%03) " Evaluation

Figure 5. Values are standardized regression coefficients *p< .05
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4.3.3 Sociability as a Mediator

Our first aim was to examine the differential effects of parental control on actualizing
the belongingness need through temperament. However, we were unable to analyze this since
we have a range restriction problem in our parental psychological variable. Rather we
thought that there might be another pathway and examined the link between psychological
control and actual and desired levels of belongingness through sociability. Participants in the
discrepant group were found to be more inhibited than those in the insatiable group. Given
that the two groups were different from each other in terms of the actual level of

belongingness, our expectation to find mediation through sociability was worth exploring.

Sociability
40%(.38%)
{ Parental Psychological ] N [ Actual Level of
Control " i
ontro _17%(-09) Belongingness
Sociability
-20%(-.17%)
[ Parental Psychological J a Desired Level of
L4 .
Control 15%(12%) Belongingness

Figure 4. Values are standardized regression coefficients *p<.05
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As can be seen from Figure 4, when both psychological control and sociability were in
the model to predict actual level of belongingness, the magnitude of the relationship between
psychological control and actual level of belongingness became nonsignificant, while the link
between sociability and actual level of belongingness remained significant. These results
provide support for the hypothesis that psychological control might be decreasing the chances
of actualizing belongingness need by way of constraining the sociability of children. On the
other hand, we could not find any significant mediational relationship with psychological
control and desired level of belongingness which shows that the relationship between parental
psychological control and desired level of belongingness remains to be significant when
sociability factor has entered into the model.

4.4  Family Climate and Stressors as Controls

We have also asked about the stressors, family climate and jealousy and competition
among the siblings as control variables. We reasoned that having a supportive family member
could act as a buffer against the negative effects of parental psychological control. In the
sample, there was no relationship between family size and psychological control (Table 3).

As shown in Table 3, people who indicated having exposure parental psychological
control remembered that they had a cold family climate where conflicts frequently occurred
between family members. Furthermore, they thought that they had a difficult childhood with
many problems. In addition, those who have siblings also reported having received
differential treatment from parents and added that they had competition and jealousy with
their siblings. Furthermore, those who remember jealousy and a competition with their
sibling(s), had high desire for belongingness and high fear of negative evaluation.

Altogether, these results confirm our findings on the negative effects of parental

psychological control on satisfying the basic need for belongingness. Even though, we have
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collected the data retrospectively, our results show that the negative effects of parental control

have been long lasting.
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Table 3. Correlations between the family variables and other variables

31

Parental Need to Sociable Actual Desired Fear of
psychological belong temperament level of level of negative

control belongingness  belongingness evaluation

1. Having extended family .05 .01 —-.06 —. 14* .10 .07

2. Perceived jealousy with sibling Q23 18* .02 -.01 20%* 24%*

3. Perceived competition with sibling 24%* .16* -.07 —.19%* 24%* 28%*

4. Perceived differential treatment compared to sibling 37 .01 -.09 =11 .14 .09

5. Perceived family climate as cold ATEE -.02 = 17%* -.09 -.01 .10

6. Perceived childhood as problematic A2kE -.01 —.16%* —.12% .06 1

Note: N varies across values. * p <.05. **p <.01.
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Chapter 5

5. DISCUSSION
5.1 Introduction

The goal of this study was to explore some of the developmental antecedents of
individual differences in the need to belong. In particular, the relevance of parental
psychological control along was explored in a retrospective survey study. As expected,
exposure to parental psychological control early in life was found to be an important
antecedent of individual differences in the need to belong. It affected relationship outcomes
and the need to belong by way of disrupting children’s sociable tendencies, increasing their
emotional instability and vulnerability to negative feedback.

All of these explorations, however, required a finer understanding of what it means to
be high and low in the need to belong. Existing measures were not sensitive to the distinction
between people’s current level of belongingness and further desire for belongingness (i.e.,
actual vs. desired level of belongingness respectively). We developed additional questions to
make an existing measure sensitive to this distinction. Making this distinction allowed us to
see that higher scores in the need to belong could mean different things as a function actual
level of perceived belongingness. Thus, some of those people who are high in the need to
belong were likely to have an unfulfilled need to belong; whereas others could have fulfilled
this need, but might be in need of more—given the satisfaction they got from having many
friends and connections (i.e., insatiable group). Lower scores in the need to belong, similarly,
could mean different things as a function of the actual level of perceived belongingness (i.e.,
satisfied group vs. disengaged group). We found evidence suggesting that this is a very useful

distinction. Indeed, several of the relationships observed would not surface if we considered



the need to belong along a single continuum tapping on people’s desire for belongingness
exclusively.

