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ABSTRACT
This study aimed to examine the roles of parenting styles, big-five personality traits,
and borderline personality characteristics on interpersonal dependency in university
students. In the present study, 422 Turkish university students were recruited.
Parenting Style Scale, Big-Five Inventory Short Form, Borderline Personality
Inventory, and Interpersonal Dependency Inventory were used to test the data. In the
first step, hierarchical multiple regression analysis was run to examine the predictors
of interpersonal dependency. And then, the interactions of significant predictors (i.e.,
authoritarian parenting style, authoritative parenting style, neuroticism, extraversion,
and agreeableness) on interpersonal dependency were examined through 2X2
ANCOVAs, controlling for borderline personality characteristics. The findings
suggested that there was a significant interaction effect of authoritarian parenting style
and neuroticism on interpersonal dependency when borderline personality
characteristics were controlled. The main effect of authoritarian parenting style on
interpersonal dependency was significant. Moreover, there was a marginally
significant interaction effect of authoritarian parenting style and extraversion on
interpersonal dependency when borderline personality characteristics were controlled.
Both the main effects of authoritarian parenting style and extraversion on
interpersonal dependency were also significant. The findings, clinical implications,

and limitations of the present study were discussed.

Keywords: Interpersonal Dependency, Parenting Styles, Big-Five Personality Traits,

Borderline Personality Characteristics, University Students.



i
OZET

Bu ¢alismanin amaci, tiniversite 6grencilerinde ebeveynlik stilleri, bes faktorlii kisilik
ozellikleri ve sinirdurum kisilik 6zelliklerinin kisileraras1 bagimlilik tizerindeki
iliskisini yakindan incelemektir. Aragtirmanin 6rneklemi 422 iiniversite 6grencisinden
olusmaktadir. Ebeveynlik Stilleri Olgegi, Bes Faktor Kisilik Envanteri Kisa Formu,
Smirdurum Kisilik Olgegi ve Kisileraras1 Bagimlilik Olgegi kullanilarak arastirmanin
verilerine ulasilmustir. {1k olarak, Kisileraras1 bagimliligin yordayicilarmni incelemek
icin hiyerarsik ¢oklu regresyon analizi yapilmistir. Sonrasinda, regresyon analizine
gore anlamli ¢ikan yordayicilarin (otoriter ebeveynlik stili, demokratik ebeveynlik
stili, nérotizm, disadoniikliik ve uyumluluk) kisilerarasi bagimlilik tizerindeki
etkilesimlerini incelemek amaciyla kovaryans analizi (2X2 ANCOVA), sinirdurum
kisilik 6zellikleri kontrol edilerek yapilmustir. Bulgular, otoriter ebeveynligin
kigileraras1 bagimlilik iizerindeki ana etkisinin anlamli oldugunu goéstermektedir.
Smurdurum kisilik 6zellikleri kontrol edildiginde, otoriter ebeveynlik ve ndrotizm
arasindaki etkilesimin kisileraras1 bagimlilik tizerinde anlamli oldugu bulunmustur.
Ayni sekilde, disadoniikliigiin kisilerarasi bagimlilik iizerindeki ana etkisinin anlamli
oldugu bulunmustur. Son olarak, sinirdurum kisilik 6zellikleri kontrol edildiginde,
otoriter ebeveynlik ve disadoniikliik arasindaki etkilesim etkisinin de kisilerarasi
bagimlilik {izerinde anlaml1 oldugu bulunmustur. Calismanin kisithliklari, giiclii

yonleri ve bulgular tartigilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Kisileraras: Bagimlilik, Ebeveynlik Stilleri, Bes Faktorlii Kisilik

Ozellikleri, Stmirdurum Kisilik Ozellikleri, Universite Ogrencileri
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1. INTRODUCTION
The current study was carried out to examine the relationship between parenting
styles, big-five personality traits, borderline personality characteristics on
interpersonal dependency in university students. In the first section of the introduction
part, interpersonal dependency and its features will be discussed. In the second
section, parenting styles will be discussed. And then, big-five personality traits will be

argued. In the last section, borderline personality characteristics will be discussed.

1.1. Interpersonal Dependency
1.1.1. Description of Interpersonal Dependency

Human beings need other people to sustain their own lives. It is an emotional need
including love, being loved, and other kinds of social needs which require other
people's support. During their developmental processes, individuals try to satisfy their
needs through interpersonal intimacy and their dependency on those needs helps to

establish several relationships (Cayir & Kalkan, 2018).

The term interpersonal dependency is firstly used by Hirschfeld et al. (1977) and is
defined as complicated thoughts, emotions, beliefs, and behaviors that arise by the
need for interaction and intimacy with significant others (Hirschfeld et al., 1977).
Murray (2008) defines dependency as a sum of behaviors that includes seeking help,
care, and affection. Similarly, interpersonal dependency refers to a personality trait
that tends to be dependent on others’ nurturance, support, and guidance (Murray,

2008).

Interpersonal dependency plays an important role in human relations during
childhood as well as adulthood (Bornstein, 1992). It is characterized by four main

aspects: (1) motivational, (2) cognitive, (3) emotional, and (4) behavioral aspects



(Bornstein, 1993). The motivational aspect is a feeling of distinct need for taking
confirmation and support from other people. The cognitive aspect is to perceive one’s
self as weak and unsuccessful while to perceive others as strong and control over the
results of situations. The emotional aspect is a feeling of both anxiety and fear if an
individual must meet his/her needs alone. The behavioral aspect is defined by seeking
trust, guidance, help, and support from other people and having a tendency of

submission in interpersonal interactions (Bornstein, 1993).

Interpersonal dependency can be adaptive or maladaptive. Both include a need for
other people’s nurturance, support, and guidance but adaptive dependency has flexible
behavior and autonomous functioning of a person. Moreover, an individual who has
adaptive dependency tries to establish healthy relationships with other people
(Bornstein et al., 2005). If dependency reaches an excessive level, it becomes
pathological and distorted functioning paves the way for several problems in
interpersonal relationships. In this case, excessive dependency and submissive
behaviors are considered in the axis of pathological personality organizations

(Bornstein, 1992).

1.1.2. Theories of Interpersonal Dependency

The term ‘interpersonal dependency’ is conceptualized by various psychological
approaches (Uji et al., 2013). For instance, one of the oldest definitions for
dependency is made by Sigmund Freud within the framework of psychoanalytic
theory (Simonelli & Parolin, 2017). Dependency is resulted in fixation at the oral
stage due to the lack of meeting or excessive meetings of some needs. According to
psychoanalytic theory, individuals who fixate at this stage need other people for care
and support and they show behavior reflecting the oral stage’s characteristics

(Bornstein, 1992). The psychoanalytic approach states that interpersonal dependency



can be a pathologic issue and it can cause a personality disorder (Steele et al., 2001).
More specifically, frustration or over-gratification causes the formation of oral

character type (Simonelli & Parolin, 2017).

When in 1960s behavioral approach comes into prominence, it has been
suggested that learning and modeling play important roles in the development of
interpersonal dependency (Bornstein, 2011a). Accordingly, the main assumption of
the learning approach is that people show dependent behaviors because these
behaviors are rewarded (Bornstein et al., 2005). When psychoanalytic theory
stresses intrapsychic mechanisms by defining dependency, Bandura’s Social
Learning Theory (1971) highlights less on internal aspects and more on social
reinforcers. As a result, learning theorists meet a point by accepting that people learn

by being dependent on others (Bornstein, 1992).

In addition to psychodynamic and learning approaches, the cognitive approach
has been playing an important role to explain interpersonal dependency throughout
the 1980s. The cognitive approach focuses on the way of thinking and information
processing which are causes of occurrence of dependent behavior and its lasting
(Overholser & Fine, 1994). Beck (1976) initiated the cognitive approach which
stresses the importance of a way of thinking depending on early life experiences by
both familial and cultural experiences (Beck, 1976). Both parental and cultural
values restrict independent behavior and lead to the prevention of being an
autonomous individual. As a result of this kind of early life experiences, individuals
create schemas that foresee others as strong and themselves as weak and in time,
these schemas become automatic thoughts that feed interpersonal dependency (Beck

etal., 2004).



Automatic thoughts reflect an individual’s schema of insufficiency and generally
include “I do not overcome this situation by myself” and “I will be unsuccessful if
someone does not help me” types of statements (Bornstein, 1996). According to the
cognitive approach, dependency has two processes. In the first process, an
individual’s automatic thoughts are triggered when an individual faces a difficult task
or duty. When the dependent individual escapes from this difficult task, his or her
feeling of failure and belief of insufficiency become stronger. As a result of this,
individuals’ performance decreases as well and false belief about their insufficiency
and unsuccess is validated. In sum, every new difficulty triggers cognitive schemas
which increase hopelessness and insufficiency of dependent individuals, and then,
automatic thoughts show up suddenly and unwittingly. As a result, when this cycle
constantly repeats itself, feelings of hopelessness and insufficiency of dependent
individuals increase day by day (Bornstein, 1993). Additionally, the cognitive
approach suggests that dependent individuals impose negative outcomes on internal
factors and positive outcomes on external factors which are out of their control. For
instance, when they are unsuccessful, they feel guilt and shame; however, if they are
successful, they do not appreciate their success. Individuals with increased
interpersonal dependency see themselves as weak and vulnerable. Therefore, their

dependent behaviors maintain (Bornstein et al., 2005).

