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Thesis Abstract
Miige Ozbek Akgay, “Investigating Autobiographical Memory in Relation to
Attachment Anxiety and Avoidance: Self-defining Memories across Relational
Contexts”

Early experiences with attachment figures are argued to lead to internal working
models, which incorporate representations of self, others, and self-other
relationships. These representations influence information processing and affect
regulation in adulthood. Previous studies showed that attachment anxiety is related to
heightened accessibility of negative memories whereas avoidance is related to
defensive organization of memory for attachment-related stimuli. The two main aims
of the present study were 1) to investigate how self-defining memories in different
relational contexts differ from each other in terms of narrative (i.e. specificity and
integration) and phenomenological (e.g. rehearsal) characteristics, and 2) to examine
the extent to which individual differences in these characteristics can be accounted
for by attachment anxiety and avoidance. Participants (57 females, 54 males) filled
out the Experiences in Close Relationships — Revised (ECR-R) Scale, wrote self-
defining memories for four different relational contexts, and answered questions in
relation to phenomenological characteristics and centrality of each memory. Results
indicated that neither type of memory, nor attachment style was related to specificity
and integration of self-defining memories. However, attachment anxiety positively
influenced the degree of importance and centrality attributed to personal experiences
as well as the negative affective content of these experiences. Results showed that
people high on attachment anxiety more frequently thought about their relationship
experiences whereas high levels of avoidance manifested itself as a tendency to
communicate relationship experiences less. Additionally, women and men differed in
terms of their subjective experiences about close relationships. Furthermore, close
relationship memories involving different attachment figures differed in terms of
their phenomenological characteristics. Overall, these findings suggest that
attachment style and type of relational context influence phenomenological, but not

narrative, characteristics of self-defining memories in conceptually meaningful ways.



Tez Ozeti
Miige Ozbek Akgay, “Otobiyografik Hafizanin Kaygili Baglanma ve Kaginma
Acisindan Incelenmesi: Farkli Iliskisel Baglamlardaki Benlik Tanimlayici Anilar”

Baglanma figiirlerine dair erken deneyimlerin, benlik, baskalar1 ve benlik-bagkalari
iliskileri hakkinda bilgiler iceren baglanmaya iliskin zihinsel temsillerin yer aldig1
i¢sel ¢alisan modellerin olusmasini sagladig diisiiniilmektedir. Bu temsiller,
yetigkinlikte bilgi isleme ve duygu denetleme siireclerini etkilemektedir. Gegmis
caligmalar, baglanmayla iliskili kayginin olumsuz anilarin erisilebilirligini arttirdigimi
ve kaginmanin baglanmaya iliskin uyaranlara kars1 savunma odakli bir hafiza
organizasyonuyla iligskilendigini gdstermistir. Bu ¢alismanm iki temel amaci, 1)
farkl iliskisel baglamlardaki benlik tanimlayict anilarm anlatisal (belirginlik ve
anlam/ders ¢ikarma) ve fenomenolojik (tekrarlama) 6zellikler agisindan nasil
farklilastigimi arastirmak, ve 2) bu 6zelliklerdeki bireysel farkliliklarin ne oranda
baglanmayla iligkili kaygi ve kaginma ile agiklanabilecegini incelemekti. Katilimcilar
(57 kadm, 54 erkek) Yakin lliskilerde Yasantilar Envanteri-II’ni doldurdu, dért
farkli iliskisel baglam i¢in benlik tanimlayici anilarmi yazdi ve her aninin
fenomenolojik 6zelliklerine ve merkeziligine iligkin sorular yanitladi. Bulgular, am
tipinin ve baglanma stilinin anilardaki belirginlik ve anlam/ders ¢ikarma ile ilintili
olmadigimni gosterdi. Ote yandan, baglanmayla iliskili kayg kisisel deneyimlere
atfedilen 6nemin ve merkeziligin derecesi ile bu deneyimlerin olumsuz duygusal
yapisini pozitif olarak etkiledi. Bulgular, baglanmayla iliskili kaygis1 ytliksek kisilerin
iligkisel deneyimleri hakkinda daha sik konustuklarmi, bunun yanisira kaginmanin
iliskisel deneyimleri daha az paylasmaya yonelik bir tutumla iliskilendigini gdsterdi.
Ayrica, kadmlar ve erkekler yaki iliskilere dair kisisel deneyimleri agisindan
farklilik gosterdi. Buna ek olarak, farkli baglanma figiirleri ile ilgili anilar
fenomenolojik 6zellikleri agisindan farklilik gosterdi. Genel olarak bakildiginda,
bulgular baglanma stilinin ve iligskisel baglamimn benlik tanimlayic1 anilarin anlatisal
degilse de, fenomenolojik 6zelliklerini kavramsal olarak anlamli sekilde etkiledigine

isaret etmektedir.
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION

Autobiographical memory (ABM) has been defined as memory for information
related to self (Brewer, 1986). Self consists of a complex set of active goals of the
individual and memory serves as the database of self (Conway, 2005). Thus,
autobiographical memory models have emphasized the reciprocal relationship
between ABM and the self, and postulated that they are closely linked (Conway &
Pleydell-Pearce, 2000). In line with this reasoning, ABM has been argued to have
three important (self, social, and directive) functions in one’s life; maintaining
continuity and coherence of the self, facilitating social interaction, and guiding future
behaviors (Bluck, 2003; see also Harris, Rasmussen, & Berntsen, 2013 for a broader
view). Several lines of research investigated how processes which contribute to one’s
sense of self affect autobiographical memory. Based on the idea that attachment
representations have an impact on information processing and affect regulation for
current and future relationships (Mikulincer, Shaver, & Pereg, 2003), previous
studies examined whether attachment style —as a potential influencer of self and
identity —was linked to how personally significant memories are encoded, stored,
constructed, and retrieved (Conway, Singer, & Tagini, 2004; Mikulincer & Orbach,
1995; Sutin & Gillath, 2009). Yet, research about individual differences in
attachment in relation to autobiographical memory is still rare and further studies are
needed to extend existing findings. Thus, I specifically investigated to what extent
attachment style is associated with the retrieval of personally significant

autobiographical memories in terms of narrative characteristics and phenomenology.



Attachment Theory

Attachment theory has adopted an evolutionary approach to emotional bonding.
Bowlby (1969/1982) argued that humans are born with an innate psychobiological
system, which is called the attachment system. The function of this system is to
motivate people to seek proximity to their significant others (primary caregivers or
attachment figures) in times of need (as cited in Mikulincer & Shaver, 2005).
Proximity seeking behaviors have evolutionary value in the sense that they are
necessary for physical survival and psychological well-being. Thus, they assure the

protection of the species.

Early experiences with attachment figures have been argued to lead to
internal working models, which incorporate mental representations of self, others,
and self-other relationships. It was suggested that attachment behaviors can be
differentiated based on how people internally represent themselves and their
attachment figures in close relationships (Pietromonaco & Barrett, 2000). Baldwin’s
(1995) description of relational schemas also depended on the idea that individuals
have “cognitive structures representing regularities in patterns of interpersonal
relatedness” (p. 548). Additionally, he indicated that “a relational schema is
hypothesized to include a representation of one’s interaction partner, along with a

representation of self-with-other or self as experienced in that relationship” (p. 548).

An optimal functioning of the attachment system is dependent on the
availability and responsiveness of attachment figures, which create a sense of
security. Otherwise, proximity seeking strategies cannot diminish individuals’
distress in the face of threat and other (secondary) affect regulation strategies are

activated. Of these secondary affect regulation strategies, hyperactivating strategies



such as intense and insistent proximity seeking, heightening of distressing thoughts
about rejection, separation, and abandonment — even in the absence of attachment-
related threat— underlie attachment anxiety. Additionally, deactivating strategies
such as denial of attachment needs, suppression of thoughts related to loss, rejection,
and separation, repressing negative memories, and deploying attention away from
attachment-related threats to minimize distress are the basis of attachment avoidance.
Therefore, unavailability of an attachment figure may trigger either insistent attempts
of proximity seeking or deactivation of attachment system (Cassidy & Kobak, 1988;
Mikulincer & Shaver, 2005; Shaver & Mikulincer, 2005). As a result of the
systematic pattern of behaviors, emotions, and relational expectations, attachment

style of the individual is shaped.

Existing research suggested that internal working models or relational
schemas can influence information processing and affect regulation in adulthood
(Edelstein, 2006; Fraley, Garner, & Shaver, 2000; Mikulincer, 1998; Mikulincer et
al., 2003; Mikulincer & Florian, 1998; Mikulincer & Orbach, 1995; Mikulincer &
Shaver, 2005; Pietromonaco & Feldman Barrett, 2000; Selcuk, Zayas, Giinaydin,
Hazan, & Kross, 2012; Shaver & Mikulincer, 2005). In addition, by guiding attention
and memory, these models help individuals deal with current interpersonal situations

functionally and to shape their future expectations and plans accordingly.

Autobiographical Memory: Self-Memory System (SMS)

Self-Memory System (SMS) is a conceptual framework created by Conway and his
colleagues (Conway, 2005; Conway et al., 2004; Conway & Pleydell-Pearce, 2000)
to account for the organization of autobiographical memory and its connection to

self. This model has two premises; human cognition is goal-driven and human



memory is motivated such that autobiographical memories are constructed in a way
that is consistent with the current self-images, beliefs, and active goals of the
individual. As a result, consistency is suggested to lead to maintenance of a stable

and coherent self.

SMS incorporates a variety of knowledge structures (e.g. episodic memory
system, the working self, long-term self) and the model is frequently modified in
order to explain the full range of memory phenomena. But, one of the most critical
components of the model regarding autobiographical memory is long-term self
because it consists of the autobiographical knowledge base and the conceptual self,
which incorporates personal scripts, possible selves, and beliefs (Conway et al.,

2004).

One can argue that internal working models or relational schemas are
inherently located in SMS, so that they guide autobiographical remembering.
Furthermore, individual differences in attachment may result in individual
differences in reminiscence processes. Indeed, it was proposed that internal working
models can be conceptualized as part of the working-self in SMS (Conway et al.,
2004) and, these models include autobiographical knowledge of childhood, certain
episodic memories, beliefs about the self and the significant others, and a variety of
goal structures. The working-self specifically deals with goal management (e.g.,
maintenance of compatibility, coordination, and priority among goals). It is
responsible for controlling access to the autobiographical knowledge base in which
knowledge is represented and accessed in terms of goal-relatedness (Conway &
Holmes, 2004). Moreover, Conway (2005) noted that one of the most prominent
functions of the working self is to increase the accessibility of experiences which are

closely related to past goals. These can be self-defining experiences or other self-
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relevant memories which feature the processing of dominant goals. In short,
attachment representations can be effective in shaping individual’s behaviors and
emotional responses in different interpersonal contexts through self-defining
memories that pertain to past or current goals of the individual regarding different

close relationships.