We found that the two types of individuals who have a high need to belong (i.e.,
discrepants reporting lower levels of actual belongingness and the insatiables reporting higher
levels of actual belongingness) could be easily distinguished from each other: Our results
revealed that discrepant individuals tend to be less social, less satisfied with their friend and
family relations and more exposed to parental psychological control compared to insatiable
ones. Discrepant individuals are interested in forming relationships with others but our results
show that they do not have the possible means for actualizing their need.

As mentioned, people could score high in need to belong for two reasons: Either they
have an unfulfilled need or they want to cherish their existing relationships. In their study on
the deviations in need to belong (i.e., social anxiety and anhedonia) Brown et al.(2007) found
that socially anxious people wanted to stay in contact with whom they feel close and familiar
but they preferred solitude when they are with unfamiliar people. Scoring low in satisfaction
with friend and family relations and low in sociable tendencies indicate that discrepant
individuals may be experiencing an approach-avoidance dilemma, which is common in social
anxiety (De Wall et al., 2011) and this dilemma might be fostering unhealthy courses of
development. Comparing both discrepant and insatiable individuals who have a higher desire
and a fear of being evaluated negatively; discrepant individuals seems to experience more
difficulty since they do not have a buffer such as sociability against this fear and anxiety.
Their lower scoring in actual level of belongingness also supports that discrepant individuals
do not have enough connections. According to Leary and Kelly (2009), those who have a high
need to belong may be more concerned with acceptance and rejection. If the belongingness

motivation becomes excessively high, it could lead even to social anxiety disorder. The results
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of the present study confirmed that need to belong was related to fear of being evaluated
negatively, rejection anxiety and also emotional instability.

As for the insatiables, they have higher actual levels of belongingness yet they still
seek to form more relationships. Thus, it was important to identify ways in which these people
were different from those who indicated being satisfied with their level of belongingness (i.e.,
high actual & low desired). We found one major difference: The insatiable ones were more
afraid of being evaluated negatively by others and have higher levels of rejection anxiety than
the satisfieds. Bartholomew (1990) proposed four-category attachment styles one of which is
called preoccupied attachment and characterized by negative view of self and positive view of
others. Accordingly, preoccupied individuals tend to seek intimacy in their relationships and
try to compensate their negative view of self by gaining acceptance by positively viewed
others (Bartholomew, 1990; Bartholomew & Horrowitz, 1991). In this respect, Grabill &
Kerns (2000) provided support for their hypothesis that preoccupied individuals experience
difficulties in forming intimate relationships since they have high anxiety and low self —
esteem. Preoccupied individuals are found to desire intimacy from others yet they rated
themselves as lower in intimacy related measures (i.e., self - disclosure, responsiveness and
feelings of being understood, validated and cared for) which explained by their low self -
esteem. Therefore, insatiable ones remain to be unsatisfied with their current relationships’
intimacy and seek for more connections to increase their chances of being accepted by others.
Another possibility is that insatiable ones could be perceived as shallow by others within their
relationships which in turn make them to affiliate with more people where they could satisfy
their desire for intimacy.

Low need to belong, on the other hand, is associated with social detachment and
schizoid personality tendencies (Gooding, Tallent, & Matts, 2007; Leary & Kelly, 2009;

Silvia & Kwapil, 2011). However, according to our categorizations, people could score low in
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need to belong for two reasons: Either they are not interested in forming relationships with
others (i.e., disengaged) or they are already satisfied with their current relationships and does
not need more (i.e., satisfied). By taking into account their actual belongingness levels, we
were able to differentiate them. In our sample of 284 participants, only 12 of them appeared to
score low in both actual and desired levels of belongingness (i.e., disengaged). The
disengaged people’s tendencies could be associated with “social anhedonia” which is
characterized by a genuine disinterest in relationships that is not associated with fear or
anxiety. Considering these findings, it is clear that using two ends of a continuum in the need
to belong measure (high vs. low) is not enough to make these differentiations. Creating
categories of need to belong provided us richer information on revealing the differences
among the ones who have high and low need for belongingness.
5.2 Obstacle in Actualizing the Need to Belong: Effects of Parental Psychological
Control

Even though exposure to parental psychological control appeared to be rare in our
sample overall, almost half of the participants who are exposed to parental psychological
control were in the discrepancy group—in line with our expectation that psychological control
would increase the chances of having unfulfilled need to belong. Among the ones who have
high desire for belongingness, namely discrepant and insatiable, discrepant ones had lower
actual levels of belongingness. In that regard, we found that the relationship between parental
psychological control and actual level of belongingness is accounted for satisfaction gained
from family and friend relationships. In other words, parental psychological control reduces
satisfaction gained from relationships, which in turn makes people experience difficulties in
actualizing their belongingness need.