According to Blatt (1974), who argues that the relationship established between
the child and the parent in infancy is like a kind of symbiotic relationship, the child
has some needs including physiological and psychological when he is born. A
problematic relationship in which the child's needs are not met and fulfilled on time
supports the state of dependency. In addition, looking at the childhood and adulthood

of the individual who developed a dependent personality, it was seen that the parents



were either very protective or conditionally loving the child in family attitudes. In
both attitudes, the child is prevented from developing internal representations that s/he
is valuable and loved, and the child's dependence on his parents causes the child to
feel insecure. This relationship developed with the family is repeated in subsequent
relationships (Blatt, 1974). Blatt and Shichman (1983) argue that being more tolerant
has a significant effect on interpersonal dependency. Interpersonal dependency has
genetic linkage but the occurrence of it mostly depends on the relationship between
the child and the parents at the earlier stages of development (Rusby et al., 2013).
Rubinstein's (2007) statement that there is a negative relationship between age and
interpersonal dependency confirms that the seeds of dependency are planted in the

early stages of life (Rubinstein, 2007).

According to Bornstein (2011a), the ‘Interactionist Model” suggests that
interpersonal dependency relates to passive and submissive behavior. Dependent
personalities believe that they lack the ability of determination; therefore, they need
another person. They often have passive and submissive behaviors to avoid anxiety
which comes from abandonment or rejection of others, even if others’ behaviors are
wrong. To receive care and support, they tend to try to make others happy, they make
intense efforts to meet others’ expectations and wants, and they easily enter the
influence of others (Bornstein, 2011a). According to Bornstein’s interactionist model
of interpersonal dependency, overprotective and authoritarian parenting styles, both or
one of them, have significant roles in interpersonal dependency (Bornstein, 2012a).

The next section focuses on interpersonal dependency and parenting styles.



1.2. Interpersonal Dependency and Parenting Styles

1.2.1. Description of Parenting Styles

Parenting style is one of the major factors for the development of personality.
Moreover, maternal parenting style and paternal parenting style have different
influences (Milevsky et al., 2007). Since mothers are likely to spend more time with
their children, it is suggested that maternal parenting style is decisive on the
behaviors of children. Yet, when parental styles are mentioned, both paternal and
maternal parenting styles should be understood (Nichols, 1962). Parental evaluations
about children impact children’s perceptions of themselves and their relationship
with parents. It can be inferred that the personality of a child is an output of his/her

mother’s and father’s parenting styles (Takeuchi & Takeuchi, 2008).

The term ‘parenting styles’ is firstly defined by Baumrind in 1967 to examine
the development of children. These are authoritative, authoritarian, and permissive
parenting styles (Baumrind, 1967). Throughout the 1980s, Baumrind's parenting
styles for children transform into parenting styles for the adolescent as warmth,
control, and democracy. Warmth refers to emotional intimacy and the necessity of
response for the needs of the adolescents. Control means an active observation and
overseeing the adolescents' particular activities and friendships. Democracy is
labeled as support for adolescents' autonomy, way of thinking, and functional

abilities (Kerr et al., 2012).

There are lots of classifications regarding parenting styles such as oppressive,
permissive or indulgent, neglectful or uninvolved, perfectionist, inconsistent, and
unstable parenting styles. Regarding Baumrind’s three dimensions of parenting

styles, they are differently named in several studies. Especially, the third dimension,



permissive parenting style, is generally labeled as neglectful or negligent parenting
style, indulgent parenting style, or uninvolved parenting style. Similarly, the Turkish
adaptation of the Parenting Style Scale was developed by Kuzgun and Eldeleklioglu
in 1999 for adolescents and young adults and they divided parenting styles into three
main dimensions namely, authoritarian parenting style, authoritative parenting style,
and protective parenting style instead of permissive parenting style (Kuzgun &

Eldeleklioglu, 1999).

According to Baumrind (1966), the authoritarian parenting style is an
excessively suppressive parenting style that disrupts the child’s self-esteem and
disregards the personality of the child (Baumrind, 1966). In this parenting style, the
child is expected to obey all the rules of parents. Although authoritarian parents
encourage their children for being autonomous, they strictly control them.
Furthermore, if children’s behaviors or beliefs conflict with parents’ values, those
parents tend to punish their children. Children who have authoritarian parents are
likely to feel desperation and frustration. Eventually, the child’s personality
development is ignored in which results in psychopathology (Baumrind, 1966).
However, encouraging autonomy and being supportive are important elements for
growing children and these children with supportive parents establish stable and

positively oriented relationships with adults (Strage & Brant, 1999).

Second, the protective parenting style refers to being excessively protective and
having difficulty with separation from their children. Since those parents fear that
their children become independent, they want to take control over all behaviors of
their children. Since parents are not convinced that their children do not grow
enough much, they get many things done in the name of their children. This

situation prevents the child to take responsibility for their lives. Excessive protection



is seen as excessive control and care, and eventually, the child may be mistrustful

and dependent on other people (Kuzgun, 1972).

Third, authoritative parents are tolerant and supportive toward their children,
and they allow children to perform their wishes with some restrictions. According to
Baumrind (1968), authoritative parents are flexible about communication on their
rules for their children, on the other hand, authoritarian parents tend to close the way
for this communication. If the family environment gives the child an opportunity for
the identification of the child’s self, the child can healthily actualize the period of
maturation. In this parenting style, the borders of both accepted and unaccepted
behaviors are clear and the child behaves accordingly. Therefore, all the rules and
borders are provided by verbal contract (Baumrind, 1968). Moreover, authoritative
parents can provide a balance between care and protection at a good level. Those
parents are sensitive to their children’s needs and autonomy. In addition, they are
open to discussing the reasons for significant decisions with their children and give
value to the thoughts and views of the child. They tend to have a verbal relationship
and try to be a good guide in almost all issues. Eventually, children become well-
prepared individuals who are expressive about themselves, responsible for their
lives, and meet their emotional needs. Therefore, the authoritative parenting style is
accepted as the most suitable parenting style for children’s ideal personality

development (Baumrind, 1966).

As mentioned above, some studies suggest that mainly two parenting styles
have a role in high levels of interpersonal dependency. The first one is authoritarian
parenting style prevents the children to participate in self-learning which provides
autonomy and consequently they have a lack of self-efficacy (McCranie & Bass,

1984). Secondly, an overprotective parenting style may lead to interpersonal



dependency. Like the authoritarian parenting style, parents restrain their children to
act independently. Therefore, the child starts to think that s/he is insufficient to take
any action without other people’s support and help (Parker & Lipscombe, 1980).
While authoritarian families do not approach the child lovingly, parents with a free
attitude cause the child to develop low self-esteem due to their inability to teach the
child self-control (De Hart et al., 2006). When helplessness and weakness become the
core self-concepts, dependency-related issues rise (Bornstein, 2011a). Moreover,
Bornstein (2006a) suggests that two other components are leading to interpersonal
dependency besides parenting styles. These are gender-role socialization, and cultural
behaviors about success and relatedness. Parenting style is a concept including
multidimensional and universal attitudes that are affected by many factors. The most
known factor is culture (Bornstein et al., 2011). Although parenting style is a
universal concept, which parenting styles are dominant in each culture may also differ
depending on cross-cultural context. In individualistic cultures, an authoritative
parenting style has been found to include values of self-expression and independence.
In contrast, the authoritarian parenting style which has dependency and obedience is
seen in collectivistic cultures (Gentina & Singh, 2015). Therefore, the examination of
the relationship between parenting styles and interpersonal dependency in various
cultures may be important. For instance, the protective parenting style can be
frequently observed in Turkish families. An overprotective attitude can make the child
dependent on another person seeking constant support in achieving his or her goals

(Alisinanoglu, 2003).

The relationship between parents and child affects the interpersonal dependency
patterns of children throughout their lives. They learn the way of expression of

interpersonal connection accordingly the reactions of parents or primary caregivers
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for interpersonal dependency. Therefore, early childhood experiences with parents
influence other interpersonal relationships as well (Ainsworth, 1969). The main
motivation of the dependent person is to establish and maintain supportive and
protective relationships consistent with the attitudes of authoritarian and
overprotective families, which are predictors of interpersonal dependency levels in

childhood, adolescence, and adulthood (Bornstein, 1992).