Attachment and Characteristics of Autobiographical Memories

In the literature, there are only a few studies examining the link between self-
reported attachment and characteristics of autobiographical memory narratives in
young adulthood (e.g. Boyacioglu & Siimer, 2011; Sutin & Gillath, 2009).
Researchers mostly focused on how individual differences in certain personality
variables (e.g. psychological distress, repressive-defensiveness or avoidant coping
style) affect the characteristics of autobiographical memories. In this section, both
lines of research will be reviewed because in my view, these personality variables are
associated with attachment anxiety and avoidance (see Mikulincer & Orbach, 1995;
Vetere & Myers, 2002), to the extent that they relate to cognitive and behavioral
manifestations of anxiety, avoidance of negative affect, inclination to present self in
a positive way regardless of actual distress etc. Thus, findings of the studies
pertaining to individual differences in these variables may shape and crystallize our
understanding of how autobiographical memory characteristics relate to attachment

anxiety and avoidance as well.

Studies by Singer and colleagues (Blagov & Singer, 2004; Singer & Salovey,
1993) suggested that high defensiveness is associated with the retrieval of less
specific personal memories whereas high distress is associated with high negative

emotional content and more disrupted relationships in memories. However, Lardi,



Ghisletta, and van der Linden (2012) reported that repression-prone individuals (a
combination of high defensiveness and low distress) had no difficulty in retrieving

specific personal memories.

Still, the relationship between avoidant coping style and reduced specificity in
memory recall was consistently demonstrated. Based on affect-regulation hypothesis
(Williams, 1996), it was argued that retrieving fewer details are functional especially
when memories are distressing and painful because such a strategy helps individuals
to regulate negative affect easily. Hence, various researchers reported that avoidance
(used interchangeably with repressiveness) is connected to the retrieval of less
specific memories (Debeer, Raes, Williams, & Hermans, 2011; Hermans, Defrank,
Raes, Williams, & Eelen, 2005) and it was also indicated that repression-prone
individuals recall fewer personal experiences containing negative affect (Davis,

1987; Davis & Schwartz, 1987; Geraerts, Dritschel, Kreplin, Miyagawa, &

Waddington, 2012; Hansen & Hansen, 1988; Newman & Hedberg, 1999).

Importantly, studies that focused on how negative affect is regulated or
personal memories are retrieved from an attachment perspective reached similar
results. To illustrate, Mikulincer and Orbach (1995) found that when instructed to
recall early personal experiences of anger, sadness, anxiety, and happiness, avoidant
individuals recalled few emotional memories whereas anxious individuals had a
heightened accessibility of their negative memories. Fraley et al. (2000) showed that
avoidant individuals recalled fewer details from an interview about attachment-
related material that they had previously listened to. Researchers argued that this
finding could not be explained with faster forgetting, but rather it referred to the
existence of preemptive defenses due to which avoidant individuals paid less

attention to the attachment-related material in the first place. In line with these
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studies, Edelstein (2006) suggested that attachment avoidance, but not anxiety, is
related to working memory impairments for attachment-related positive and negative
emotional words. In fact, both preemptive defenses and working memory
impairments may be reasons why attachment avoidance is associated with narrative
incoherence (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Conway et al., 2004). Recently, Sutin
and Gillath (2009) showed that coherence and emotional intensity of self-defining
memories mediated the relationship between attachment avoidance and a variety of
depressive symptoms. Additionally, when primed with attachment insecurity,
individuals provided less coherent relationship memories but when primed with
attachment security, they rated their memories as highly coherent. Negative affect
was the only memory characteristic that mediated the relationship between

attachment anxiety and depressive symptoms.

The Present Study

Autobiographical memory researchers are interested in significance and functions of
personal recollections in relation to one’s self or relationships with others (Alea &
Vick, 2010; Bluck & Habermas, 2001; Conway, 2005; Conway et al., 2004; McLean,
2005; Pasupathi, 2001). Attachment representations —as potential influencers of self
and identity — have been argued to have an impact on attention, affect regulation, and
memory for current and future relationships (Mikulincer et al., 2003). Yet, research
about individual differences in attachment in relation to autobiographical memory is
still rare. Thus, the current study investigated the extent to which attachment style is
associated with the retrieval of personally significant autobiographical memories in
terms of narrative characteristics (i.e. specificity and integration) and

phenomenology.



This study specifically focused on the characteristics of a subcategory of
autobiographical memories which is most relevant to personality processes, long-
term goals, and narrative identity: Self-defining memories (SDM; Singer, Rexhaj, &
Baddeley, 2007). Self-defining memories define who we are as individuals. They are
vivid, affectively intense, repetitively recalled, and linked to other thematically
similar memories as well as enduring concerns and unresolved conflicts of the
individual (Singer & Salovey, 1993). Hence, self-defining memories are crucial
sources of information about one’s emotional and motivational functioning in

interpersonal relationships.

In addition, this study focused on two narrative characteristics of memories;
specificity and integration. Specificity is associated with recollecting memories from
one’s past with distinctive sensorial details, information about time, location of the
event in memory etc. Integration, on the other hand, is associated with connecting
past experiences with the self by means of reflecting on them and derive meaning
from them about the self or world in general. In fact, these two processes have been
considered important for a healthy narrative identity (Singer, Blagov, Berry, & Oost,

2013) and an optimal psychological functioning (Conway et al., 2004).

Previous studies investigated specificity and integration of self-defining
memories for various age groups (McLean, 2005; McLean & Thorne, 2003; Singer et
al., 2007; Wood & Conway, 2006). However, to my knowledge, this is the first study
to focus on the relationship between attachment style and self-defining memories’
narrative and phenomenological characteristics. Another novel aspect of the study
was that self-defining memories in different relational contexts were collected in
order to examine whether memory characteristics differ or not between memory

types. For instance, parents, peers or romantic partners can be important attachment
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figures in one’s life, but recollections specific to these individuals can vary
depending on changing social roles, shifting attachment needs, and different
relationship characteristics (Feeney, Cassidy, & Ramos-Marcuse, 2008; Fraley &

Davis, 1997; Pietromonaco & Feldman Barrett, 1997; Sibley & Liu, 2006).

Overall, focusing specifically on the reminiscence of personally important
experiences in different relational context (i.e., family member, close friend,
unfamiliar/nonclose acquaintance, and romantic partner), this study explored the
extent to which attachment anxiety and avoidance relate to characteristics of self-

defining memories, including specificity, integration, and phenomenology.

Hypotheses

Hypotheses in relation to specificity:
1. Attachment avoidance would negatively relate to memory specificity.
2. Attachment anxiety would be positively related to memory specificity due to
vulnerability to rumination depending on the heightened accessibility of

negative memories.

Hypothesis in relation to integration:
3. It was expected that both attachment anxiety and avoidance would be
negatively related to integration, pointing to difficulty in establishing healthy

narrative identity.

Hypotheses in relation to phenomenology:
4. Anxiety, but not avoidance, would be related to how frequently close
relationship memories are rehearsed and how central and important they are

regarded to the individual’s life and identity.



5. It was predicted that attachment avoidance would relate to less coherence and
fewer emotional details whereas anxiety would relate to more coherence and

more negative affect in close relationship memories.
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CHAPTER II: METHOD

Participants

Participants were 111 Bogazi¢i University students (57 females, 54 males, Age: M =
20.9, SD = 2.2). Initially, all students who were taking 1* and 2™ year psychology
courses were sent an invitation to fill out an online survey. Among those who
completed the survey (including the attachment scale), students who indicated to
have a past and/or current relationship experience were contacted by the
experimenter via e-mail and asked whether they would like to take part in a study
about personal memories in return for course credit. Table 1 and Table 2 show the
characteristics of the sample in terms of parental education, perceived level of

income, and actual family income per month.
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Table 1. Distribution of Participants Based on Parental Education Shown in Percentages

Males Females
Degree Mother Education (ME) Father Education (FE) ME FE ME FE
Graduate 5% 10% 4% 7% 7% 12%
Undergraduate 34% 48% 39% 56% 30% 40%
High School 32% 23% 35% 22% 30% 23%
Secondary School 5% 7% 4% 2% 5% 12%
Primary School 19% 8% 13% 9% 25% 7%
No Education 2% - 2% - 2% -
No Answer 3% 5% 4% 4% 2% 5%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Table 2. Distribution of Participants Based on Perceived Level of Income and Actual Family Income per Month
All Males Females

Level of Income Average Income TL (Al) N Al N Al N

High 14750 4 18500 2 11000 2

Middle-High 7369 31 7321 14 7413 17

Middle 3502 58 3532 31 3470 27

Low-Middle 2171 14 2040 5 2244 9

Low 880 1 - - 880 1

No Answer - 3 - 2 - 1

Total 4821 111 5073 54 4592 57

12



Materials

Participants completed the self-defining memory task and the following scales:
Experiences in Close Relationships — Revised Scale (ECR — R; Fraley, Waller, &
Brennan, 2000), Autobiographical Memory Questionnaire (AMQ); Fitzgerald &
Broadbridge, 2012; Rubin et al., 2003), and Centrality of Event Scale (CES) — Short

Form (Berntsen & Rubin, 2006).

Self-defining Memory Task

A four-page booklet was designed to collect self-defining memories. Since there
were four different relational contexts (i.e. close friend, unfamiliar/nonclose
acquaintance, family member, and romantic partner), each page contained detailed
instructions (see Appendix A) describing the type of memory participants are
expected to write about. Following is the instruction given to the participants for a
close friend memory: “Please try to recall a memory that is personally meaningful to
you, which you believe defines who you are as a person. This memory should be
about an important experience that you have had with your close friends and that you
have thought about many times. It may be a memory of either a positive or a negative
experience but it should be relevant to your identity and reveal something about how
you feel about yourself in the context of relationships. Please describe your memory
in as much detail as possible.” Order of memory type was counterbalanced across

participants; hence memory booklet had 4 different versions.

Experiences in Close Relationships — Revised Scale

This scale was developed by Fraley et al. (2000) and is consisted of 36 items

assessing adult attachment in anxiety (e.g. “When my partner is out of sight, I worry

13



that he or she might become interested in someone else.””) and avoidance (e.g. “l am
nervous when partners get too close to me.”) dimensions (18 items for each
dimension). Participants are asked to indicate the extent to which each statement
reflects their thoughts and feelings in romantic relationships on a 7-point Likert scale
ranging from 1 “totally disagree” to 7 “totally agree”. In Turkish version of the scale
(see Selguk, Giinaydin, Stimer, & Uysal, 2005), odd-numbered statements constitute
the anxiety items (17-21 are negatively-keyed) whereas even-numbered statements
constitute the avoidance items (4-8-16-18-20-22-24-26-30-32-34-36 are negatively-
keyed). Anxiety and avoidance scores of each participant are calculated by averaging
the ratings in each relevant dimension after negatively-keyed items are reverse-
scored. In this sample, mean anxiety score was 3.48 (SD = 1.07) and mean avoidance
score was 2.94 (SD = 1.03). Cronbach’s as for Turkish version are .86 and .90 for
avoidance and anxiety dimensions, respectively. In this study, avoidance (o = .91)
and anxiety (o = .90) dimensions had high internal consistency as well. See

Appendix B for the scale.