Another important finding is that, exposure to parental psychological control seemed

to have an effect on the actual level of belongingness by way of inhibiting children’s sociable
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tendencies. In other words, one major pathway through which psychological control operates
could be increased inhibition in forming and maintaining relationships. Indeed, there is
evidence showing that shyness and peer exclusion are positively associated with parental
psychological control from very earlier ages (Miller et al., 2011). Thus, psychological control
can foster emergence of discrepancies in the need to belong by impeding social development
of children.

Furthermore, we also found that parental psychological control increases fear and
anxiety among their children which constitutes a great risk for them to affiliate with others.
Our results showing that parental psychological control increases fear of negative evaluation
by others is consistent with past research from Turkey (Koydemir- Ozden & Demir, 2009).
Beyond that study, however, we found that the relationship between parental psychological
control and FNE could be mediated by differences in emotional instability (neuroticism; see
Figure 5). Related to this finding, Zemore & Rinholm (1989) found that parental intrusive
control could contribute to the development of a depression-proneness personality.

Together these findings verify that parental psychological control is an important
antecedent of individual differences in the need to belong. We reported evidence that
exposure to higher levels of control can impair satisfaction of this need by lowering sociable
tendencies and enhancing fear of negative evaluation and anxiety. Thus, causing discrepancies
in the need to belong seems to be another debilitating consequence of parental psychological
control for healthy development of the self. In this research, we present the first piece of
evidence linking psychological control to need to belong—which is perhaps the most
fundamental social motive.

We were able to verify the relevance of psychological control even in presence of the
range restriction problem in the sample, which consisted of educated participants in general:

The sample consisted of university students coming from predominantly middle and high SES
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families. There is a great deal of research showing that there is a negative relation between
education, socioeconomic status and parental psychological control (Sayil, et al., 2012;
Kagit¢ibasi, 2007). Thus, it is worth exploring these relationships in a more representative
sample in the future. With a more normal distribution for the psychological control variable,
the relationships could prove to be even stronger.

Finally, this thesis has built upon the idea that individual differences in the need to
belong, its antecedents and outcomes could be better understood by taking the actual level of
perceived belonging into account. We hope the evidence presented in this research leads to
further refinement of existing measures of the need to belong—to make them sensitive to the
distinction that we highlighted. We also hope that additional antecedents of individual
differences in the need to belong are pursued in the future—because research on this side of
the equation is still at its infancy compared to the body of research that focus on the outcomes

of differences in the need to belong.
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7. APPENDICES

Appendix A.

Need to Belong (Leary, Kelly, Cottrell & Schreindorfer, 2007)

Participants indicated their level of agreement/disagreement for each item.
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1. If other people don't seem to accept me, I don't let 2 3 4 5
it bother me.
2. I try hard not to do things that will make other 2 3 4 5
people avoid or reject me.
3. I seldom worry about whether other people care 2 3 4 5
about me.
4. I need to feel that there are people I can turn to in 2 3 4 5
times of need.
5. I want other people to accept me. 2 3 4 5
6. I do not like being alone. 2 3 4 5
7. Being apart from my friends for long periods of 2 3 4 5
time does not bother me.
8. I have a strong need to belong. 2 3 4 5
9. It bothers me a great deal when I am not included 2 3 4 5
in other people's plans.
10. My feelings are easily hurt when I feel that others 2 3 4 5

do not accept me.
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Discrepancy Measure of Belongingness
Participants indicated their level of agreement/disagreement for each item.

Actual Level of Belongingness

@ | e % .
3 ~Ne) —
CE |2 |272% |5 |02
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1. Ithink other people around me mostly 1 2 3 4 5
accept me.
2. My friends care about me sufficiently. 1 2
3. T have friends that I can spend my spare 1 2
time with.
4. When my friends go outside, they generally 1 2
invite me.
5. T have groups that I belong to. 1 2
6. 1think I have adequate number of friends. 1 2
7. 1think there is sufficient number of people 1 2
around me that I feel close to.
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Desired Level of Belongingness

1. I wish people around me could have
accepted me more.

2. I wish my friends could have taken care
about me more.

3. I wish I had more friends that I could spend
my spare time with.

4. When my friends go out, [ wish I could
have been invited more often.

5. I'wish I could belong to more groups.

6. [ wish I had more friends.