Taken together, the first relationships established in childhood with parents have
an important role in determining the attitude to be displayed in adulthood (Avet,
2016). More specifically, how parents approach the child during the autonomy
period affects the interpersonal dependency process. Children may adopt
interpersonal strategies such as turning toward other people, moving away from
people, and being against people as a defense against unfulfilled developmental
needs (Chang, 2010). Individuals who develop a strategy of turning towards people
tend to prioritize others, hold themselves in the background, and be dependent on
others. Dependent individuals try to please others to be loved and approved by them
(Burger, 2004). Those individuals also avoid loneliness (Chang, 2010). In addition,
research suggests that parenting styles are also related to five-factor personality traits
especially in high neuroticism (Tomsik & Ceresnik, 2017). In the latter section,

interpersonal dependency and big-five personality traits will be discussed.

1.3. Interpersonal Dependency and Big-Five Personality Traits
1.3.1. Description of Big-Five Personality Traits
Personality refers to a dynamic and organized set of characteristics possessed by
a person that uniquely influences his or her cognitions, motivations, and behaviors in

various situations (Schultz & Schultz, 2017). In other words, personality is related to
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individual differences, and it shapes how a person will act, think, and feel
(Ryckman, 2008). According to Atkinson et al. (1996), personality determines the
way of interaction with physical and social surroundings. Although personality is
one of the most comprehensive concepts, researchers and psychologists have built a
consensus on basic dimensions of personality and they developed a well-accepted

personality structure (Atkinson et al., 1996).

Many theories organize personality traits under different categorizations. For
instance, Allport (1936) divided personality traits into three levels as cardinal traits,
central traits, and secondary traits. Cattell (1947) initiated sixteen dimensions for
personality traits, it is also known as 16PF. Eysenck (1970) created three dimensions
namely, introversion vs. extroversion, neuroticism vs. stability, and psychoticism vs.
socialization (as cited in Buss & Finn, 1987). It is a widely accepted theory that
assumes that there are five major and universal factors of personality also known as
the five-factor model of personality traits or mostly known as big-five personality
traits. These five major traits are openness, conscientiousness, extraversion,

agreeableness, and neuroticism (Goldberg, 1990).

Openness reflects intellectual and imaginative abilities. Conscientiousness
refers to an ability to be responsible and productive. Extraversion shows the ability
to engage in social relations and assertiveness. Agreeableness represents emotional
concern and respect for other people. Neuroticism, also called emotional stability,
indicates rapid changes in negative emotions such as anxiety and sadness (Soto,
2018). Some adjectives are used for describing these five personality traits. For
openness, artistic, curious, imaginative, insightful, original, and wide interests are
used. Conscientiousness has the adjectives of efficient, organized, planful, reliable,

responsible. For extraversion, active, assertive, energetic, enthusiastic, outgoing, and
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talkative are used. Appreciative, forgiving, generous, kind, sympathetic, and trusting
are common adjectives for agreeableness. Moreover, anxious, self-pitying, tense,
touchy, unstable, and worrying are used for neuroticism (McCrae & John, 1992).
Big-five personality traits are investigated under two different approaches, namely,
etic and emic approaches. The etic approach states that big-five personality traits are
assumed to be universal (i.e., it is not affected by environment, culture, or context).
On the contrary, the emic approach suggests that big-five personality traits are

specific to culture and context (Goldberg, 1992).

Many studies showed a significant relationship between interpersonal
dependency and big-five personality traits. For instance, Bornstein and Cecero
(2000) found in their meta-analysis that two of the big-five personality traits,
namely, neuroticism, and agreeableness were positively related to interpersonal
dependency. In addition, other traits (i.e., extraversion, conscientiousness, and
openness) and interpersonal dependency had a significant negative relationship
(Bornstein & Cecero, 2000). Ulusoy and Durmus (2011) conducted similar research
to investigate the relationship between big-five personality traits and interpersonal
dependency tendencies of university students. The results showed that there was a
positive relationship between interpersonal dependency and the dimensions of
agreeableness and neuroticism, and a negative relationship with extraversion. The
findings of this study also showed that there was no significant difference in
interpersonal dependency tendencies and big-five personality traits based on age and
gender (Ulusoy & Durmus, 2011). Most of the research also has concentrated on the
relationship between personality disorders and interpersonal dependency. Excessive

interpersonal dependency is a risk for the development of personality disorders
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(Bornstein, 1998a). The next section focuses on the association between

interpersonal dependency and personality disorders.

1.4. Interpersonal Dependency and Personality Disorders

Personality disorders refer to a group of mental disorders that are defined by
relatively stable patterns in terms of thoughts and behaviors leading to several
problems in relation with others (Rizenau, 2015). Interpersonal dependency plays an
important role in different personality pathologies (Alonso-Arbiol et al., 2002) such as
borderline personality disorder and dependent personality disorder (Koriik & Kara,
2018). Especially, individuals with dependent, histrionic, or borderline personality
disorders have both strong underlying and expressed interpersonal dependency levels
(Bornstein, 1998a). However, there are some differences. For instance, dependent
personality patients are aware of their need for interpersonal dependency in an
obvious way, but histrionic personality disorder patients have less awareness about
interpersonal dependency. While dependent personality disorder has passive features,
histrionic personality disorder has active and manipulative qualifications for covering
their underlying dependency needs (Bornstein, 1998b). Besides, while dependent
personality disorder patients have dependency-related insight, borderline personality
disorder patients do not always have awareness about their interpersonal dependency
needs. Both in borderline personality disorder and dependent personality disorder,
interpersonal dependency can be directly expressed. Yet, other personality disorders
such as avoidant, narcissistic, paranoid, and schizotypal personality disorder have an
indirect e of interpersonal dependency through somatic signs, jealousy, adoration, and
approval. The other three disorders: antisocial, obsessive-compulsive, and schizoid

disorder patients show less interpersonal dependency (Bornstein, 1998a).
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1.4.1. Interpersonal Dependency and Borderline Personality Disorder
According to the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders-5 (DSM-
5), borderline personality disorder is characterized by unstable mood, self-image,
intimate relationships, lack of knowledge about personal goals, and self-destructive
behaviors (American Psychiatric Association, 2013). Moreover, individuals with
borderline personality disorder experience difficulties in emotion regulation and
control of impulses (Sansone & Sansone, 2015). Because of lack of emotion
regulation, these people suffer from mood swings, hostility, and cognitive difficulties
(Linehan & Lindenboim, 2007). They may have suicidal and self-harming attitudes.
Besides, they may have paranoid thoughts. They tend to use splitting (i.e., devaluation
and idealization) in their relationship and have a fear of abandonment by significant
others such as family and friends. In addition to these features, anxiety and depressed

mood can also be added for borderline personality disorder (APA, 2013).

The term ‘borderline’ was first mentioned by Adolph Stern in the psychoanalytic
approach in 1938. Stern was known as the father of the term borderline personality
(Stefana, 2015). In 1975, Kernberg formed a group for personality organizations,
namely, neurotic, borderline, and psychotic personality organizations based on
identity integration, defense mechanisms, and reality testing. Kernberg (1984)
proposed borderline personality organization as a middle point of personality
organization from neurotic to psychotic personality organization. According to
Kernberg’s model, people with borderline personality disorder uses primary defense
mechanisms such as projection and denial. Patients with borderline personality
disorder build their intimate relationships on interpersonal dependency or idealization
(Kernberg & Yeomans, 2013). In summary, it has distortion in reality perception,

immature and maladaptive defenses, instability in interpersonal relationships,
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dysregulation of emotions, low anxiety tolerance, disordered thinking, and poor

impulse control (Bradley & Westen, 2005).