Autobiographical Memory Questionnaire

This questionnaire was developed by Rubin, Schrauf, and Greenberg (2003) and
measures the extent of recollective experience and belief in accuracy in
autobiographical memories (e.g., As I remember the event, I can see it in my mind,;
As I remember the event, I can recall the setting where it occurred; Since it
happened, I have talked about this event) on a 7-point Likert scale (The rating scales
are presented in the Appendix C). The questionnaire used in this study was consisted
of 21 items in the following order; 1. reliving, 2. see, 3. hear, 4. layout, 5. feel the
same now, 6. thought about, 7. setting, 8. actually remember, 9. in words, 10. back in

time, 11. perspective, 12. coherent story, 13. significance, 14. imaginary/real, 15.
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positive emotions, 16. negative emotions, 17. talked about, 18. consequences, 19.
aware time of day, 20. importance, and 21. age-at-event. It should be noted that in
contrast to other studies using this questionnaire (Fitzgerald & Broadbridge, 2012;
Rubin et al., 2003), testify item was excluded and emotion item was separated into 2
parts for negative and positive emotion ratings in this study. Participants filled out

this questionnaire for each of their four memories.

Centrality of Event Scale

This scale was developed by Berntsen and Rubin (2006) and measures the extent to
which negative life events are evaluated as central to life story and identity of
individuals (e.g., I feel that this event has become a central part of my life story; This
event permanently changed my life). The short form of the scale consists of 7 items
and participants are asked to indicate to what degree they agree or disagree with the
statements on a 5-point Likert scale (see Appendix D). In this study, participants
completed CES for each of their four memories and a total centrality of event score
was calculated for participants’ each memory by summing the ratings on all items.
Reliability analyses yielded acceptable results for all four events (Cronbach’s as
ranging from .93 to .94). Although originally focused on individual differences in
PTSD symptomatology and trauma history, this scale can also be useful for
measuring the centrality of positive events. Boals (2010) reported a trend towards
higher ratings for negative events and indicated that scores for positive events were

not related to psychological health.

Procedure

Prior to the study, the experimenter informed participants that the study would be

related to personal memories and they could provide or disclose any details that they
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deemed suitable. Participants were told that they were free to leave any time they

want.

All participants provided written informed consent (see Appendix E). They
were asked to read through instructions carefully and to write down a self-defining
memory for each of the four different relational contexts on memory booklet in the
specified order. After writing memories, participants were asked to complete AMQ
and CES for each memory, respectively. Finally, they filled out the demographic
form' (see Appendix F). Participants were tested in groups. The testing session took

approximately an hour.
Coding

In order to code structure and meaning in self-defining memory narratives, “the
classification system and scoring manual for self-defining memories” was used
(Singer & Blagov, 2000). Structure concerns the specificity of the memory. Singer
and Blagov (2000) indicated that if the event in memory reflects single event
characteristics such as unique occurrence with distinctive details and a brief duration
of less than 24 hours, then it is called a specific event. Otherwise, series of events
developing over consecutive days/in a lengthy period of time (episodic) or same kind
of repeated events (generic) are categorized as summary events. Meaning or
integration, on the other hand, concerns the explicit meaning-making statements
about what the event in memory has taught the individual about her-/himself or the
world in general. Memories in which details about time, location, importance,

emotion, and/or attribution about event(s) are specified are still coded as

'Some participants were asked to fill out the attachment scale after they had completed the study due
to technical problems.
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nonintegrative unless individuals particularly elaborate on higher meaning derived

from memory.

In this sample, a number of participants (9% of females, N = 5; 19% of males,
N = 10) wrote only 3 memories out of 4. Thus, data contained a total of 429
memories. Overall, intercoder agreement between three coders (the experimenter and
two independent coders) was satisfactory (90% for 2 levels of specificity, 78% for 2
levels of integration). Cohen’s k was .72 and .52 for 2 levels of structure and
meaning, respectively (Freelon, 2010). Disagreements were resolved by discussion.

Appendix G shows coding examples for different types of memories.
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CHAPTER III: RESULTS

The present study asked two main questions. One of them was how self-defining
memories in different relational contexts differ from each other in terms of narrative
(1.e. specificity and integration) and phenomenological (e.g. recollection, rehearsal)
characteristics. The other one was to investigate the extent to which individual
differences in these characteristics can be accounted for by attachment anxiety and
avoidance. Given that gender may be an important factor influencing these
relationships, it was included as a between-subjects variable. Firstly, findings
pertaining to the first question will be reported and secondly, findings in relation to

attachment anxiety and avoidance will be reported.

Narrative Characteristics of Different Types of Memories

Majority of the memories were specific (75.5 %) and nonintegrative (69%). There
was a significant relationship between memory specificity and integration (y*(1, N =
429) = 4.21, p =.04) such that nonintegrative memories were more likely to be
specific compared to integrative memories. However, as can be seen in Figure 1, this
relationship did not emerge for individual memory types (Close friend: ¥*(1) = .09, p
=.75; Unfamiliar/nonclose: y*(1) = 2.62, p = .11; Family member: y*(1) =2.39, p =

.12; Romantic partner: ¥*(1) =2.15, p = .14).

Given that participants wrote self-defining memories in different relational
contexts, potential relationships between type of memory and narrative
characteristics of memories (i.e. specificity and integration) were explored. Chi-
square tests showed that type of memory was related to neither specificity (y*(3) =
3.87, p = .27) nor integration (¥*(3) = .99, p = .80). Furthermore, there was no gender
difference for total number of specific and integrative memories each participant
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wrote out of 4 (specific memories: females, M = 2.84, SD = 1.16; males, M = 2.98,
SD = 1.12; 1(109) = -.64, p = .52; integrative memories: females, M = 1.23, SD =

1.16; males, M = 1.17, SD = 1.16; #(109) = .28, p =.78).

100%

H Integrative
90% -

\ Nonintegrative
80%

70%
60%
50%
40% -
30% -

Percentage of Memories

20%
10%

0%
Specific Nonspeciﬁc‘ Specific |Nonspecific| Specific Nonspeciﬁc‘ Specific |Nonspecific

Close Friend

Unfamiliar / Nonclose Family Member Romantic Partner

Figure 1. Relationship between Specificity and Integration for Different Types of
Memories

Phenomenological Characteristics of Different Types of Memories

Descriptive characteristics of all study variables (e.g. AMQ items, centrality of event
score, narrative length) can be seen in Table 3. In order to examine how gender and
type of memory influenced phenomenology of self-defining memories, a series of 2 x
4 ANOV As were carried out with gender as between-subjects and type of memory as
within-subjects factors. The analyses were based on AMQ ratings of participants
who wrote all 4 memories in the self-defining memory task. ANOVA results are
shown in Table 4. (See Appendix H for additional figures depicting mean ratings for

each AMQ item separately).
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Table 3. Descriptive Characteristics of Study Variables

Overall
M SD Min. Max.
Reliving 5.54 1.39 1 7
See 5.78 1.29 1 7
Hear 5.39 1.57 1 7
Layout 5.51 1.56 1 7
Feel the Same Now 5.29 1.60 1 7
Thought About 5.16 1.63 1 7
Setting 6.26 1.19 1 7
Actually Remember 6.03 1.19 1 7
In Words 4.82 1.70 1 7
Back in Time 5.43 1.63 1 7
Perspective 1.98 0.93 1 3
Coherent Story 5.20 1.54 1 7
Significance 4.98 1.71 1 7
Imaginary/Real 6.59 0.80 3 7
Positive Emotions 3.35 2.23 1 7
Negative Emotions 4.61 2.20 1 7
Talked About 3.78 1.97 1 7
Consequences 4.84 1.77 1 7
Aware Time of Day 5.53 1.58 1 7
Importance 5.39 1.52 1 7
Age-at-Event 16.54 4.33 4 25
Centrality of Event Score 20.44 7.73 7 35
Narrative Length 102.67 56.82 7 451

Table 4. Effects of Gender, Type of Memory, and Their Interaction on AMQ Ratings

ANOVA
Gender (G) Type of Memory (TM) GxTM
Items on AMQ daf F Partial 2 daf F Partial n? daf F  Partial n?
Reliving (1,94) 1864 019 (3,282) 4810 049 (3,282) .683  .007
See (1,94) 3.424 035 (3.282) 6.059"" 061 (3,282) .231 .002
Hear (1,94) 1.763 018 (3,282) 5581 056 (3.282) .253  .003
Layout (1,94  .005 .000 (3,282)  9.091° 088 (3,282) 1042  .011
Feel the Same Now (1,94) 5231° .03 (3.282) 3.2017 034 (3.282) 433 .005
Thought About (1,94) 6698  .067 (3.282) 6930 069 (3,282) .782  .008
Setting (1,94) 999 .011 (3.282) .299 003 (3.282) .454  .005
Actually Remember (1,94) 4.850 049 (3.282) 3.321° 034 (3.282) 1.245 013
In Words (1,94) 3.871 .040 (3.282) 3.299" 034 (3.282) .854  .009
Back in Time (1,93) 2.089  .022 (3,279) 3.395" 035 (3.279) .182  .002
Coherent Story (1,94)  1.691 .018 (3.282) 3.566° 037 (3,282) .400  .004
Significance (1,94) 5.493 .055 (3.282)  11.91477 0.112 (3,282) .451 .005
Imaginary/ Real  (1,94) 1.595  .017 (3.282) 468 005 (3,282) .188  .002
Positive Emotions ~ (1,93)  1.610 017 (3.279) 1.287 014 (3,279) 2133 .022
Negative Emotions  (1,94)  3.637  .037 (3.282) 1.013 011 (3.282) 3.260°  .034
Talked About (1,94) 140397 130 (3,282) 8462 083 (3.282) .557  .006
Consequences (1,94) 7194 071 (3,282) 1223277 115 (3,282) 171 .002
Aware Time of Day (1,93)  .158 .002 (3.279) 3.821° 039 (3.279) 557 .006
Importance (1,93) 7.014° .070 (3.279)  19.469 0.173 (3.279) .349 .004

Note. p <.05; p<.01; p<.005 p<.001.
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For 7 out of 15 AMQ items, there was a main effect of gender. As can be seen in
Table 5, females gave higher ratings for thought about and talked about as well as

significance, consequences, and importance items compared to males.