7. I wish to feel close to more people.

Satisfaction with friend and family relations

STRONGLY
DISAGREE
DISAGREE
NEITHER
AGREE NOR
DISAGREE
AGREE
STRONGLY
AGREE
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1. In general, I am happy with my relationship with 1 2 3 4 5
my friends.
2. In general, I am happy with my relationship with 1 2 3 4 5
my family.
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Participants answered these questions before passing to the parenting questionnaire part. They
did not fill the questionnaire for the deceased parents if more than 10 years passed from their
death.

Is your mother/father alive?

Yes No

For those who said yes; how many years passed when she/he died?

Less than 1 year
I year

2 years
3 years
4 years
5 years
6 years
7 years
8 years
9 years
10 years

N O 0 A O

More than 10 years
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Appendix B.
Psychological Control Scale — Youth Self Report (Barber, 1996)

In this part, participants answered the following questions thinking their relationship
with their mother and father separately. Due to space limitations it is written
father/mother.
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1. My father/mother is always trying to change how 1 2 3 4 5
I feel or think about things.
2. My father/mother changes the subject whenever I 1 2 3 4 5
have something to say.
3. My father/mother often interrupts me 1 2 3 4 5
4. My father/mother blames me for other family 1 2 3 4 5
members’ problems
5. My father/mother brings up past mistakes when 1 2 3 4 5
he criticizes me
6. My father/mother is less friendly with me if I do 1 2 3 4 5
not see things his way
7. My father/mother will avoid looking at me when 1 2 3 4 5
I have disappointed him
8. IfI have hurt his feelings, my father/mother stops 1 2 3 4 5
talking to me until I please him again
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Appendix C.

Sociability Subscale in Adult Temperament Questionnaire (Evans & Rothbart,
2007)

Participants indicated their level of agreement/disagreement for each item.

EXTREMELY
UNTRUE
EXTREMELY
TRUE

1. I would not enjoy a job that involves 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
socializing with the public.*

2. Tusually like to talk a lot. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

3. 1 like conversations that include 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
several people.

4. TIrarely enjoy socializing with large 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
groups of people.*

5. Tusually like to spend my free time 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
with people.
6. Sometimes minor events cause me to 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

feel intense happiness.

7. 1sometimes seem to be unable to 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
feel pleasure from events and
activities that I should enjoy.*

8. Irarely ever have days where I don’t 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
at least experience brief moments of
intense happiness.

9. It doesn’t take much to evoke a 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
happy response in me.

10. It takes a lot to make me feel truly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
happy. *
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Appendix D.

Neuroticism Subscale of Big Five Inventory (BFI: John & Srivastava, 1999;
Benet- Martinez & John, 1998)

Participants indicated their level of agreement/disagreement for each item.
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I AM A KIND OF PERSON WHO... z ~ =
1. Can be moody. 1 2 3 4 5
2. Can be tense. 1 2 3 4 5
3. Gets nervous easily. 1 2 3 4 5
4. Is depressed, blue. 1 2 3 4 5
5. Is emotionally stable, not easily 1 2 3 4 5

upset.*

6. Isrelaxed, handle stress well.* 1 2 3 4 5
7. Remains calm in tense situations. * 1 2 3 4 5
8. Worries a lot. 1 2 3 4 5
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Appendix E.

A Brief Version of the Fear of Negative Evaluation (Leary, 1983)

Participants indicated their level of agreement/disagreement for each item.
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1. I worry about what other people will think of 1 2 3 5
me even when [ know it doesn't make any
difference.
2. T amunconcerned even if I know people are 1 2 3 5
forming an unfavorable impression of me.*
3. Tam frequently afraid of other people 1 2 3 5
noticing my shortcomings.
4. Irarely worry about what kind of impression 1 2 3 5
I am making on someone.
5. I am afraid others will not approve of me. 1 2 3 5
6. I am afraid that people will find fault with 1 2 3 5
me.
7. Other people's opinions of me do not bother 1 2 3 5
me. *
8. When I am talking to someone, I worry 1 2 3 5
about what they may be thinking about me..
9. Iam usually worried about what kind of 1 2 3 5
impression I make.
10. If I know someone is judging me, it has little 1 2 3 5
effect on me.*
11. Sometimes I think I am too concerned with 1 2 3 5
what other people think of me.
12. T often worry that I will say or do the wrong 1 2 3 5
things.
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Appendix F.

Rejection Anxiety Scale (Downey & Feldman, 1996 adapted to Turkish by Ozen,
Siimer& Demir, 2010).

Participants indicated their level of concern whether others would do their wishes.

1. You ask someone you don’t know well out on a date. How concerned
or anxious would you be over whether or not the person would want to go
out with you?

Very Very
unconcerned concerned
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

2. Your boyfriend/girlfriend has plans to go out with friends tonight,
but you really want to spend the evening with him/her, and you tell
him/her so. How concerned or anxious would you be over whether or not
your boyfriend/girlfriend would decide to stay in?