Borderline personality characteristics have interpersonal disturbances and conflicts.
Interpersonal dependency is one of these disturbances that are related to concerns
about rejection and fear of abandonment (Bornstein et al., 2000). Problematic
interpersonal functioning is also one of the features of borderline personality disorder.
Among other personality disorders, DSM-IV (APA, 1994) highlights the intensity of
interpersonal disturbances for borderline pathology. These disturbances are defining
characteristics of this disorder. Excessive dependency needs are distinctive for
creating maladaptive schemas because borderline patients do not want to be
independent. This situation is labeled as “dependent-depressive interactions” (Drapeu
etal., 2012, p. 583). According to Bornstein et al. (2010), interpersonal dependency
has been playing an important role in borderline personality disorder. Individuals with
borderline personality disorder exaggerate dependent behavior and have difficulty
normalizing the need for empathy and protection. According to DSM-IV (APA,
1994)patients with borderline personality disorder have an intolerance of being alone,
and psychoanalytic, cognitive, and interpersonal approaches highlight that their
intolerance triggers them to be dependent on others (Bornstein et al., 2010). In
addition, Kernberg (1975) remarked the pathological or maladaptive way of
dependency in borderline personality disorder is one of the characteristics of
borderline pathology (Kernberg, 1975). Borderline patients who have higher
dependency scores show more interpersonal distress. The negative affections such as
anger, depressed mood, and anxiety are directly connected to the level of dependency

(Vansteelandt et al. 2020).
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A study is conducted to examine the role of dependency in borderline personality
disorder. It was found that dependency is a stable factor for borderline patients in
terms of negative affect. Borderline patients report a high level of dependency
compared to other personality disorders. Especially maladaptive or unhealthy form of
interpersonal dependency is associated with interpersonal neediness for borderline
pathology. Borderline patients who have a high level of dependency have also a high
level of emotional insecurity. Having a high level of dependency creates a
vulnerability in front of stressors in interpersonal relationships. In addition to
dependency, type of behavior and personality are also related to borderline
characteristics (Kopala-Sibley et al., 2012). Similarly, Levy et al. (2007) suggest that
borderline characteristics are associated with dependent pathology, and dependent
pathology is also labeled as anaclitic pathology. Anaclitic borderline characteristics
have difficulties in regulation of affect as well. Borderline patients are higher on
dependency based on self-report dependency scores than non-borderline patients
(Levy et al., 2007).

Based on the information mentioned above, it is thought that borderline
characteristics may have impacts on interpersonal dependency Indeed, it is difficult to
differentiate whether the interpersonal dependency is a mechanism of borderline
personality disorder or it is comorbid with borderline personality disorder; therefore,

it will be considered as a control variable in the present study.

1.5. The Aim of the Study

The concept of interpersonal dependency has recently become the subject of
studies in psychology literature. Every individual needs other people to survive and is
dependent on them to a certain extent. In addition, the family has a great place in the

development of the individual. Each family exhibits different attitudes towards their
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children. In this context, it was decided to conduct a study on university students to
look closely at the relationship between parenting styles, big-five personality traits,

borderline characteristics, and interpersonal dependency.

The main purpose of this study was to examine the roles of parenting styles, and
big-five personality traits on interpersonal dependency in university students when
their borderline characteristics were controlled. Therefore, a hierarchical multiple
analysis will be run to examine the predictors of interpersonal dependency in the first
step. And then, the main and interaction effects of significant predictors on

interpersonal dependency will be examined, controlling for borderline characteristics.

Based on the aim of the study, the hypotheses will be:

Hypothesis 1: Interpersonal dependency of university students will be predicted by

parenting styles, big-five personality traits, and borderline personality characteristics.

Hypothesis 2: Interpersonal dependency of university students will differ according

to the levels of parenting styles, controlling for borderline personality characteristics.

Hypothesis 3: Interpersonal dependency of university students will differ according
to the levels of big-five personality traits, controlling for borderline personality

characteristics.

Hypothesis 4: Interpersonal dependency of university students will differ according
to the levels of parenting styles and big-five personality traits, controlling for

borderline personality characteristics.
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2. METHOD
2.1. Participants
In the present study, 495 university students were recruited from different
departments at Yeditepe University. After cleaning outliers, 445 participants
remained. The participants were asked how much they were affected by COVID-109.
23 participants were extracted from the data because they marked this question as
“My answers were highly affected by COVID-19.”. As a result, the total number of
participants was 422. Their ages were ranged between 18-35 (M= 25.55, SD= 3.10).
The participants consisted of 249 (59%) women and 173 (41%) men. The criteria of
inclusion for the participation in the study were being older than the age of 18, being
a university student, and having Turkish as the first language. The number of
participants who reported psychopathology was 50, history of psychiatric
medication was 10. The demographic characteristics of the study participants can be

seen in Table 1.



Table 1

Demographic Characteristics of the Participants

Frequency Percentage (%)
Gender
Men 173 41
Women 249 59
Age
18-25 174 41.23
26-35 248 58.76
Education Level
Preparatory class 3 0.70
First-year 28 6.60
Second-year 23 5.50
Third-year 39 9.20
Fourth-year 147 34.80
Master program 158 37.40
Doctorate program 24 5.70
Faculty
Law 14 3.30
Economics-Administrative 66 15.60
Social Sciences 25 5.90
Commerce 7 1.70
Arts-Sciences 73 17.30
Communication 20 4.70
Architecture 30 7.10
Education 33 7.80
Engineering 81 19.20
Health Sciences 38 9.00
Fine Arts 16 3.80
Medicine 17 4.00
Dentistry 2 0.50
Having Relationship
Yes 147 34.80
No 218 51.70
Married 53 12.60
Divorced 4 0.90
Income
Below minimum wage 19 4.50
Minimum wage 16 3.80
Minimum wage-5000 TL 124 29.40
5000-10000 TL 156 37.00
10000-15000 TL 61 14.50

15000 TL and above 46 10.90
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Table 1

Demographic Characteristics of the Participants (Continued)

Frequency Percentage (%)

Health Status of Parents

Both alive 382 90.50

Loss of mother 5 1.20
Loss of father 32 7.60

Loss of both 3 0.70
Marital Status of Parents

Married and living together 368 87.20

Married but living apart 16 3.80

Divorced 38 9.00
Caregiver

Mother 219 51.90

Father 3 0.70

Both 200 47.40
Total 422 100

2.2. Measurements

2.2.1. Demographic Information Form
In this form, the participants’ age, gender, education level, relationship status, level
of income, and health and marital status of their parents were questioned. The
participants’ primary caregiver, history of psychological diagnosis, and using
medicine were also asked. Furthermore, at the end of the questionnaires, participants
were asked the level of influence of Covid-19 for their answers (See Appendix E,

and Appendix J).

2.2.2. Parenting Style Scale
The Parenting Style Scale (PSS) was developed by Gafoor and Kurukkan (2014)
based on Baumrind’s Theory of Parenting Styles to measure the perceptions of
university students about their parents. The Turkish adaptation of the Parenting Style

Scale was firstly developed by Kuzgun (1972), and the second version of the scale
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was redeveloped by Kuzgun and Eldeleklioglu (1999) by improving psychometric
properties of the scale (Kuzgun, 1972; Kuzgun & Eldeleklioglu, 1999). Furthermore,
the scale was revised in 2005 for adolescents (Kuzgun et al., 2005). In the present
study, the last version of the scale was used. It consists of 40 statements including
authoritative parenting style (15 statements), protective parenting style (15
statements), and authoritarian parenting style (10 statements). Both maternal and
paternal parenting styles in childhood, puberty, and young adulthood periods are
asked. The PSS is a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 to 5 (1 = not appropriate, 2=
not that much appropriate, 3= relatively appropriate, 4= appropriate, and 5= very
appropriate). In both authoritative parenting style and protective parenting style
subscales, it can be received from 15 points up to 60 points. In the authoritarian
parenting style subscale, it can be obtained from 10 up to 40 points (Kuzgun &
Eldeleklioglu, 1999). The Cronbach Alpha’s values were .90, .82, and .79 for the
authoritative subscale, protective subscale, and authoritarian subscale, respectively
(Kuzgun & Eldeleklioglu, 1999). In the present study, the Cronbach Alpha values
were .93 for authoritative parenting style, .86 for protective parenting style, and .79

for authoritarian parenting style (See Appendix G).

2.2.3. Big-Five Inventory Short Form
Big-Five Inventory Short Form (BFI-SF) was developed by Beydogan (2008)
based on 50-item Turkish trait descriptive adjectives which were listed by Somer
and Goldberg (1999). The BFI-SF consists of 25 items in a Likert type 5 point-scale
(1= Disagree, 2= Slightly Disagree, 3= Neutral, 4= Slightly Agree, and 5= Agree)
(Beydogan, 2008). There are five subscales including agreeableness, extraversion,
neuroticism, openness to experience, and conscientiousness. The higher scores point

out a higher degree of the subscales. The first five adjectives (heady, extrovert,
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social, self-confident, lively/active) represent extraversion, Items 6-10
(hardworking/determined, controlled, responsible, principled, disciplined) reflect
contentiousness; Items 11-15 (easygoing, adaptable, understanding, sensitive,
mediatory) represent agreeableness; Items 16-20 (calm, unworried, peaceful,
unhurried, easy) represent emotional stability; and Items 21-25 (large-minded,
researcher, open for improvement, creator, accommodating) represent sub-scale of
openness. Each of the sub-scales is rated from 5 to 25 points (Beydogan, 2008). The
Cronbach Alpha's values were .77 for agreeableness, .81 for extraversion, .76 for
neuroticism, .81 for openness to experience, and .84 for conscientiousness
(Beydogan, 2008). In the present study, neuroticism scores were used via reversing
five items (i.e., Items 16-20) that represented emotional stability. In the present
study, the Cronbach Alpha’s values were .85 for agreeableness, .75 for extraversion,
.78 for neuroticism, .77 for openness to experience, and .84 for conscientiousness

(See Appendix F).