Ratings on these items can be regarded as indicators of two latent
phenomenological variables; rehearsal (thought about, talked about) and impact
(significance, consequences) (Fitzgerald & Broadbridge, 2012). Hence, it can be
stated that the observed gender difference was pronounced for rehearsal and impact

items on AMQ.

In addition, females’ remember/know judgments (actually remember)
indicated that they were more likely than males to believe that they actually
remembered the event rather than just knowing that it happened. In a similar vein,
females reported having felt the same emotions that they had felt then as they

remembered the event to a greater extent than males.

Table 5. Mean (Standard Deviation) AMQ Ratings for Females and Males

Gender
Female Male

Items on AMQ M SD M SD

Reliving 5.64 0.78 5.41 0.83
See 5.92 0.68 5.63 0.87
Hear 5.52 0.92 5.23 1.23
Layout 5.51 1.01 5.50 0.99
Feel the Same Now  5.52 1.03 5.02 1.10
Thought About 5.42 1.01 4.85 1.15
Setting 6.33 0.72 6.18 0.80
Actually Remember 6.18 0.62 5.85 0.85
In Words 5.04 1.19 4.55 1.25
Back to the Time 5.57 0.98 5.24 1.24
Coherent Story 5.33 1.00 5.05 1.12
Significance 5.21 0.92 4.72 1.11
Imagmary / Real 6.63 0.57 6.55 0.64
Positive Emotions 3.18 1.53 3.55 1.26
Negative Emotions 4.86 1.59 431 1.11
Talked About 4.21 1.25 3.28 1.17
Consequences 5.09 0.99 4.54 1.02
Aware Time of Day  5.49 1.08 5.57 0.96
Importance 5.60 0.73 5.14 0.97
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There was a main effect of type of memory for the majority of AMQ items (15 out of
19). Most of the time, this effect was a result of the contrast between ratings of
unfamiliar/nonclose and romantic partner memories. Participants’ ratings on AMQ

items for different types of memories are presented in Table 6.

Of particular interest, romantic partner memories were given the highest
ratings among other memory types for all AMQ items, except feel the same now. For
this item, participants gave the highest ratings for family member memories.
Moreover, impact items (significance and consequences) were given equally high

ratings for close relationship memories with parents, peers, and partners.

Table 6. Mean (Standard Deviation) AMQ Ratings for Different Types of Memories

Type of Memory

Close Friend Unfamiliar / Nonclose Acq. Family Member Romantic Partner

Items on AMQ M SD M SD M SD M SD

Reliving 560,, 1.31 5.14, 1.43 558,, 140 58, 135
See 574, 120 542, 1.46 585, 122 6.13, 1.17
Hear 535, 1.50 5.04, 1.72 534, 151 580, 144
Layout 533, 165 5.19, 1.62 541, 153 6.10, 124
Feel the Same Now 523,, 154 4.99, 1.67 558, 144 536,, 171
Thought About 529, 1.54 464, 172 523, 157 549, 156
Setting 6.18, 1.28 6.26, 1.09 6.30, 1.23 6.30, 118
Actually Remember 604,, 117 5.76, 1.36 6.05,, 1.13 6.25, 1.02
In Words 474, 161 461, 1.68 474, 177 518, 1.69
Back in Time 536,, 1.65 524, 1.67 527, 174 581, 143
Coherent Story 510,, 158 493, 1.55 525, 151 551, 148
Significance 512, 161 4.20, 1.83 525, 162 536, 1.50
Imaginary / Real 6.59, 0.69 6.48, 0.98 665, 081 665, 068
Positive Emotions 3.01, 206 334, 2.24 349, 231 355, 230
Negative Emotions 491, 2.05 441, 230 457, 223 4.54, 221
Taked About 411, 201 3.43, 1.92 330, 177 429, 197
Consequences 503, 168 4.00, 1.88 508, 165 524, 158
Aware Time of Day 544, 142 521, 1.78 558,, 145 586, 160
Importance 548, 126 451, 1.72 583, 144 575, 127

Note. Means in the same row that do not share the same subscript are significantly different from each other in Bonferonni corrected
post-hoc comparisons.

However, this finding was in contrast with significantly lower ratings regarding

unfamiliar/nonclose memory category. There were no effects of gender and type of
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memory for setting and imaginary/real items. Furthermore, interaction between these
two factors was not significant for any of the AMQ items, except negative emotions
(F(3, 282) =3.26, p = .02, np2 =.03). In order to find the significant gender

difference(s) across memory types, 4 t-tests were conducted.

Results indicated that females (M = 5.54, SD = 1.87) and males (M = 4.16, SD
= 2.01) were significantly different from each other for close friend memories (#94)
=3.48, p <.01). There was also a marginally significant difference between females
(M =4.81, 8D =2.25) and males (M = 3.93, SD = 2.27) for unfamiliar/nonclose

memories (#(94) = 1.89, p =.06).
Centrality of Event, Age-at-Event, and Narrative Length

In the same way as AMQ items, a number of 2 (gender) x 4 (type of memory)
ANOV As were conducted for participants’ centrality of event score —sum of ratings
for all 7 items in CES —, age-at-event estimations, and number of words in memory
narratives to examine potential gender and memory type differences. Gender had a
significant main effect only for narrative length (F(1, 94) =3.96, p = .05, np2 =.04),
indicating that females wrote significantly longer narratives compared to males.
Nevertheless, as illustrated in Table 7, females and males were comparable with

respect to centrality of event score and age-at-event.

Table 7. Mean (Standard Deviation) Centrality of Event Score, Age-at-Event, and
Narrative Length for Females and Males

Gender
Female Male
M SD M SD
Centrality of Event Score ~ 21.19 5.29 19.56 5.00
Age-at-Event 16.72 2.70 16.37 2.73
Narrative Length 111.05 45.98 92.76  43.54
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A significant main effect of type of memory was observed only for centrality of
event score (F(3, 282) =10.39, p < .01, np2 =.10) and age-at-event (F(3, 279) =
25.92, p <.001, np2 =.22). Means and standard deviations across memory types are
presented in Table 8. For centrality of event, nonclose/unfamiliar memory ratings
were significantly low compared to ratings of all other types of memories. Besides,
unfamiliar/nonclose memories did not significantly differ from close friend and
family member memories for age-at-event. However, all other post-hoc comparisons
were significant. That is to say, family memories were earlier compared to close
friend memories. In turn, close friend and unfamiliar/nonclose memories were earlier
than romantic partner memories. Interaction was significant for none of these

variables.

Table 8. Mean (Standard Deviation) Centrality of Event Score, Age-at-Event, and
Narrative Length for Different Types of Memories

Type of Memory
Close Friend Unfamiliar / Nonclose Acq. Family Member Romantic Partner
M SD M SD M SD M SD
Age-at-Event 17.14, 3.54 15.92,5 4.93 14.42, 499 18.70,  2.00
Centrality of Event Score  20.78,  7.37 17.38, 7.76 21.57, 742 22.04, 7.61
Narrative Length 104.20, 54.38 100.01, 58.23 97.79, 47.79 108.70, 65.68

Note. Means in the same row that do not share the same subscript are significantly different from each other in Bonferonni corrected
post-hoc comparisons.

The Relationship between Attachment and Memories’ Narrative and

Phenomenological Characteristics

Prior to research findings, the logic behind the analyses that were carried out in
STATA will be briefly mentioned. Because of the fact that the present data contained
four different observations (in this case, memories) from each individual, they were
clustered in nature. Thus, it should be specified in the analyses that observations

were independent between clusters (in this case, participants), but not necessarily
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within clusters. In a situation like this, a very useful option called “clustered/robust”
in STATA replaces standard errors in data with robust standard errors to correct for
the violation of independence between observations (Long & Freese, 2006). As a
matter of fact, the SPSS data file contained 96 lines of data representing each person
in the variance analyses; however, the STATA data file contained 429 lines of data
representing each memory in the clustered/robust regression analyses. Yet, grouping
memories by participant id ensured that both within- as well as between-cluster (N =
111) variability and error were taken into account. More detailed information about
how to use STATA while analyzing clustered data can be found in Long and Freese

(2006).

Results Pertaining to Narrative Characteristics

First, the role of attachment anxiety and/or avoidance on narrative characteristics of
memories was examined. In order to do so, two separate binary logistic regression
(clustered/robust) analyses were conducted in STATA with gender, anxiety score,
avoidance score, their interaction, and dummy variables of three memory types
(close friend, family member, and romantic partner) as predictor variables whereas
specificity and integration of memories as criterion variables. Results showed that
none of the variables predicted specificity (Wald x*(7) = 8.55, p = .28) or integration

(Wald *(7) = 3.39, p = .84) of self-defining memories in these data.

Results Pertaining to Phenomenological Characteristics

Next, the role of attachment anxiety and/or avoidance on phenomenological
characteristics of memories was examined. This time, linear regression
(clustered/robust) analyses indicated that anxiety score was a significant predictor for

the ratings of the following phenomenological qualities; thought about, F(7, 110) =
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5.77, p < .01, R*= 0.09, negative emotions, F(7, 110) = 2.70, p < .05, R* = 0.04,
consequences, F(7, 110)=8.25, p < .01, R* = 0.14, and importance, F(7, 110) =
11.55, p<.01, R%?= 0.17, as well as centrality of event score, F(7, 110) =8.59, p <
.01, R* = 0.12. Furthermore, avoidance score was a significant predictor for ratings

of talked about item on AMQ, F(7, 110) = 6.74, p < .01, R* = 0.10.

Based on b coefficients of each variable in regression equations in Table 9,
one can make the following interpretations: For every unit increase in anxiety score,
thought about ratings were predicted to be .25 units higher (p =.006) and being a
female predicted thought about ratings to be .52 units higher compared to being a
male (p = .01). Additionally, being a close friend memory predicted thought about
ratings to be .62 units higher (p = .003) compared to unfamiliar/nonclose memory
category which I excluded from regression analyses in order to make a comparison.
Since comparisons between different memory types mirrored the patterns in post-hoc

tests of previously mentioned variance analyses, they will not further mentioned.