Very Very
unconcerned concerned
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

3. You approach a close friend to talk after doing or saying something
that seriously upset him/her. How concerned or anxious would you be
over whether or not your friend would want to talk with you?

Very Very
unconcerned concerned
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

4. You ask a friend if you can borrow something of his/hers. How
concerned or anxious would you be over whether or not your friend would
want to loan it to you?

Very Very
unconcerned concerned
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

5. You ask your parents to come to an occasion important to you. How
concerned or anxious would you be over whether or not your parents
would want to come?

Very Very
unconcerned concerned
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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6. You ask a friend who lives in other city to stay at him/her for 10 days.
How concerned or anxious would you be over whether or not your friend
would accept your stay?

Very Very
unconcerned concerned
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

7. You offer to do something together to a same sex friend you just met. How
concerned or anxious would you be over whether or not your friend accept
your offer?

Very Very
unconcerned concerned
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Appendix G.
Demographics

Age

Gender: Female  Male

Education: Primary School _ High school _ College  Graduate School
How many children exist in your family other than you?

0 (no siblings)
1 sibling
2 siblings
3 siblings
4 siblings

\

\

\

\

\

[J 5 siblings
[J 6 siblings
[J 7 siblings
[J 8 siblings
[J 9 siblings
\

10 siblings
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When you are growing up, who has been living with you in the house? (you can
choose more than one option)

[J Mother

[] Father

[1  Sibling

[J  Grandmother
[]  Grandfather
[J  Aunt

(1 Uncle

[J  Cousin

(1 Other
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Relationship with the sibling
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1. Even grow up in the same family environment, 1 2 3 4 5
siblings can have different personalities and
traits. This could lead to some jealousy among
them which is normal. When you think about
your past, did you felt any jealousy between you
and your sibling or siblings?
2. When you think about your relationship with 1 2 3 4 5
your sibling(s), can you say there was a
competition between you and your sibling(s)?
3. Sometimes problems emerge between siblings 1 2 3 4 5
when parents do not treat them equally. When
you think about your past, have you ever felt
such a different treatment by your parents?

General Family Climate

1. How do you describe your family environment generally?

[1  We have a warm family climate in which members are close to each other

[J  We have a cold family climate in which members generally conflict with each other.
2. How do you describe your childhood?

[ Other than minor problems, I had an easy childhood.

[J I had a difficult childhood with lot of problems.

3. Sometimes families can have problems which are caused by internal and external
reasons . Has your family ever lived such problems?(you can choose more than one
option)

Yes No
For those who said yes;
divorce

economic problems
moving away
serious disease

drug/alcohol problems
harassment

\
\
\
\
[ death of a close family member
\
\
[ violence

\

mental problems of a close family member
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[J judicial problems

[J other
4. How are you affected by these problems?
I’m not affected at all I’m very negatively affected
(1) 5)
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TURKISH VERSIONS OF SURVEYS

Aidiyet ihtiyac1 Olcegi (Leary, Kelly, Cottrel & Schreindorfer, 2007)

Liitfen asagidaki ifadeleri kendinize uygun bir sekilde degerlendiriniz.
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1. Eger baska insanlar beni kabul etmiyor gibi 1 2 3 4 5
goziikiiyorsa, ben de bogver gitsin derim.
2. Reddedilip dislanmama yol acabilecek seyleri 1 2 3 4 5
yapmamak i¢in 6zen gosteririm.
3. Bagka insanlarin benimle ilgilenmesi pek 1 2 3 4 5
umurumda olmaz.
4. Ihtiyacim oldugunda siginabilecegim, destegini 1 2 3 4 5
alabilecegim insanlar olsun isterim.
5. Bagka insanlar tarafinda onaylanmak, kabul 1 2 3 4 5
edilmek isterim.
6. Yalniz kalmay1 sevmem. 1 2 3 4 5
7. Ornegin yaz tatilinde, arkadaslarimdan uzun siire 1 2 3 4 5
ayr1 kalmak beni {izmez.
8. Bir gruba mensup olma hissim oldukea giicliidiir. 1 2 3 4 5
9. Ornegin, grup halinde sinemaya ya da yemege 1 2 3 4 5
gidildiginde davet edilmemek beni yaralar.
10. Digerleri tarafindan dislandigimi hissettigimde 1 2 3 4 5

duygularim ¢abucak alt {ist olur; yara almus gibi
hissederim.
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Arzu Edilen ve Gerg¢ek Aidiyet Celiskisi Olgegi