2.2.4. Interpersonal Dependency Inventory

Interpersonal Dependency Inventory (IDI) was developed by Hirschfeld et al.
(1977). The Turkish adaptation of this inventory was conducted by Ulusoy (2010).
The IDI includes 44 statements scored on a four-point Likert-type scale. The
subscales are the emotional confidence subscale, lack of social self-confidence
subscale, and autonomy subscale. Item 9, Item 24, and Item 44 were reverse items
(Ulusoy, 2010). The Cronbach Alpha value for the Turkish adaptation of the
inventory was .75. When the scores obtained from the inventory increase, the level
of interpersonal dependency increases as well (Ulusoy, 2010). In the present study,
the total score was used to assess interpersonal dependency. In the present study, the

Cronbach Alpha value for the entire inventory was .80 (See Appendix H).
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2.2.5. Borderline Personality Inventory

Borderline Personality Inventory (BPI) was developed by Leichsenring in 1999 to
assess borderline personality traits. The scale is based on Kernberg’s theory of
structural personality organization including identity confusion, primary defense
mechanisms, and a sign of deterioration in reality principle (Leichsenring, 1999). It
has 53 true-false items and the cutoff point is 15-16 (true =1 point, and false =0
point). The total score of the inventory is calculated by the first 51 items since the
last two items are asked to examine alcohol and drug use (Leichsenring, 1999).
Internal consistency coefficients respectively, .91 and .87 in the original study
(Leichsenring, 1999). Aydemir et al. (2006) adapted the scale in Turkish with 40
borderline personality disorders, 35 major depressive disorders, 30 schizophrenia
patients diagnosed according to DSM-1V, and 61 control subjects without any
psychiatric disorders who applied to the psychiatry outpatient clinic. In the Turkish
adaptation study (Aydemir et al., 2006), the internal consistency coefficient was .92
for the whole group and .84 for only the borderline disorder group (Aydemir et al.,
2006). Test-retest correlation was found as .67. In the present study, the Cronbach

Alpha value was .89. (See Appendix I).

2.3. Procedure

Before data collection, the ethical approval of the present study was taken from
Yeditepe University Humanities and Social Sciences Ethics Committee (See
Appendix A). All participants had taken an informed consent form including the aim
and the outline of the research and contact information which was placed on the first
page of an online survey. Without acceptance of participation, an online survey was
not started (See Appendix C). The duration of an online survey to complete was

approximately 15-20 minutes. Answers were anonymously collected. In the present
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study, a questionnaire set including Demographic Information Form, Big-Five
Inventory Short Form, Parenting Style Scale, Interpersonal Dependency Inventory,
and Borderline Personality Inventory were used. At the end of the questionnaire set, a

debriefing including contact information was provided (See Appendix D)

The convenience sampling method was used in this study. Data collection was
carried out via an online platform (i.e., Google Forms) and it was available for the
participants between May 2020 and August 2020. The link for the online
questionnaires was delivered through social media platforms such as LinkedIn and
Instagram. In addition, it was announced to the university students from various
departments at Yeditepe University with the help of some academic staff.
Additionally, Yeditepe University webpages on Facebook, LinkedIn as well as

WhatsApp groups were used to deliver online survey links.

2.4. Data Analysis

In the present study, correlational analysis and descriptive statistics were run
among all variables. To test the study hypotheses, hierarchical multiple regression
analysis, and two-way ANCOVA were used to compare interpersonal dependency
scores of the participants who had different parenting styles and personality traits
when the borderline personality characteristics were controlled. All analyses were
performed by using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) IBM version
22.0. Evaluation of the data was made at a 95% confidence interval and p<0.05

significance level.
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3. RESULTS

3.1. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations

Means and standard deviations of the study variables were investigated. Pearson
correlation coefficients between study variables were examined. These variables were
parenting styles (i.e., authoritarian parenting style, protective parenting style, and
authoritative parenting style), big-five personality traits (i.e., extraversion,
neuroticism, agreeableness, conscientiousness, openness), interpersonal dependency,

and borderline personality characteristics (See Table 2).

According to correlation results, interpersonal dependency was significantly and
positively correlated with borderline personality characteristics (r =.26, p <.01),
authoritarian parenting style (r = .29, p <.01), protective parenting style (r = .24, p <
.01), neuroticism (r = .14, p <.01), and agreeableness (r = .14, p <.01); and
negatively correlated with authoritative parenting style (r =-.12, p < .05), extraversion
(r =-.20, p <.01), conscientiousness (r =-.15, p < .01) and openness (r =-.10, p <
.05). Borderline personality inventory was significantly and positively correlated with
authoritarian parenting style (r = 41, p < .01), protective parenting style (r = .36, p <
.01), and neuroticism (r = .25, p <.01); and negatively correlated with authoritative
parenting style (r = -.30, p <.01), extraversion (r = -.15, p <.01), agreeableness (r = -
.16, p < .01), and conscientiousness (r = -.37, p <.01). Authoritarian parenting style
was significantly and positively correlated with neuroticism (r = .12, p <.05); and
negatively correlated with extraversion (r = -.20, p <.01), agreeableness (r =-.12, p <
.05), conscientiousness (r = -.23, p < .01). Protective parenting style was significantly
and positively correlated with conscientiousness (r = .17, p < .01); and negatively
correlated with extraversion (r =-.18, p <.01), and agreeableness (r =-.10, p <.05).

Authoritative parenting style was significantly and positively correlated with
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extraversion (r = .28, p <.01), agreeableness (r = .15, p <.01), conscientiousness (r =
.28, p <.01), and openness (r = .14, p <.01); and negatively correlated with
neuroticism (r = -.16, p <.01). All correlations among study variables can be seen in

Table 2.



Table 2

Correlations among Study Variables
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Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 10
1.1D 1

2. BPI 26 1

3. ANPS 29%* A1** 1

4. PPS 24** .36** TT** 1

5. AEPS -12* -.30** -.66** -46** 1

6. EX -20** - 15** -.20** - 18** 28%* 1

7. NEU 14** 25** 12* .09 - 16** .03 1

8. AGR 14%* - 16** -.12* -.10* 15** .04 -.32%*

9.CNT -16** - 37** - 23** - 17** 28** 22%* A1*

10. OP -.10* -.06 -.07 -11* 14%* 34** A13**

M 23.29 12.28 19.89 33.12 59.55 18.26 15.06 20.47
SD 9.60 7.94 6.54 10.26 11.11 3.38 3.78 3.04

Note. For all correlations N =422, *p < .05, **p < .01. ID: Interpersonal Dependency; BPI: Borderline Personality Inventory; ANPS:
Authoritarian Parenting Style; PPS: Protective Parenting Style; AEPS: Authoritative Parenting Style; EX: Extraversion; NEU:
Neuroticism; AGR: Agreeableness; CNT: Conscientiousness; OP: Openness.
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3.2. Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses for Interpersonal Dependency
Hierarchical multiple regression analysis was performed to examine the
associations between the target variable (i.e., dependent variable: interpersonal
dependency) and predictors (i.e., independent variables: parenting styles, big-five
personality traits, and borderline personality characteristics). The independent
variables were entered into the equation with three steps. It was found that overall
model significantly predicted interpersonal dependency, F (5, 412) =10.69, p < .001,
R? =.200. All variables were added statistically significantly to the prediction, p < .01

(See Table 3).

In the first step, borderline personality characteristics was entered. The findings
showed that borderline personality characteristics was significantly associated with
interpersonal dependency (8 = .26, p <.01) and it accounted for 6% of the overall
variance. In the second step, authoritative parenting style, protective parenting style,
and authoritarian parenting style were added and used as predictor variables. The
results indicated that authoritative parenting style was significantly associated with
interpersonal dependency (# = .13, p <.05). Similarly, authoritarian parenting style
was significantly associated with interpersonal dependency (5 = .28, p < .01).
However, it was found that there was no significant association between protective
parenting style and interpersonal dependency (f = .012, p = .86). In the last step,
personality traits (i.e., extraversion, neuroticism, agreeableness, conscientiousness,
and openness) were entered. It was found that agreeableness was significantly and
positively associated with interpersonal dependency (5 = .28, p < .01) and. Moreover,
neuroticism was significantly and positively associated with interpersonal dependency
(8 =.18, p<.01), and. Extraversion was significantly and negatively associated with

interpersonal dependency ( = -.15, p < .01).
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However, there was no significant association between conscientiousness and

interpersonal dependency (8 = -.071, p =.17) and between openness and interpersonal

dependency (f = -.076, p = .14). The results of hierarchical multiple regression were

listed in Table 4.