For every unit increase in anxiety score, negative emotions was predicted to
be .32 units higher (p = .004) and being a female predicted negative emotions ratings
to be .53 units higher compared to being a male (p = .042). Consequences ratings
were predicted to be .27 units higher (p = .005) and being a female predicted
consequences ratings to be .44 units higher compared to being a male (p =.01).
Importance ratings were predicted to be .23 units higher (p = .003) and being a
female predicted importance ratings to be .34 units higher compared to being a male
(p =.03). Centrality of event scores were predicted to be 1.47 units higher (p = .002).
Lastly, for every unit increase in avoidance score, talked about ratings were
predicted to be .30 units lower (p =.015), but being a female predicted talked about

ratings to be .76 units higher compared to being a male (p =.002).
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Table 9. Anxiety and Avoidance Scores as Significant Predictors of AMQ Ratings
and Centrality of Event

Linear Regression
Criterion Variables Predictor Variables b Robust SE t D

Thought About

Gender 52 20 2.61 .01
Anxiety Score 25 .09 2.83 .006
Avoidance Score -.04 .10 -41 .68
Interaction .03 .08 46 .65
Close Friend .62 .20 3.06 .003
Family Member .66 .19 3.39 .001
Romantic Partner .86 17 5.08 .000
Talked About
Gender .76 24 3.11 .002
Anxiety Score .007 11 07 .94
Avoidance Score -.30 12 -2.48 .01
Interaction .03 .09 37 7
Close Friend 58 24 239 .01
Family Member .01 22 07 .94
Romantic Partner A 22 3.18 .002

Negative Emotions

Gender .53 .26 2.06 .04
Anxiety Score 32 11 2.94 .004
Avoidance Score -.08 12 -.68 .49
Interaction .04 .08 52 .60
Close Friend .50 27 1.88 .06
Family Member 27 27 1.00 .32
Romantic Partner 32 28 1.13 .26

Consequences

Gender 44 17 252 .01

Anxiety Score 27 .09 2.84 .005
Avoidance Score -.09 .10 -89 .37
Interaction .14 .10 145 .15

Close Friend 1.00 22 4.55 .000
Family Member 1.26 23 5.46 .000
Romantic Partner 1.33 22 5.80 .000

Importance

Gender .34 .16 2.14 .03
Anxiety Score 23 .07 3.07 .003
Avoidance Score -.08 .07 -1.13 .26
Interaction .05 .06 74 46
Close Friend 95 .19 4.85 .000
Family Member 1.43 .20 7.07 .000
Romantic Partner 1.24 18 6.87 .000

Centrality of Event

Gender 1.34 .89 1.50 .13
Anxiety Score 1.47 45 321 .002
Avoidance Score -.38 .50 =76 44
Interaction .68 48 141 .16
Close Friend 3.36 .87 3.83  .000
Family Member 4.84 .90 5.37 .000
Romantic Partner 4.88 .86 5.63 .000
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CHAPTER 1V: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

To my knowledge, this was the first study to examine 1) how self-defining memories
in different relational contexts differ from each other in terms of narrative (i.e.
specificity and integration) and phenomenological (e.g. rehearsal) characteristics, and
2) the extent to which individual differences in these characteristics can be accounted
for by attachment anxiety and avoidance. Novel findings were as follows: Results
indicated that neither type of memory, nor attachment style was related to specificity
and integration of self-defining memories. However, attachment anxiety positively
influenced the degree of importance and centrality attributed to personal experiences
as well as the negative affective content of these experiences. Results showed that
people high on attachment anxiety more frequently thought about their relationship
experiences whereas high levels of avoidance manifested itself as a tendency to
communicate relationship experiences less. Additionally, women and men differed in
terms of their subjective experiences about close relationships. Furthermore, close
relationship memories involving different attachment figures differed in terms of
their phenomenological characteristics. Overall, these findings suggest that
attachment style and type of relational context influence phenomenological, but not

narrative, characteristics of self-defining memories in conceptually meaningful ways.

Role of Attachment

Specificity and Integration of Memories

Based on the integrative model of narrative identity, Singer et al. (2013) emphasized
the importance of the ability to produce specific autobiographical memories
(especially for emotion regulation and goal management) along with an appreciable

attempt to derive higher meaning from previous experiences. However, in a study by
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Singer et al. (2007), it was also mentioned that older adults engaged in meaning
making to a greater extent than younger adults, possibly due to the fact that
reminiscence in old age serves different functions (e.g., sharing lessons about life,
conveying wisdom etc.) In this study, majority of self-defining memories were
specific (75.5 %) and nonintegrative (69 %), which is possibly related to the age of
the participants. The sample was comprised of college students and the finding was
in line with previous studies conducted with similar age groups (Blagov & Singer,
2004; Singer et al., 2007; Wood & Conway, 2006). Importantly, the present study
showed that this finding held true for SDMs in different types of relational contexts.

In other words, specificity and integration were not related to memory type.

This study also examined whether individual differences in attachment
anxiety and avoidance were associated with narrative characteristics (i.e., specificity
and integration) of self-defining memories. One of the predictions was that
avoidance would be negatively related to both specificity and integration. This
prediction was based on the idea that avoidance is associated with problems
concerning narrative identity. Additionally, anxiety was hypothesized to relate
negatively to integration, but to relate positively to memory specificity. Since people
high on attachment anxiety often worry about their close relationships and have
difficulty in down-regulating distress, it was expected that they would recall specific
memories at a high rate, without noticing or acknowledging what these memories
have taught them about themselves or world in general. Contrary to the hypotheses,
the results indicated that attachment style was not related to specificity and
integration of self-defining memories in these data. Although this finding is original

in and of itself, it is also unexpected given that different forms of avoidance were
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consistently linked with overgeneral memory in the literature (Blagov & Singer,

2004; Geraerts et al., 2012; Hermans et al, 2005).

Phenomenological Characteristics and Other Features

There were a number of predictions with respect to attachment anxiety and
avoidance, and memory characteristics such as rehearsal, narrative coherence,
emotion, and centrality. It was hypothesized that anxiety would relate positively to
rehearsal and centrality of close relationship memories. In addition, it was expected
that avoidance would be related to less coherence and emotional detail in memories

whereas anxiety would relate to more coherence and negative affect.

In line with these hypotheses, regression analyses showed that attachment
anxiety significantly predicted participants’ importance and consequences ratings as
well as centrality of event scores. As anxiety scores increased, so did participants’
ratings on these items. Notably, the strongest effect was on the centrality of event
among these items. Based on these findings, it was concluded that people high on
attachment anxiety consider their experiences in close relationships as more
important, more consequential, and more central to their life story and identity.
Given that thoughts, feelings, and attitudes of people with high attachment anxiety
towards their close relationships are intertwined with distress, attributing such
importance to (mostly negative aspects of) their close relationships may explain why
these people usually suffer from a vicious circle of anxiety, stress, depressive
symptoms, and rumination (Berntsen & Rubin, 2006). The finding that attachment
anxiety also predicted negative emotions ratings to be higher further strengthens this
argument (Sutin & Gillath, 2009). Also, the lack of relationship between avoidance

and (positive/negative) emotional ratings was interpreted as a support to the
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prediction that avoidance would be related to emotional bluntness (fewer emotional

details).

Rehearsal items on AMQ such as thought about and talked about were
differently affected by attachment anxiety and avoidance. Anxiety predicted thought
about ratings to be higher whereas avoidance predicted talked about ratings to be
lower. In fact, the way that attachment anxiety relates to rehearsal of and negative
affect in self-defining memories supported the idea that hyperactivating strategies
underlie attachment anxiety. As mentioned before, Cassidy and Kobak (1988) coined
the term hyperactivating strategies to refer to insistent attempts to attain proximity
and support from attachment figures. Additionally, Shaver and Mikulincer (2005)
referred to them as heightening of distressing thoughts about rejection, separation,
and abandonment. Mikulincer and Shaver (2005) argued that hyperactivating
strategies result in increased vigilance for detecting threat-related cues in the
environment, intense negative emotional reactions to threatening events, heightened
ruminative thinking about those events, and keeping concerns and worries about
relationships active in working memory. Thus, it was not unforeseen that attachment
anxiety, which is shaped by hyperactivating strategies, is closely connected to high
ratings of rehearsal (thought about) and negative affect for relational memories in

these data.

Intriguing thing was that for the first time, this study showed how attachment
anxiety and avoidance are linked to different ways of rehearsing close relationship
memories. AMQ has two different rehearsal items; talked about and thought about,
which tap overt and covert rehearsal, respectively. The results indicated that on the
one hand, attachment anxiety did not relate to overt rehearsal in meaningful ways,

but it was related to participants’ higher ratings on covert rehearsal. That is to say,
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the more anxious the participant is, the more frequently s/he thinks about relational
experiences. This can be interpreted as reflecting the link between anxiety and
rumination. On the other hand, avoidance was associated with significantly low
levels of overt rehearsal but it did not relate to covert rehearsal as anxiety did. Thus,
participants high on avoidance reported that they prevent themselves from talking
about their close relationships. One can argue that to avoid communicating relational
experiences is a consequence of deactivating strategies (denial of attachment needs,
and avoidance of emotional involvement, intimacy and dependence in close
relationships, Cassidy & Kobak; 1988; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2005) adopted by
avoidant individuals. Furthermore, the finding with regard to attachment anxiety,
avoidance, and their association with different forms of rehearsal may count as
supporting evidence for the existence of two separate and cooperating components of
attachment system; appraisal component and behavioral selection component (Fraley
& Shaver, 2000). According to Fraley and Shaver (2000), the former is responsible
for the evaluation of current attachment-related goals, availability, or responsiveness
of the attachment figures at a cognitive level whereas the latter is responsible for the
management of attachment system at a behavioral level. Individual differences in the
first component (anxiety) determine the extent of distress and attachment-related
threat that people experience. Moreover, individual differences in the second
component (avoidance) determine what kind of adaptive behaviors (proximity
seeking versus denial of attachment needs —emotional/behavioral distancing from
attachment figures) people engage in to deal with distress and attachment-related

threat that they experience.

Narrative coherence was another important aspect of self-defining memories

that was examined in relation to attachment style. However, contrary to expectations,
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coherence of narratives (measured by coherent story item in AMQ) was not related
to attachment anxiety or avoidance. Future studies may investigate this issue more
deeply by specifically using narrative-based attachment measures or more elaborate

coding schemes for narrative coherence.

Age-at-Event

As reported earlier, memory narratives were specific and nonintegrative in general
and this trend did not change depending on memory type (pertaining to different
relationship characteristics). Nonetheless, a serendipitous finding was that age-at-
event changed significantly across memory types. Family member memories were
earlier compared to close friend memories. Age-at-event for unfamiliar/nonclose and
close friend memories did not differ from each other. Romantic partner memories
were the most recent of all memory types. In fact, a similar finding was previously
reported by McLean and Thorne (2003), with respect to the contrast between self-
defining memories about family and peer relationships. In their study about, events
in parent memories were significantly earlier compared to events in peer memories
as well. However, it should be noted that peer memories consisted of both friendship
and romantic themes according to McLean and Thorne’s coding scheme. In this
study, more refined age estimates were obtained by asking for close friend and

romantic partner memories separately.