Gergcekteki Aidiyet
[~ [~ - ¢ | = -
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. BEtrafimdaki insanlar tarafindan genellikle 1 3 4 5
kabul gordiigiimii diistiniiyorum.
2. Arkadaslarim benimle yeterince ilgileniyor. 1 4
. Bos zamanlarimi birlikte geg¢irebildigim 1 4
arkadaslarim var.
. Arkadaslarim disar1 ¢iktiklarinda genellikle 1 3 4 5
beni de davet ederler.
. Kendimi ait hissettigim gruplar var. 1 4
Sahip oldugum arkadas sayisin1 yeterli 1 4
buluyorum.
. Daha ¢ok kendi bagima zaman ge¢iriyorum 1 3 4 5
ve insanlarla ¢ok fazla iletisime
girmiyorum.*
. Etrafimda kendimi yak hissettigim 1 3 4 5
insanlarin yeterli oldugunu diisiiniiyorum.
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Arzu Edilen Aidiyet
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Etrafimdaki insanlar tarafindan biraz daha 1 2 3 4 5
fazla kabul edilmek isterdim.
Arkadaslarimin benimle daha ¢ok 1 2 3 4 5
ilgilenmelerini isterdim.
Bos zamanlarimu birlikte gecirebilecegim 1 2 3 4 5
daha fazla arkadasim olsun isterdim.
Arkadaslarim tarafindan daha ¢ok davet 1 2 3 4 5
edilmek isterdim.
Kendimi ait hissedebilecegim daha fazla 1 2 3 4 5
grup olsun isterdim.
Daha fazla arkadasimin olmasimi ¢ok 1 2 3 4 5
isterdim.
Su an iletisim halinde oldugum insanlar1 1 2 3 4 5
yeterli buluyorum.*
Keske daha fazla insanla yakin 1 2 3 4 5
olabilseydim.
Arkadas ve Aile iliskilerinden Duyulan Tatmin
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Genel olarak arkadagslarimla olan iliskimden 1 2 3 4 5
memnunum.
Genel olarak ailemle olan iliskimden 1 2 3 4 5
memnunum.
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Apendix B.

Ailenin Psikolojik Kontrolii

Bu boliimde katilimcilar biiyiidiikleri sirada anne ve babalar1 ile olan iligkilerini diistinerek
anne ve babalari i¢in sorular1 ayr1 ayr1 cevaplamiglardir.
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1. Genellikle babam/annem duygu ve diisiincelerimi 1 2 3 4 5
degistirmeye calisir.
2. Soylemem gereken bir sey oldugunda babam/annem 1 2 3 4 5
konuyu degistirir.
3. Babam/Annem beni ¢ogunlukla rahatsiz eder. 1 2 3 4 5
4. Babam/Annem beni diger aile bireylerinin 1 2 3 4 5
problemleri hakkinda suglar(di).
5. Babam/Annem beni elestirdiginde gecmiste yaptigim 1 2 3 4 5
hatalar1 yiiziime vurur.
6. Eger babamla/annemle aym fikirde degilsem bana 1 2 3 4 5
kars1 soguk davranir.
7. Babam/Annem onu hayal kirikligina ugrattigim 1 2 3 4 5
zaman yliziime bile bakmaz.
8. Eger babami/annemi iizdiiysem, onu tekrar hognut 1 2 3 4 5
edene kadar benimle konugmaz.
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Appendix C.
Yetiskinlerin Mizaci Olgeginin Sosyallik Altolcegi

Liitfen asagidaki ifadeleri kendinize uygun bir sekilde degerlendiriniz.
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1. Baska insanlarla kaynasabilecgim bir 1 7
isten zevk almam.*
2. Genelde konugkan biriyimdir. 1 7
3. Baskalarinin oldugu sohbetlerden keyif 1 7
alirim.
4. Birgok insanim bulundugu ortamlarda 1 7
sosyallesmekten zevk almam.*
5. Genellikle bos zamanlarimi bagka 1 7
insanlarla beraber gegirmekten
hoslanirim.
6. Bazen kiigiik olaylar bile beni ¢cok mutlu 1 7
eder.
7. Bazen zevk almam gereken seylerden 1 7
bile yeterince zevk alamam.*
8. Genellikle giin i¢inde kisa anlar igin bile 1 7
olsa kendimi ¢ok mutlu hissederim.
9. Kiigiik seylerden mutlu olan bir 1 7
insanimdr.
10. Kendimi ger¢ekten mutlu hissetmem
¢ok zordur.*
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Appendix D.