Table 3

Model Summary of Hierarchical Multiple Regression for Interpersonal Dependency

Model R R?Z  Adjusted R?  dfl df2 P
1 .26 .065 .063 1 420 .000*
2 34 115 107 3 417 .000*
3 A7 217 .200 5 412 .000*

Note. *p <.001.



Table 4

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Interpersonal

Dependency

Variable yij T P
Model 1

Borderline .26 5.41*** .000
Model 2

Borderline A7 3.35** .001
Authoritative Parenting K] 2.12* .03
Protective Parenting .03 40 .69
Authoritarian Parenting .28 3.28** .001
Model 3

Borderline 13 2.45%* .002
Authoritative Parenting 19 3.13** .004
Protective Parenting .01 17 .86
Authoritarian Parenting 31 3.82%** .000
Extraversion -.15 -3.04** .003
Neuroticism 18 3.84*** .000
Agreeableness .28 5.81*** .000
Conscientiousness -.07 -1.37 A7
Openness -.08 -1.49 14

Note. N = 422; *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p< .001.

30
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3.3. Two-way ANCOVA Results

Before the main analysis, normality assumptions were tested using histograms, the
Levene's, and Shapiro—Wilk tests (Draper & Smith, 1998). 73 outliers were extracted
from the data in total; therefore, 422 participants were left. The last version of the data

met the normality assumptions.

Two-way analysis of covariance (i.e., two-way ANCOVA) was conducted to test
the interaction of study variables based on the findings of hierarchical multiple
regression. The variables which were found significant in hierarchical multiple
regression were selected. In each analysis, three of the big-five personality traits (i.e.,
neuroticism, extraversion, and agreeableness) and two parenting styles (i.e.,
authoritarian and authoritative parenting styles) were independent variables. For
personality traits, the mean scores of the scales were determined as the cut-off points;
thus, two categories as low and high were formed for each (e.g., low neuroticism and
high neuroticism). Similarly, for parenting styles, the mean scores of the scales were
determined as the cut-off points; two categories were formed for each (e.g. low level
of authoritarian parenting style and high level of authoritarian parenting style). In
other words, continuous variables were transformed into categorical variables.
Interpersonal dependency was the dependent variable and borderline personality
characteristics was the control variable. Totally, 6 two-way ANCOVA (2X2) were
performed. 4 out of 6 two-way ANCOVA (2X2) interactions were not found
significant. Only significant results were reported. The first two-way ANCOVA was
run with authoritarian parenting style, neuroticism, interpersonal dependency, and
borderline personality characteristics (as control variable). The second two-way

ANCOVA was carried out with authoritarian parenting style, extraversion,
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interpersonal dependency, and borderline personality characteristics (as control

variable). The interaction effects between independent variables were explored.

3.4. Findings for Two-way ANCOVA with Authoritarian Parenting Style,
Neuroticism, and Extraversion as Independent Variables

A two-way ANCOVA was conducted to determine whether there is a statistically
significant difference between the levels of authoritarian parenting style (i.e., low and
high) and the levels of neuroticism (i.e., low and high) on interpersonal dependency
controlling for borderline personality characteristics. After adjusting for borderline
personality characteristics, there was a significant interaction effect of authoritarian
parenting style and neuroticism on interpersonal dependency, F (1,422) =5.75, p
<.05, with a small effect size (partial eta squared = .01). The main effect of
authoritarian parenting style on interpersonal dependency was significant, F (1,422) =
8.81, p <.01, with a small effect size (partial eta squared = .02). The main effect of
neuroticism on interpersonal dependency was not significant (See Table 5, Table 6,

and Figure 1).



Table 5

Descriptive Statistics for the Interaction between Authoritarian Parenting Style and
Neuroticism

Neuroticism  Authoritarian Parenting Style  Mean SD
High 26.97 .98
High
High 23.78 91
Low

Note. Borderline Personality Characteristics: 12.28, Dependent Variable: Interpersonal
Dependency

Table 6

Two-way ANCOVA Results Regarding Interpersonal Dependency, Authoritarian
Parenting Style, Neuroticism, and Borderline Personality Characteristics

Type Il Sum
Source of Squares Df Mean square F Sig.
Corrected Model  3918.533 4 979.633 12.824 .000
Intercept 44813.809 1 4482197.871 550.126 .000
Neuroticism* 481.242 1 481.242 5751 .017
Authoritarian
Error 34896.616 417 83.685
Total 267747.000 422

Corrected Total 38815.149 421
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Figure 1

Relationship between Interpersonal Dependency, Authoritarian Parenting Style,

Neuroticism, and Borderline Personality Characteristics

Estimated Marginal Means for Interpersonal Dependency

Neuroticism
——High

Low

Eztimated Marginal Means

High Low

Authoritarian Parenting Style

A two-way ANCOVA was conducted to determine a statistically significant
difference between the levels of authoritarian parenting style (i.e., low and high) and
the levels of extraversion (i.e., low and high) on interpersonal dependency controlling
for borderline personality characteristics. After adjusting for borderline personality
characteristics, there was a marginally significant interaction effect of authoritarian
parenting style and extraversion on interpersonal dependency, F (1,422) =3.92, p
=.05, with a small effect size (partial eta squared = .01). The main effect of
authoritarian parenting style on interpersonal dependency was significant, F (1,422) =
10.47, p <.01, with a small effect size (partial eta squared = .02). Similarly, the main
effect of extraversion on interpersonal dependency was significant, F (1,422) = 4.92,
p <.05, with a small effect size (partial eta squared = .01) (See Table 7, Table 8, and

Figure 2).



Table 7
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Descriptive Statistics for the Interaction between Authoritarian Parenting Style and

Extraversion

Extraversion Authoritarian Parenting Style ~ Mean SD
High 24.91 1.06
High
High 25.13 .89
Low

Note. Borderline Personality Characteristics: 12.28, Dependent Variable:

Interpersonal Dependency

Table 8

Two-way ANCOVA Results Regarding Interpersonal Dependency, Authoritarian
Parenting Style, Extraversion, and Borderline Personality Characteristics

Type 111 Sum

Source of Squares

Df

Mean square  F Sig.

Corrected Model  4290.522
Intercept 46731.045

Extraversion* 324.434
Authoritarian

Error 34524.628
Total 267747.000
Corrected Total 38815.149

417
422
421

1072.630 12.956 .000
46731.045 564.433 .000
324.434 3.919 .048

82.793




Figure 2

Relationship between Interpersonal Dependency, Authoritarian Parenting Style,

Extraversion, and Borderline Personality Characteristics

Estimated Marginal Means for Interpersonal Dependency
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4. DISCUSSION

4.1. Findings of the Present Study

Interpersonal dependency is a core concept in terms of relationships in individuals’
lives throughout the lifespan, especially both in childhood and adulthood (Fiori et al.,
2008). The main aim of the present study was to examine the roles of parenting styles,
big-five personality traits, and borderline characteristics on interpersonal dependency

in university students. Regarding this aim, four hypotheses were generated.

Firstly, it was hypothesized that the interpersonal dependency of university
students would be predicted by parenting styles, big-five personality traits, and
borderline personality characteristics. Hierarchical multiple regression analysis values
were lower than was expected but interpersonal dependency is a broad concept and it
is difficult to predict by only parenting styles and big-five personality traits. It is
assumed that there are lots of predictors for interpersonal dependency. Therefore,
regression values may show a low trend and should be interpreted cautiously. The
results of hierarchical multiple regression analysis showed that borderline personality
characteristics significantly and positively predicted interpersonal dependency.
Clinicians and researchers agree that borderline personality characteristics are closely
linked with both covert and overt dependency needs. Individuals with borderline
personality characteristics tend to perceive themselves as weak and inferior; therefore,
they may try to overcome these feelings with their extreme dependency (Stern, 1938).
It has also been suggested that the fear of abandonment leads to a decrease in the
functionality of individuals with borderline personality disorder (APA, 1994, 2000).
Moreover, parenting styles are associated with borderline personality characteristics.
The findings of a recent study (Etemadi et al., 2020) showed that there was a

significant association between parenting styles and borderline personality
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characteristics. While authoritarian parenting style was directly predicted borderline
personality characteristics, there was an indirect association between authoritative
parenting style and borderline personality. In addition, evidence showed that the
substantial dysfunction of individuals with borderline personality disorder is
explained by neuroticism (Widiger & Trull, 1992). Considering the findings
mentioned above, borderline personality characteristics was examined as a control
variable in the further analyses of the present study. In terms of parenting styles, our
findings of the hierarchical multiple regression analysis showed that authoritarian
parenting style significantly and positively predicted interpersonal dependency, This
result is consistent with the literature showing that there is a positive relationship
between authoritarian parenting styles and the tendency of interpersonal dependency
(Ojha & Singh, 1988). Regarding cultural issues, Kagitcibasi (2017) suggested that
Turkish families have more strict parental control as compared to the Western world.
Therefore, the level of strict parental control can be shaped by societal norms, values,

or conventions in Turkish families (Kagitcibasi, 2017).