Thorne (2000) indicated that primary audiences of memory telling are family
members and friends across the lifespan. Accordingly, it may also be possible to
interpret the finding regarding age-at-event as follows; family members and friends
are not only the audiences of memory telling but also the protagonists of these

memories until 18 years of age (see also Pasupathi & Hoyt, 2009; Pasupathi,
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McLean, & Weeks, 2009 on narrative identity and memory telling). Later on,
shifting attachment needs from parents to peers and romantic partners may possibly
result in more recent self-defining memories about romantic partners (Fraley &
Davis, 1997). Naturally, this is not a firm conclusion. One needs to collect memories
without specifying relationship categories and then examine whether family
memories are more prevalent at an early age and romantic partner memories are

more prevalent in young adulthood.

Interestingly, life script data from Turkish samples showed that estimated
age-at-event for falling in love ranged between ages 13 and 17 (Erdogan, Baran,
Avlar, Tas, & Tekcan, 2008; Tekcan, Kaya-Kiz1l6z, & Odaman, 2012). However,
participants in this study dated their self-defining memories about family members
and close friends to this age period. Tekcan et al. (2012) showed that estimated age-
at-event for first sex was around 18 years of age both for adolescents and young
adults. This particular age coincides exactly with age-at-event for self-defining
memories involving a romantic partner in this sample. Depending on this, one can
speculate that the making and breaking of more intimate bonds earn romantic
relationship memories a self-defining quality around age 18 among Turkish college

students.

In a broad sense, it can be concluded that the age-at-event finding was
consistent with the idea that relationship with family members may change during
adolescence and young adulthood, since other developmentally significant
relationships become more central to one’s self and identity (Collins, Welsh, &

Furman, 2009).
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Effects of Gender and Type of Memory on AMQ Items

In general, self-defining memories involving romantic partners were rated high on
AMQ items including imagery (see, hear) and metacognitive judgments (back in
time, actually remember). They were also rehearsed more frequently (falked about,
thought about). This was not surprising given that on average, participants’ ratings of
significance, consequences, and centrality of event scores were highest for romantic
partner memories. In a way, these memories represented turning points in
participants’ lives and affected their thoughts, feelings, and behaviors. High imagery
ratings in different modalities may also be due to their recency compared to other

memory types.

Significant gender differences were observed for significance and
consequences items as well as thought about, talked about, and in words items.
Hence, females rehearsed their memories more compared to males. They also
indicated that memories came to them in words. In fact, it may be the reason why

female participants wrote longer narratives.

There were no effects of gender or type of memory on positive and negative
emotions ratings. However, contrary to predictions, the analyses yielded a significant
interaction between gender and type of memory such that females rated their self-
defining memories about close friends as less positive and more negative compared
to males. This is, however, consistent with previous findings. In a review by Rose
and Rudolph (2006), it was underlined that gender differences in “relationship styles
and responses to stress foster particular socioemotional consequences” (p. 123).
Although females report more self-disclosure in peer relations, engage in more

prosocial behaviors, care more about their peer relations, and value closeness and
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dependency more compared to males by adolescence, they also more frequently
worry about social approval, abandonment, and relationship losses than males (Rose
& Rudolph, 2006). Thus, this finding seems to be a socioemotional consequence of
the gender differences in the content and structure of peer behaviors. In other words,
it seems that females not only make more emotional investment in their peer
relations but they are also more sensitive to hardships. Although themes in close
friend narratives were not coded in detail, at the first glance they seemed to focus
mostly on interpersonal or group level problems (disagreements, quarrels, being
offended etc.) which were rated as more negative events by females. Finally, another
study also pointed out that females used more constructive strategies such as
emotional expressivity, communication over time, and feedback with romantic
partners than friends in times of conflict (Creasey, Kershaw, & Boston, 1999). Based
on this, it can be concluded that females may go through hard times with their
romantic partners, just like with their close friends. Yet, more constructive conflict

management strategies may help them get over easily.

Narrative Length

Females’ narratives were longer than males’ and this pattern did not change
depending on memory type. This finding was in line with previous studies as well.
For example, Bauer, Stennes, and Haight (2003) found gender differences in
autobiographical memory narratives. In their study, females wrote longer and more
detailed narratives compared to males. Additionally, from age 7 and onwards,
females used more internal states terms in their narratives. Females also used more
positive and negative emotion terms in general. In a similar vein, Fivush and

Buckner (2003) indicated that gender differences in narrative may become apparent
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during preschool years and stem from different socialization process of girls and

boys.

Implications and Limitations

This study addressed how individual differences in attachment anxiety and avoidance
can affect the way people retrieve personally significant relationship memories and
how narrative characteristics as well as ratings about subjective experience can be
influenced. The results showed that 1) attachment anxiety positively influences the
degree of importance, consequentiality, and centrality attributed to personal
experiences, 2) attachment anxiety is also positively associated with the degree of
negative affective in these experiences, 3) people high on attachment anxiety more
frequently think about their relationship experiences —since they also tend to worry
about their close relationships more readily and more often, frequent covert rehearsal
contributes to their ruminative vicious circle — and, 4) high levels of avoidance

manifests itself as a tendency to communicate relationship experiences less.

This study also produced interesting results in relation to how females and
males differed from each other in their subjective experiences about close
relationships. Moreover, it showed that close relationship memories involving
different attachment figures or social contacts can be differentiated from each other

in meaningful ways in terms of phenomenological characteristics.

Since little work has been done directly on the relationship between
attachment and self-defining memories, the current study may be an important first
step considering its efforts to take the multifaceted relations among the study
variables into account and its considerable sample size. Nevertheless, a potential

shortcoming may be the adoption of an exclusively self-report methodology,
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although valid measures were used and conventional procedures were followed.
Needless to say, these findings need both replication and extension. Future studies
may use more extensive measures to examine narrative characteristics (specificity,

integration, and narrative coherence).

Furthermore, since a number of studies suggested that remembering the past
and imagining the future have the same underlying mechanism (e.g., D’ Argembeau
& van der Linden, 2006; Klein, Loftus, & Kihlstrom, 2002; Okuda et al., 2003;
Williams et al., 1996), and that subjective experiences related to the remembered past
and the imagined future are similarly affected by experimental manipulations and
individual difference variables such as visual imagery capacity and emotion-
regulation strategy (D’ Argembeau & van der Linden, 2004; D’ Argembeau and van
der Linden, 2006), studying self-defining future projections (D’ Argembeau, Lardi, &

van der Linden, 2012) in relation to attachment may a fruitful area of research.
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APPENDIX A

Self-defining Memory Task

Instructions — SDM involving a close friend

Simdi sizden, sizin i¢in kisisel bir anlam tasidigma ve benliginizi tanimladigma
inandi1gmiz bir aniniz1 hatirlamanizi istiyoruz.

Bu ani, yakin dostlarinizdan birine ya da birkagina iliskin 6nemli ve {izerinde sik¢ca
diistindiigiiniiz bir tecriibenizi yansitmalidir.

Bu aninin, sizi siz yapan, kim oldugunuz hakkinda ipuglari veren, yakin iliskilerinize

dair kisisel hislerinizi barindiran, olumlu ya da olumsuz bir tecriibenizi igeren bir an1

olmasi1 beklenmektedir.

Liitfen bu tanima uyan bir aniniz1 miimkiin oldugunca ayrintili bir bigcimde yaziniz.

Instructions — SDM involving an unfamiliar/nonclose other

Simdi sizden, sizin i¢in kisisel bir anlam tasidigina ve benliginizi tanimladigina

inand1gmiz bir aniniz1 hatirlamanizi istiyoruz.

Bu ani, ¢evrenizde yakin iliski i¢cinde bulunmadiginiz insanlara (6rn., uzak akraba,

1yi tanimadigmniz bir kisi vs.) iliskin 6nemli ve lizerinde sik¢a diisiindiigiiniiz bir

tecriibenizi yansitmalidir.

Bu anmin, sizi siz yapan, kim oldugunuz hakkinda ipuc¢lari veren, olumlu ya da

olumsuz bir tecriibenizi i¢ceren bir an1 olmasi beklenmektedir.

Liitfen bu tanima uyan bir aniniz1 miimkiin oldugunca ayrintili bir bigcimde yaziniz.

Instructions — SDM involving a family member

Simdi sizden, sizin i¢in kisisel bir anlam tasidigma ve benliginizi tanimladigma
inandi1gmiz bir aniniz1 hatirlamanizi istiyoruz.
Bu any, aile tiyelerinizden birine (anne ya da baba) 6nemli ve lizerinde sikca

diistindiigiiniiz bir tecriibenizi yansitmalidir.

40



Bu aninin, sizi siz yapan, kim oldugunuz hakkinda ipuglari veren, yakin iliskilerinize

dair kisisel hislerinizi barindiran, olumlu ya da olumsuz bir tecriibenizi i¢ceren bir an1

olmasi1 beklenmektedir.

Liitfen bu tanima uyan bir aniniz1 miimkiin oldugunca ayrintili bir bigcimde yaziniz.

Instructions — SDM involving a romantic partner

Simdi sizden, sizin i¢in kisisel bir anlam tasidigma ve benliginizi tanimladigima
inandi1gmiz bir aniniz1 hatirlamanizi istiyoruz.
Bu ani, ge¢mis ya da siiregelen bir romantik iligkinizle alakali dnemli ve lizerinde

sikca diislindiigiiniiz bir tecriibenizi yansitmalidir.

Bu aninin, sizi siz yapan, kim oldugunuz hakkinda ipuglari veren, yakin iligkilerinize

dair kisisel hislerinizi barindiran, olumlu ya da olumsuz bir tecriibenizi igeren bir an1

olmasi1 beklenmektedir.

Liitfen bu tanima uyan bir aniniz1 miimkiin oldugunca ayrintili bir bigcimde yaziniz.
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APPENDIX B

Experiences in Close Relationships — Revised Scale

YAKIN [LISKILERDE YASANTILAR ENVANTERI-II

1. Birlikte oldugum kisinin sevgisini kaybetmekten korkarim.

il o2l ]l ] el s ] el | 7]
Hig Tamamen
katilmiyorum katiliyorum

2. Gergekte ne hissettigimi birlikte oldugum kisiye gdstermemeyi tercih

ederim.
8 -1 1 B e A B O A
Hig Tamamen
katilmiyorum katiliyorum

3. Siklikla, birlikte oldugum kisinin artik benimle olmak istemeyecegi
korkusuna kapilirim.

il o2l ]l ] el s ] el | 7]
Hig Tamamen
katilmiyorum katiliyorum

4. Ozel duygu ve diisiincelerimi birlikte oldugum kisiyle paylasmak
konusunda kendimi rahat hissederim.

1 - -1 Y 1 1 e
Hig Tamamen
katilmiyorum katiliyorum

5. Siklikla, birlikte oldugum kisinin beni gercekten sevmedigi duygusuna
kapilirim.

1 - -1 Y 1 1 e
Hig Tamamen
katilmiyorum katiliyorum

6. Romantik iliskide oldugum kisilere glivenip inanmak bana zor gelir.

8 - 1 Y 1 1 A
Hig Tamamen
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
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7. Romantik iliskide oldugum kisilerin beni, benim onlar1 6nemsedigim kadar
onemsemeyeceklerinden endise duyarim.