Duygusal Dengesizlik (Neuroticism) Olcegi
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1. Depresifimdir. 1 2 3 4 5
2. Herseyi kendime stres yaparim. 1 2 3 4 5
3. Telaghyimdir. 1 2 3 4 5
4. Cabuk gerilirim. 1 2 3 4 5
5. Kaygiliyimdir. 1 2 3 4 5
6. Ruh halim dengelidir. 1 2 3 4 5
7. Bazen karamsar olabilirim. 1 2 3 4 5
8. Ruh halim ¢evremden ¢abuk 1 2 3 4 5

etkilenir.

9. Baski altindayken sakin kalabilirim. 1 2 3 4 5
10. Cabuk sinirlenirim. 1 2 3 4 5
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Appendix E.

Olumsuz Degerlendirilme Korkusu Olcegi
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1. Higbir sekilde fark etmeyecek oldugunu 1 2 3 4 5
bilsem bile baska insanlarin benim hakkimda
ne diisiinecegi konusunda endiselenirim.
2. Insanlarin benim hakkimda olumsuz bir 1 2 3 4 5
izlenim edindiklerini fark etsem bile pek
Onemsemem.*
3. Baska insanlar eksikliklerimi fark ederler 1 2 3 4 5
diye tasalanirim.
4. Yarattigim izlenimin iy1 mi kotli mii oldugu 1 2 3 4 5
konusunda nadiren endigelenirim.*
5. Onaylanip kabul edilmemekten korkarim. 1 2 3 4 5
6. Insanlar bende kusur bulacaklar diye 1 2 3 4 5
korkularim vardir.
7. Baska insanlar benim hakkimda ne 1 2 3 4 5
diistiniirlerse diisiinsiinler, hi¢ takmam.*
8. Insanlarin benim hakkimda ne 1 2 3 4 5
diistindiiklerini 6grenmeye ¢aligirim.
9. Yarattigim izlenim konusunda kaygi 1 2 3 4 5
duyabilirim.
10. Birinin beni degerlendirecegini bilsem bile, 1 2 3 4 5
cok az etkilenirim.*
11. Bazen baska insanlarin hakkimda ne 1 2 3 4 5
diisiindiigii konusunda gereginden fazla
kaygili oldugumu diisliniiyorum.
12. Yanlis birsey yapacagim ya da sdyleyecegim 1 2 3 4 5

diye kaygilandigim ¢ok olur.
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Appendix F.

Reddilme Kaygisi

1. . Yeni tamstigimz birine ¢ikma teklif ediyorsunuz. Kisinin sizinle ¢cikmak
isteyip istemeyebilecegi ile ilgili ne kadar endise eder veya kaygi

duyarsimz?

Hic Cok
endiselenmem/kaygi endiselenirim/kaygi
duyarim duyarim

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

2. Romantik partneriniz biitiin arkadaslarla birlikte disar1 ¢citkmayi planhyor,
ancak siz geceyi sadece partnerinizle gecirmek istiyorsunuz, ve bunu ona
soylediniz. Romantik partnerinizin bu isteginizi kabul edip etmeyebilecegi
ile ilgili ne kadar endise eder veya kaygi duyarsimz?

Hic Cok
endiselenmem/kaygi endiselenirim/kaygi
duyarim duyarim

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

3. Yakin bir arkadasimiza onu ciddi sekilde iizecek bir sey soyledikten ya da
yaptiktan sonra, yaklasiyor ve konusmak istiyorsunuz. Arkadasinizin bu
durumda sizinle konusmak isteyip istemeyecegi ile ilgili ne kadar endise
eder veya kaygi duyarsimz?

Hic Cok
endiselenmem/kaygi endiselenirim/kaygi
duyarim duyarim

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

4. Arkadasimiza ondan bir seyini odiin¢ alip alamayacaginizi soruyorsunuz.
Arkadasimzin size istediginiz seyi verip vermeyebilecegi konusunda ne

kadar endise eder veya kaygi duyarsimz?

Hic Cok
endiselenmem/kaygi endiselenirim/kaygi
duyarim duyarim

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

5. Ebeveynlerinizden sizin icin 6nemli ancak onlar icin sikici ve gelmesi
zahmetli olabilecek bir etkinlige sizinle beraber gelmelerini istiyorsunuz.
Ebeveynlerinizin sizinle gelmeyi isteyip istemeyebilecegi konusunda ne
kadar endise eder veya kaygi duyarsimz?

Hic Cok
endiselenmem/kaygi endiselenirim/kaygi
duyarim duyarim

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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6. Baska bir sehirde yasayan bir arkadasiniza evinde 10 giin kalmak
istediginizi soyliiyorsunuz. Arkadasimzin bu isteginizi kabul edip
etmeyebilecegi konusunda ne kadar endise eder veya kaygi duyarsimz?