While the results of the correlational analysis showed that authoritative parenting
style was negatively correlated with interpersonal dependency, hierarchical multiple
regression results showed that authoritative parenting style was significantly and
positively associated with interpersonal dependency. This finding is not consistent
with the literature. In contrast to the authoritarian parenting style, authoritative
parenting contains a considerable level of support and a reasonable level of control
which is seen as beneficial for the child’s development. Authoritative parents permit
their children to participate in the decision-making processes (Barton & Kirtley 2012).

These parents have also their own rules to be expected to follow but they primarily
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care about the needs as well as skills of the child and encourage independence

(Kukreja & Chauhan, 2016).

Overprotective parents are likely to trigger helplessness and feelings of being
fragile for their children (Bornstein, 2005c). Indeed, if parents provide excessive
protection, this may damage the independence of a child (Burger, 2004). However,
there was no significant association between protective parenting style and
interpersonal dependency in the present study. It can be explained by the fact that
cultural norms and structures are important determinants for the development of
interpersonal dependency. As expected, collectivistic cultures tend to have a higher
level of interpersonal dependency than individualistic cultures (Bornstein, 2011b).
Traditional Turkish families trigger dependency rather than autonomy of children, and
females tend to embrace the roles which are imposed by the culture itself (Cenkseven-
Onder, 2012). According to Siimer et al. (2010), interpersonal dependency, especially
dependency on parents and friends, emotional dependency, and overprotection which
are related to child-rearing attitudes and practices are commonly seen in Turkish
culture. However, these notions are only asserted hypothetically, and they are not
directly supported by empirical studies. Therefore, further studies may focus on
culture-specific aspects to measure parenting styles by supporting them with concrete
evidence (Stimer et al., 2010). Although protective parenting style is prevalently
observed in Turkish culture, existent Turkish studies seem to fail to explain the
association between interpersonal dependency and parenting styles, and solely,

theoretical explanations were given.

Besides, our findings revealed that agreeableness and neuroticism significantly and
positively predicted interpersonal dependency, but extraversion significantly and

negatively predicted interpersonal dependency. According to Mongrain (1993),
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interpersonal dependency was predicted by mainly two big-five personality traits
namely, neuroticism, and extraversion rather than agreeableness, openness, and
conscientiousness. Therefore, considerable studies mainly focus on neuroticism and
extraversion as two major big-five personal traits instead of the other three traits
(Sharpe et al., 2011). Another study suggested that neuroticism was positively
predicted interpersonal dependency and extraversion was negatively predicted
interpersonal dependency but there was no correlation between conscientiousness and
interpersonal dependency (Ulusoy & Durmus, 2011). This result was also confirmed

in our findings.

To understand whether there would be an interaction between those parenting
styles and personality traits that were significant, the participants were grouped (i.e.,
high and low) and then compared. The second hypothesis was that interpersonal
dependency of university students would differ according to the levels of parenting
styles, controlling for borderline personality characteristics. Simple main effects
analysis of the present study showed that the university students with parents having a
high level of authoritarian parenting style had significantly more interpersonal
dependency than the university students with parents having a low level of
authoritarian parenting style when borderline characteristics were controlled. Each
relationship between parent and child includes dependency to a certain extent. It is
expected that when the child grows up, the need for independence becomes salient.
However, if the child cannot achieve autonomy, interpersonal dependency may arise
in terms of making decisions in almost all issues (Maccoby & Masters, 1970). It can
be inferred that parent-child interaction is one of the most significant determinants for
the development of interpersonal dependency. In the authoritarian parenting style, the

development of a child’s autonomy is prevented through the internalization of
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schemas about the self as weak and vulnerable (Bornstein 2005a). Moreover, children
with authoritarian parents tend to assume their main purpose in life is to fulfill others’

demands and expectations (Bornstein, 2005c¢).

Thirdly, it was hypothesized that the interpersonal dependency of university
students would differ according to the levels of big-five personality traits, controlling
for borderline personality characteristics. In the present study, the main effect of
neuroticism on interpersonal dependency was not significant when borderline
characteristics were controlled. However, it was found that the university students
with a low level of extraversion had significantly more interpersonal dependency than
the university students with a high level of extraversion when borderline
characteristics were controlled. These two results may be explained by the major
difference between neuroticism and extraversion. Neuroticism is associated with more
intrapersonal issues which come from the lack of problem-solving techniques or
emotional dysregulation of an individual. Conversely, extraversion is related to more
interpersonal issues that require seeking other people’s social support (Cuartero &
Tur, 2021). Consistent with the present study, Boyle (2008) suggests that the two
largest factors from big-five personality traits (i.e., neuroticism and extraversion)
universally come into prominence in almost all models of personality traits thanks to
lots of research based on factor analysis. However, the other three big-five personality
traits (i.e., agreeableness, openness, and conscientiousness) remain debatable (Boyle,
2008). Yet, both of them are frequently used in the research, they are explained as
quite the opposite. Neuroticism has negative emotionality and a unique experience
whereas extraversion has a positive mood and participation in social interactions (Lee
et al., 2021). Similarly, Bornstein and Cecero (2000) suggest that big-five personality

traits are crucial to explaining the dynamic of interpersonal dependency. It has been
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suggested that individuals with neuroticism are likely to perceive themselves as
vulnerable and they tend to be anxious. In that sense, their high scores on
interpersonal dependency might explain the positive relationship between anxiety,
depression, vulnerability, and interpersonal dependency (Bornstein & Cecero, 2000).
Similarly, Ulusoy and Durmus (2011) found that interpersonal dependency was
positively correlated with neuroticism whereas negatively correlated with
extraversion. According to Hughes-Frisbie (1998), extraversion is related to assertive
behavior whereas dependency is positively associated with unassertive behavior
(Hughes-Frisbie, 1998). Consistent with the present study, Purnamaningsih (2017)
argued that while extroverted individuals are socially active and less dependent,
introverted individuals are dependent on others (Purnamaningsih, 2017). Additionally,
it was found that those associations were not differed based on gender (Furnham,
2018). Mehrabian (1996) also found that neuroticism and extraversion have opposite
characteristics. While neuroticism consists of ‘unpleasant and submissive
characteristics’, extraversion has ‘pleasant and dominant characteristics’ (Mehrabian,
1996, p. 87). Similarly, neuroticism is positively associated with dependent
relationships whereas extraversion is positively associated with intimacy rather than

dependency (White et al., 2004).

Lastly, it was hypothesized that interpersonal dependency of university students
would differ according to the levels of parenting styles and big-five personality traits,
controlling for borderline personality characteristics. The findings of ANCOVAs
showed that there was a significant interaction effect of authoritarian parenting style
and neuroticism on interpersonal dependency when borderline personality
characteristics was controlled. Similarly, there was a marginally significant

interaction effect of authoritarian parenting style and extraversion on interpersonal
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dependency when borderline personality characteristics was controlled. Empirical
studies revealed that the personality characteristics of a child and his/her parents’
attitudes are closely related (Edobor & Ekechukwu, 2015; Mullins, 2005). For
instance, a recent study investigating the relationship between parenting styles and
big-five personality traits demonstrated that there was a significant association
between authoritarian parenting style and neuroticism (Abdi et al., 2010). Le
Vigoroux et al. (2017) suggested that the high level of neuroticism is derived from
strict rules in child-rearing methods. In another study, it was found that the
participants with higher neuroticism scores had parents with low parental care but

high authoritarian attitudes (Reti et al., 2002).

According to Bornstein (2005b), interpersonal dependency can be seen as a
spectrum with three aspects respectively, detachment, healthy dependency, and
overdependence. Overdependence is the opposite of detachment, and at the midpoint,
healthy dependency is situated. Detachment has social distance or isolation from
others; conversely, overdependence or interpersonal dependency needs others.
Additionally, healthy dependency supports autonomy with acceptable help and
guidance (Bornstein, 2005b). Dependent personalities generally grow up in a family
environment that has a low level of expressiveness and high level of control. The lack
of independent functioning and parental control are distinct features of dependency.
For instance, controlling parents do not allow their children to go outside for
developing new skills (Head, 1991). According to Millon’s theory (1981), because of
this control, dependent individuals cannot participate the outside activities to improve
independence (Millon, 1981). Despite the controversies on interpersonal dependency,
developmental studies support the fact that authoritarianism causes the to

development of a high level of interpersonal dependency in individuals. It singly leads
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to giving an inner message to children perceiving others as powerful and themselves
as weak (Bornstein, 2005b). According to Maslow (1968), parental conditional
positive regard leads to developing a false self. The false self is generally formed to
fulfill others” demands and expectations in return for gaining approval or care. This
formation causes individuals to disclaim their emotions which are nonadaptive with
the norms of their parents or society itself (Maslow, 1968). Bornstein (2005b) argues
that the production of dependency by parental conditional positive regard has been
supported with an authoritarian parenting style that plays a key role in interpersonal

dependency (Bornstein, 2005b).