1 -2 Y N e
Hig Tamamen
katilmiyorum katiliyorum

8. Romantik iliskide oldugum kisilere yakin olma konusunda ¢ok rahatimdir.

1 - -1 Y 1 1 e
Hig Tamamen
katilmiyorum katiliyorum

9. Siklikla, birlikte oldugum kisinin bana duydugu hislerin benim ona duydugum
hisler kadar gii¢lii olmasini isterim.

1 - -1 Y 1 1 e
Hig Tamamen
katilmiyorum katiliyorum

10. Romantik iligkide oldugum kisilere a¢ilma konusunda kendimi rahat

hissetmem.
L) 200 s ] e sl e[ ] 7]
Hig Tamamen
katilmiyorum katiliyorum

11. Iliskilerimi kafama ¢ok takarim.

I -1 1 ) B | v
Hig Tamamen
katilmiyorum katiliyorum

12. Romantik iliskide oldugum kisilere fazla yakin olmamayi tercih ederim.

I -1 Y B 7 B A
Hig Tamamen
katilmiyorum katiliyorum

13. Benden uzakta oldugunda, birlikte oldugum kisinin baska birine ilgi
duyabilecegi korkusuna kapilirim.

I -1 Y B 7 B A
Hig Tamamen
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
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14. Romantik iliskide oldugum kisi benimle ¢ok yakin olmak istediginde
rahatsizlik duyarim.

I -1 Y B 7 B A
Hig Tamamen
katilmiyorum katiliyorum

15. Romantik iliskide oldugum kisilere duygularimi gosterdigimde, onlarin benim
icin ayn1 seyleri hissetmeyeceginden korkarim.

I -1 Y B 7 B A
Hig Tamamen
katilmiyorum katiliyorum

16. Birlikte oldugum kisiyle kolayca yakinlasabilirim.

-1 1 Y B | A v
Hig Tamamen
katilmiyorum katiliyorum

17. Birlikte oldugum kisinin beni terk edeceginden pek endise duymam.

I -1 1 ) B | v
Hig Tamamen
katilmiyorum katiliyorum

18. Birlikte oldugum kisiyle yakinlagmak bana zor gelmez.

I -1 Y B 7 B A
Hig Tamamen
katilmiyorum katiliyorum

19. Romantik iliskide oldugum kisi kendime olan giivenimi sarsar.

I -1 Y B 7 B A
Hig Tamamen
katilmiyorum katiliyorum

20. Genellikle, birlikte oldugum kisiyle sorunlarimi ve kaygilarimi tartigirim.

1 N 1 Y B | A v
Hig Tamamen
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
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21. Terk edilmekten pek korkmam.

I -1 Y B 7 B A
Hig Tamamen
katilmiyorum katiliyorum

22. Zor zamanlarimda, romantik iliskide oldugum kisiden yardim istemek bana

1yi gelir.
I -1 Y B 7 B A
Hig Tamamen
katilmiyorum katiliyorum

23. Birlikte oldugum kisinin, bana istedigim kadar yakin olmadigini

diistintirim.
i) 2l s ) 4] s el ] 7]
Hig Tamamen
katilmiyorum katiliyorum

24. Birlikte oldugum kisiye hemen hemen her seyi anlatirim.

N -1 1 Y B | A v
Hig Tamamen
katilmiyorum katiliyorum

25. Romantik iligkide oldugum kisiler bazen bana olan duygularini sebepsiz
yere degistirirler.

N -1 1 Y B | A v
Hig Tamamen
katilmiyorum katiliyorum

26. Basimdan gegenleri birlikte oldugum kisiyle konusurum.

I -1 1 ) B | v
Hig Tamamen
katilmiyorum katiliyorum

27. Cok yakin olma arzum bazen insanlar1 korkutup uzaklastirir.

I -1 Y B 7 B A
Hig Tamamen
katilmiyorum katiliyorum

28. Birlikte oldugum kisiler benimle ¢ok yakilastiginda gergin hissederim.
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I - I I Y B B I B J

Hig Tamamen
katilmiyorum katiliyorum

29. Romantik iliskide oldugum bir kisi beni yakindan tanidik¢a, benden
hoslanmayacagindan korkarim.

8 I -1 Y B 7 B A
Hig Tamamen
katilmiyorum katiliyorum

30. Romantik iliskide oldugum kisilere giivenip inanma konusunda rahatimdir.

I -1 1 ) B | v
Hig Tamamen
katilmiyorum katiliyorum

31. Birlikte oldugum kisiden ihtiya¢ duydugum sefkat ve destegi gérememek
beni 6fkelendirir.

I -1 1 Y B N | v
Hig Tamamen
katilmiyorum katiliyorum

32. Romantik iliskide oldugum kisiye giivenip inanmak benim i¢in kolaydir.

I - 1 ) B | v
Hig Tamamen
katilmiyorum katiliyorum

33. Bagka insanlara denk olamamaktan endise duyarim.

I -1 Y B 7 B A
Hig Tamamen
katilmiyorum katiliyorum

34. Birlikte oldugum kisiye sefkat géstermek benim i¢in kolaydir.

I 1 1 ) B N |
Hig Tamamen
katilmiyorum katiliyorum

35. Birlikte oldugum kisi beni sadece kizgin oldugumda fark eder.

46



-1 1 Y B | A v
Hig Tamamen
katilmiyorum katiliyorum

36. Birlikte oldugum kisi beni ve ihtiyaclarimi gergekten anlar.

I 1 1 ) e N | v
Hig Tamamen
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
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APPENDIX C

Autobiographical Memory Questionnaire

Otobiyografik An1 Anketi

1) Olay1 hatirladigimda, olay1 yeniden yastyormus gibi hissediyorum.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Hig Olay su anda
oluyormus gibi

2) Olay1 hatirladigimda, onu zihnimde gorebiliyorum.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Hig Olay su anda
oluyormus gibi

3) Olay1 hatirladigimda, onu zihnimde duyabiliyorum.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Hig Olay su anda
oluyormus gibi

4) Olay1 hatirladigimda, olayin gectigi mekanda kimin/neyin nerede durdugunu
hatirliyorum.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Hig Olay su anda
oluyormus gibi

5) Olay1 hatirladigimda, o zaman hissettigim duygulari simdi de
hissedebiliyorum.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Hig Olay su anda
oluyormus gibi

6) Bu olay gerceklestiginden beri olay hakkinda diistindiim.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hig Cok sik

7) Olay1 hatirladigimda, olayin gectigi mekanin neresi oldugunu
hatirlayabiliyorum.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Hig Olay su anda
oluyormus gibi
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8) Insanlar bazen bir olayn biitiin ayrmtilarmi hatirlamasalar da, baslarindan
gectigini bilirler. Ben bu aniy1 hatirlarken, olaym basimdan gegtigini
bilmekten 6te onu gercekten hatirlayabiliyorum.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Hig Tamamen

9) Olay1 hatirladigimda, anim aklima kelime kelime geliyor.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Hig Tamamen

10) Olay1 hatirladigimda, olaymn oldugu ana geri dondiigiimii ve olay1 disaridan
seyreden biri degil, olaya yeniden dogrudan katilan biri oldugumu
hissediyorum.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Hig Tamamen

11) Baz1 anilarimiz1 hatirladigimizda olay1r dogrudan kendi goziimiizden
goriirken, bazi anilarimi kendimizi de disaridan gorebilecek sekilde gézlemci
perspektifinden goriiriiz. Bu olaya dair aninizi hangi perspektiften

goriiyorsunuz?
1 2 3
Kendi goziimden Gozlemci gibi Hem kendi goziimden,

hem goézlemci gibi

12) Olay1 yalnizca bir durum, gbzlem ya da sahne olarak degil, kelimeler veya
resimler halinde akan biitiin bir hikaye seklinde hatirliyorum.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Hig Tamamen

13) Bu ani, 6nemli bir mesaj igermesi, hayatimda kritik bir doniim noktasini
temsil etmesi sebebiyle benim i¢in anlamlidir.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Hig Tamamen

14) Bu olayin gercekten hatirladigim sekliyle gerceklestigine ve olmamais
herhangi bir seyi hayal etmedigime ya da kurmadigima inantyorum.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
%100 Hayal %100 Gergek
Urlini
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15) Bu olay sizin i¢in ne 6l¢iide olumlu duygular igeriyor?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Hig Son derece

16) Bu olay sizin i¢in ne 6l¢iide olumsuz duygular igeriyor?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hi¢ Son derece
17) Bu olay gergeklestiginden beri olay hakkinda konugtum.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Hig Cok sik

18) Bu ani, davranislarimi, diisiince ve duygularimi belirgin sekilde etkilemesi
sebebiyle, hayatim iizerinde 6nemli sonuglar dogurmustur.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Hi¢ Son derece

19) Olay1 hatirladigimda, olayim giin i¢inde ne zaman oldugunun farkindayim.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Hig Olay su anda
oluyormus gibi

20) Bu olayin sizin i¢in 6nemini belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hig 6nemli Cok
degil 6nemli
21)Bu olay oldugu sirada ka¢ yasindaydiniz? yasinda
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APPENDIX D

Centrality of Event Scale — Short Form

1. Bu olaym kimligimin bir parcasi haline geldigini hissediyorum.
il o2l ] sl ] el ] sl ]
Hig katilmiyorum Tamamen katiliyorum
2. Bu olay, kendimi ve diinyay1 anlamamda bir referans noktasi haline geldi.
il o2l ] sl ] el ] sl ]
Hig katilmiyorum Tamamen katiliyorum
3. Bu olaym hayat hikayemin merkezi bir parcasi haline geldigini hissediyorum.
il o2 sl ] e[ ] s ]
Hig katilmiyorum Tamamen katiliyorum
4. Bu olay, diger deneyimlerimle ilgili duygu ve diistincelerimi etkiledi.
il o2l ] sl ] el ] sl ]
Hig katilmiyorum Tamamen katiliyorum

5. Bu olay, hayatimi kalic1 bir bigimde degistirdi.

N -1 N D N B O 1

Hig katilmiyorum Tamamen katiliyorum
6. Sik sik bu olayimn gelecegim iizerindeki etkileri hakkinda diistiniiriim.