Hic Cok
endiselenmem/kaygi endiselenirim/kaygi
duyarim duyarim
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

7. Yeni tamstigimiz bir hemcinsinize birlikte bir seyler yapmayi
oneriyorsunuz. Bu Kisinin onerinizi kabul edip etmeyebilecegi konusunda
ne kadar endise eder veya kaygi duyarsimz?

Hic Cok
endiselenmem/kaygi endiselenirim/kaygi
duyarim duyarim
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Appendix G.

Demografik Bilgiler
Yasimz
Cinsiyetiniz: Kadin___ Erkek

Egitim durumunuz: ortadogretim___ lise  iiniversite  lisans iistii
Ailenizde sizden baska kac¢ ¢ocuk var?

[J 0 (kardesim/agabeyim/ablam yok)
[J 1 (kardesim/agabeyim/ablam var)
[J 2 (kardesim/agabeyim/ablam var)
[J 3 (kardesim/agabeyim/ablam var)
[J 4 (kardesim/agabeyim/ablam var)
[J 5 (kardesim/agabeyim/ablam var)
[J 6 (kardesim/agabeyim/ablam var)
[J 7 (kardesim/agabeyim/ablam var)
[J 8 (kardesim/agabeyim/ablam var)
[J 9 (kardesim/agabeyim/ablam var)
[J 10 (kardesim/agabeyim/ablam var)

Siz biiyiirken oturdugunuz evde kimler yasiyordu? (birden fazla secenek
isaretlenebilir)

[ Annem

[ Babam

[J Kardesim/Agabeyim/Ablam
[J  Anneannem

[] Babaannem

[1 Dedem

[l Teyzem

[l Daym

(] Halam

[J  Amcam

[J Enistem

[l Yengem

[J  Kuzenim

\

Diger
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Kardes ile iliskiler
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Ayni ailede yetigmis olsalar bile kardeslerin 1 2 3 4 5
birbirinden farkli karakterleri ve zevkleri
vardir. Onun i¢in de kardesler arasi bazi
catismalarin ve kiskangliklarin olmasi gayet
normaldir. Siz ge¢misinze baktiginizda
kardesinizle ya da kardeslerinizle aranizda
kiskanglik yasandigini diistinliyor musunuz?
Kardesiniz veya kardeslerinizle iliskinizi 1 2 3 4 5
diisiindiigliniizde aranizda bir rekabet
oldugunu soyleyebilir misiniz?
Bazen iki kardesin arasinda ailenin onlara 1 2 3 4 5

esit davranmamasindan kaynaklanan
sorunlar olabilir. Gegmisinize baktiginizda
ailenizde size ve kardesinize karsi farkli
davranig ve tutumlar gdzlemlemis miydiniz?
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Genel aile ortami

1. Genel olarak baktiginizde yasadiginiz aile ortamini nasil degerlendirirsiniz?
[l sicak ve sevecen bir aile ortamimiz vardi
[ aile bireyleri arasinda stirekli ¢atigmalar yasanirdi
2. Genel olarak cocuklugunuzu diisiindiigiiniizde nasil bir degerlendirme
yaparsimiz?
[l ufak tefek sorunlarin disinda ¢ok rahat ve sorunsuz gecti
[l ¢ok zor ve stresli gecti
3. Aileler bazen dis yada i¢ etkenlerden kaynaklanan zorluklar ve sikintilar
yasayabilirler. Bu sorunlar sizin ailenizde yasandi n?

Evet Hayr

Eger Evet diyorsaniz liitfen belirtiniz; birden fazla secenek isaretleyebilirsiniz.
(] bosanma

maddi sikint1

taginma

agir hastalik

aileden yakin bir kisinin 6 limii

uyusturucu/alkol sorunu

taciz

siddet

aileden birinin ruhsal sorunlar1

hukuki sorunlar

O 00 oo0ogogod

diger

4. Eger yukandaki sorunlardan herhangi birini yasadiysaniz, ne derecede
etkilendiginizi liitfen belirtiniz.

Hig etkilenmedim  Pek etkilenmedim Kararsizim Biraz etkilendim Cok etkilendim

O O o 0O O
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Footnotes
! For illustrative purposes, I discretized the actual and desired levels as follows: Scores on the
actual level of belongingness (M= 3.99, SD= 0.65) had a negatively skewed distribution on a
5-point scale. About 78% of the participants scored higher than 3.50. Thus, I used 3.5 as a
cut-off point and labeled scores higher than 3.5 as high. Scores on the desired level of
belongingness had a skewed distribution similarly (M= 2.80, SD= 0.86; Median 2.86). Thus, I

applied median-split in discretizing the desired level of belonging
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