S ) (N | DY |
Hig katilmiyorum Tamamen katiliyorum
7. Bu olay, hayatimda bir doniim noktas1 oldu.

S -1 N - N D e
Hig katilmiyorum Tamamen katiliyorum
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APPENDIX E
Consent Form

Bu ¢alisma, Bogazici Universitesi Psikoloji Béliimii’nde hazirlanan bir yiiksek lisans
tezi i¢in yiirtitiilmektedir.

Calismanin amaci, otobiyografik bellegin kisilik siirecleri ile yakindan ilgili bir alt
dali olan benlik tanimlayic1 anilar1 incelemektir.

Katilimcilardan, ge¢mis deneyimleriyle ilgili 4 adet benlik tanimlayict an1 yazmalari
ve sonrasinda bu anilarla ilgili ¢gesitli sorular1 yanitlamalari istenecektir.

Yaklasik 1 saat siirecek olan bu ¢aligmaya katiliminiz, tamamen isteginize baglhdir.
Sizden ticret talep etmiyoruz ve size herhangi bir 6deme yapmayacagiz. Katiliminiz
sonucunda 1 kredi alacaksiniz. Isminiz ve bilgileriniz tamamen gizli tutulacaktir.
Fakat bu ¢alismanin sonucunda elde edilen bilgiler, gelecekte baska caligmalar igin
de kullanilabilir. Istediginiz zaman ¢alismadan ¢ekilmekte dzgiirsiiniiz. Bu durumda
sizden alinmis olan bilgiler kullanilmayacaktir. Calismadan ¢ekildiginiz takdirde de
krediniz verilecektir. Yapmak istedigimiz arastrmanin size risk getirmesi
beklenmemektedir.

Bu formu imzalamadan once, ¢alismayla ilgili sorulariniz varsa liitfen sorun. Daha
sonra sorunuz olursa, deneyi yiiriiten Miige Ozbek’e (muge.ozbek@boun.edu.tr)
elektronik posta ile ulasabilirsiniz. Arastirmayla ilgili haklariniz konusunda yerel etik
kurullarma da danisabilirsiniz.

Adres ve telefon numaraniz degisirse, deneyi yiiriiten kisiye haber vermenizi rica
ederiz.

Bana anlatilanlar1 ve yukarida yazilanlar1 anladim. Bu formun bir kopyasini aldim.
Calismaya katilmay1 kabul ediyorum.

Katilimcinin adi, soyadi ve imzast:

Varsa katilimcinin vasisinin adi, soyadi ve imzast:

Tarih:

52



APPENDIX F

Demographic Form

Cinsiyetiniz: Erkek Kadmn

Bolimiiniz:

Dogum Tarihiniz (giin, ay, yil olarak):

Annenizin en son bitirdigi okul:
Ilkokul ___ Ortaokul ___ Lise ___ Universite ___ Lisanstistii ___

Annenizin meslegi:

Babanizin en son bitirdigi okul:
Ilkokul ___ Ortaokul ___ Lise ___ Universite ___ Lisanstistii ___

Babanizin meslegi:

Tirkiye genelinde degerlendirdiginizde kendi ekonomik durumunuzu nasil

goriiyorsunuz?

Ust gelir diizeyi ___
Orta-list gelir diizeyi ____
Orta gelir diizeyi

Diistik-orta gelir diizeyi ___

Diistik gelir diizeyi
Ailenizin toplam aylik geliri yaklasik ne kadardir? TL
Bu gelir toplam kag kisinin ge¢imini saglamaktadir? kisi

Hayatmizin en biiyiik bolimiinii hangi sehirde gegirdiniz? (Koy, kasaba, ilge, sehir

olarak belirtiniz.)
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APPENDIX G

Coding Examples for Different Memory Types

Male, 19, SDM involving a romantic partner, Memory coded as specific and
nonintegrative:

“Eski bir kiz arkadasimla ayni1 semtte otururduk. Okuldan ve okul servisinden
tanigmistik ve oralarda birbirimizi sevmis hissetmis, her seyimizi paylagsmistik.
Onunla gittigimiz bir pastane sahnesi var aklimda. Neden bilmiyorum ama onunla
gecirdigim ve seneler gegmesine ragmen hala hatirladigim ve belki de 6zledigim bir
an o an. Her bir derdimizi, sevdigimiz, hoslandigimiz seyleri paylasmak bize
mutluluk veren dayanaklarimizdi.”

Female, 20, SDM involving a family member, Memory coded as nonspecific and
nonintegrative:

“5 sene oOnce bir iliski yastyordum ve bunu ailem bilmiyordu. Onaylamayacaklarini
diistindiigim i¢in sdylemek istemiyordum ve sakladim. Fakat bir giin gelen mesaj1
gormeleri lizerine durumu 6g8rendiler ve kizdilar. Uzun bir tatsizliktan sonra onlara
ragmen goriisiiyordum erkek arkadasimla. Fakat bir siire sonra annemle babamin
bana soyledigi gibi onun bana uygun olmadigini anladim ve arkadagimdan ayrildim.”

Female, 21, SDM involving an unfamiliar/nonclose other, Memory coded as specific
and integrative:

“En biiyiik hayallerimden biri, piyano ¢calmaya basladigimda bir topluluk 6niinde
calmak ve insanlarin benim ¢abami begenip takdir etmesiydi. Ciinkii baz1 derslerde
basarisiz oluyordum ve iyi oldugum bir konuyu da insanlarin gérmesini ¢ok isterdim.
Bir sene sonu aktivitesinde, kursa katilan arkadaslar i¢in bir tiniversitenin konferans
salonunda bir gece diizenlendi ve ben orada piyano ¢aldim. insanlarin gosteri
sonrasinda (tanimadigim pek ¢ok insanin) gelip beni takdir etmesi ve basarilarimin
devamini dilemesi beni ¢ok mutlu etmisti. Kendimi insanlarin géziinde degerli
hissetmistim, pek ¢ok seyi basarabilecegimi ve ¢alisirsam da her seyi yapabilirim
diye diistinerek epey bir 6zgiiven kazandim.”

Male, 22, SDM involving a close friend, Memory coded as nonspecific and
nonintegrative:

“Lise arkadaglarim lise yillarinda her giin birlikte zaman gecirirdik. Her yere beraber
gider, beraber eglenir beraber gezer, beraber calisirdik. Universite sinavindan sonra
Istanbul’a gelmistim. Telefonla konusmay1 ¢ok seven birisi degilimdir. Annemle bile
haftada 1-2 kez goriisiiriiz. Bu sebeple Istanbul’dayken onlar1 pek sik aramadim.
Ancak bu onlar1 unuttugum i¢in degildi. Bu benim yapimdan kaynaklantyordu.
Tekrar memleketime dondiigiimde yine aynis1 olur gibi diistiniiyordum. Ancak bana
tavir almislardi.”
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Male, 26, SDM involving an unfamiliar/nonclose other, Memory coded as
nonspecific and integrative:

Askerlik — 24 yasinda belki hayatmin baharindayken mecburi gorev olarak gitmek
zorundaydim. Birlige ilk katildigimda o anda orada neler olacagini tahmin etmek ¢ok
zordu. Yaklasik 500 kisi ortalikta geziniyor fakat kimse tam olarak ne olacagini
bilmiyor. Herkeste siipheli ve karamsar bir surat ifadesi. Hep sdylenir, askerlik
mantigin bittigi yerdir. Bunu oraya gittiginizde gercekten anliyorsunuz. Her sey emir
ile yapiliyor, kendi basiniza hareket edemiyorsunuz. Onlar isterseler dinlenebilir,
istemezseler dinlenemezsiniz. Keza yemek i¢in de ayni. Kisacasi aslinda sizin
sabrinizi gelistiriyor biitlin bunlar. Boylece askerden geldikten sonra insanlara artik
“adam” oldun deniyor. Bu tecriibe benim i¢in gercekten ¢ok egitici ve kimligimin
gelismesinde yardimce1 olmustur.
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APPENDIX H

AMQ Ratings for Different Types of Memories

Reliving:
7 -
6 -
5 -
S0
B
24 -
3
<
3 .
2 -
Close Friend Unfamiliar / Nonclose Family Member ~ Romantic Partner
See:
7 -
61 \
5
4
3
2 -
Close Friend Unfamiliar / Family Member Romantic Partner
Nonclose
Hear:
7 -
6 -
§
AN
3 _
2 -
Close Friend Unfamiliar / Family Member = Romantic Partner
Nonclose
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NN

Close Friend Unfamiliar / Family Member = Romantic Partner
Nonclose

Feel the Same:

1 - & N &

Close Friend Unfamiliar / Family Member Romantic Partner
Nonclose

Thought About:
7 -
6
35 - N
§ -
£4 -
¥
Q
3 -
2 4
1 L
Close Friend Unfamiliar / Family Member Romantic Partner
Nonclose
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Setting:

Setting
— o (98] +~ (9} (o)
1 1 1

Close Friend Unfamiliar / Nonclose Family Member

Actually Remember:
7 -

(@)}
I

(9]
1

(V)
1

Actually Remember
&~

S
1

Close Friend Unfamiliar / Nonclose Family Member

In Words:
7 _
6 4
5 -
< \ N
Sy \ N\
S4a
S
3 -
2 -
1 DN DN N

Unfamiliar / Family Member

Nonclose

Close Friend
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N
Romantic Partner

L

Romantic Partner

_

DN
Romantic Partner



Back in Time:

7 -

Back in Time
— [\ w2 ES ()] [e)}

§

Close Friend Unfamiliar / Nonclose Family Member ~Romantic Partner

Coherent Story:

7 1

Coherent Story
e o N =

_

N

Close Friend Unfamiliar / Nonclose Family Member =~ Romantic Partner

Significance:

7 -

Significance
NN

W (@)
1 |

— \] (98]
1 1

__

N\

Close Friend Unfamiliar / Nonclose Family Member ~Romantic Partner
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§
\

§

Unfamiliar / Nonclose Family Member ~Romantic Partner

Yy

hel

77 ¢

1\\\\\\\\\\\\\

\\\\\

m

A\

N\\

N\ N\
Unfamiliar / Family Member Romantic Partner

Unfamiliar / Nonclose Family Member =~ Romantic
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J\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\

s

\\\%

A\

\

Close Friend Unfamiliar / Nonclose Family Member ~ Romantic Partner

\

Family Member Romantic

A\

A\

A\
Close Friend Unfamiliar / Nonclose Family Member =~ Romantic Partner
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Importance:
7 .

6 -

+ i
1

Importance

W
1

[\
1

N\

Close Friend Unfamiliar / Nonclose Family Member ~ Romantic Partner

p—
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