Dependency is also associated with the level of support that is provided in social
manners (Casalin et al., 2014). As regards, the relationship between big-five
personality traits, and parenting styles on interpersonal dependency, extraversion is
related to supportiveness (rather than the dimension of control) on the one hand, and
neuroticism is related to strict control on the other. Regarding parenting styles, more
extravert, and more emotionally stable individuals generally face an authoritative
parenting style rather than an authoritarian parenting style in which low extravert and
more neurotic individuals are raised (Huver et al. 2010). In addition, extraversion is
directly associated with more positive parenting attitudes. In contrast to parental
control and unsupportive way of parenting, autonomy triggers to encourage the
children for improving their independent behaviors (Huver et al. 2010). In the light of
this information, it can be inferred that when authoritarian parenting style and
personality traits, especially high neuroticism, and low extraversion are combined or
taken together lead to more the formation of interpersonal dependency which is

supported by the present study as well.
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4.2. Clinical Implications of the Study

As mentioned in the introduction part of the study, interpersonal dependency is
defined as relying on others for support, protection, and guidance even if autonomous
attitudes are possible to perform. Most psychotherapists perceive dependent patients
as ‘easy-to-handle’ (p. 766). Mostly, patients with dependent personality
characteristics are seen as clingy and they are also willing to please their
psychotherapists (Bornstein, 2012b). Compared to patients with some other
personality disorders including schizoid, schizotypal, or histrionic personality
disorders, patients with dependent personality characteristics have more insight and
awareness about themselves. In addition, when they face interpersonal difficulties,
they tend to make internal attributions instead of external ones (Beck & Freeman,
1990). Compared to borderline, paranoid, narcissistic, and antisocial personality
organizations, patients with dependent characteristics show less self-destructive
behaviors. Yet, clinical studies suggested that dependent patients may harm
themselves and others (Bornstein, 2012b). For instance, clinicians who work with
individuals with dependent personality characteristics should be aware of the risks
such as suicide, parasuicide, child abuse and domestic violence, and victimization by
a partner. Besides, individuals with dependent personality characteristics tend to
commit suicide because of their fears of abandonment (Lowe et al., 2009). In that
sense, the therapeutic alliance itself may be a protective intervention that serves as a
buffer zone for those individuals. Furthermore, early interventions may be crucial,
especially when those individuals have comorbidities such as borderline personality
disorder and substance-use disorders. Additionally, individuals with high levels of
interpersonal dependency are likely to suffer from some other psychological problems

(i.e., anxiety, depression, eating disorders, and agoraphobia) (Bornstein & Hopwood,



46

2017). It can be inferred that dependent personality is more complex than what
clinicians assume. Therefore, psychotherapists should carefully consider the

components of interpersonal dependency (Bornstein, 2006b).

In terms of clinical applications, psychotherapists should show patients with
interpersonal dependency the way for replacing unhealthy dependency with healthier
or adaptive expressions (Bornstein, 2012a). In this respect, stabilizing emotional
reactions, improving the view of the self, and developing social functioning are
important interventions (Overholser, 1997). Moreover, parents with dependent
personality characteristics are likely to abuse their children. Especially, dependent
mothers tend to abuse their children because they cannot handle their negative
affection internally. Similarly, dependent men who have sexual immaturity may tend
to commit child sexual abuse (Bornstein, 2005b, p. 67). Extreme parental dependency
creates a risk for child abuse and there are some contributors for this risk, namely,
management of anger, insufficiency of control of the child by another way, and desire
of being a perfect parent in front of the spouse (Bornstein, 2005b, p. 52). Hence,
clinical interventions should focus on both interpersonal and intrapersonal dynamics
of interpersonal dependency as well as social and occupational dimensions, The
dependent patients may not have insight into their dependency needs. In this case,
clinicians need to touch on the lack of insight at the beginning of the treatment

(Bornstein, 2005b).

Specifically, the psychodynamic approach may be beneficial when working with
individuals having dependent personality characteristics since it examines closely the
parent-child relationship. The therapist may play the role of the ally for achieving
independence and s/he can be seen as a supportive parent (Rubinstein, 2007). In

addition to the psychodynamic approach, cognitive-behavioral therapy has also
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effective techniques for patients with interpersonal dependency, especially for
dependent personality disorder. In general, cognitive behavioral therapy aims to
decrease dependency needs and to support the autonomous functioning of an
individual. It has 4 stages including active guidance, enhancement of self-esteem,
promotion of autonomy, relapse prevention (Overholser & Fine, 1994). Lastly,
behavioral treatment which facilitates behavioral changes replacing dependency with
autonomy, and humanistic-experiential treatment which increases emotional
awareness is also effectively used to decrease interpersonal dependency (Bornstein,
2005c¢). Clinicians may integrate all approaches and strategies to increase the efficacy
of the therapy process. Different interventions help to change cognitive, motivational,
behavioral, and emotional aspects of interpersonal dependency (Bornstein, 2005c). In
conclusion, the most effective therapy approach for interpersonal dependency
contains all these different strategies, and there is not any specific class of medication
that is more effective than the placebo effect to decrease dependency symptoms

(Bornstein, 2007).

4.3. Limitations of the Study and Recommendations for Further Studies
Although the present study has important findings of the study variables, it
involves some limitations. One of the limitations of the present study is that the
frequency of genders was not equal. It has been suggested that one of the possible
factors contributing to interpersonal dependency is gender. Some controversies divide
researchers into two groups. The first claim states that women are more dependent on
others than man and the second one is not found any gender differences considering
interpersonal dependency (Alonso-Arbiol et al., 2002). In the present study, the
number of females was higher than males. Therefore, according to the first claim, the

present study may be biased. Secondly, the data were collected from university
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students. Although the participants were from different departments, it might be
insufficient in terms of the generalizability of the study. To increase generalizability,
further studies should recruit participants of various ages and backgrounds. Moreover,
a total of 73 participants were extracted from the data to meet normality assumptions.
However, some other conservative methods might be preferred to eliminate the outlier
problems (Aguinis et al., 2013). It is important to keep in mind that the excluded data
might change the statistics of the present study. In addition, the participants were
reached via social platforms such as WhatsApp and Facebook groups, and Gmail.
This may lead miss some participants who did not have internet access or did not
participate in those groups. Thirdly, the data of the present study was based on self-
report measurements. In self-reporting evaluations, some biases (i.e., presenting
oneself better or worse than real-life) may occur (Dodd-McCue & Tartaglia BBC,
2010). Therefore, additional studies including qualitative methods are warranted.
Furthermore, the present study was based on cross-sectional research. Therefore, it is
not inferred a causality or causal conclusion (Rindfleisch et al., 2008) but further
studies may investigate the current subject in detail using a longitudinal design.
Notably, the variable ‘borderline personality characteristics’ was controlled in the
present study; however, the findings can be extended by using a clinical sample (i.e.,
individuals with borderline personality disorder) to see whether those characteristics
affect other variables or not. Lastly, further studies may also investigate the scores of

each subscale of the Interpersonal Dependency Inventory for more fruitful research.

4.4. Conclusion
The main purpose of this study was to examine the roles of parenting styles, and
big-five personality traits on interpersonal dependency in university students when

their borderline characteristics were controlled. The statistically significant
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associations were found among the study variables. The findings suggested that there
was a significant interaction effect of authoritarian parenting style and neuroticism on
interpersonal dependency when borderline personality characteristics were controlled.
Moreover, the main effect of authoritarian parenting style on interpersonal
dependency was significant. Besides, there was a marginally significant interaction
effect of authoritarian parenting style and extraversion on interpersonal dependency
when borderline personality characteristics were controlled. Both the main effects of
authoritarian parenting style and extraversion on interpersonal dependency were also

significant.
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M -- mean

F -- fisher’s f distribution

p — probability value

Sig -- significance

Df -- degrees of freedom

SD -- standard deviation

N -- number of participants

B — beta

AR? - R square change

AF — F change

ANCOVA -- analysis of covariance
APA -- American Psychiatric Association
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Appendix C: Informed Consent Form

Bilgilendirilmis Onam Formu

Arastirmacinin Adi ve Tletisim Bilgileri:
Ozge Uzelli-

Tezin Amaci: Bu calisma Yeditepe Universitesi Psikoloji Bolimii Dr. Ogr. Uyesi
Merve Denizci Nazligiil’iin danismanliginda tez ¢alismasina devam eden Klinik
Psikoloji yiiksek lisans programi 6grencisi Psk. Ozge Uzelli tarafindan, iiniversite
ogrencilerinin iliski kurma big¢imleri, ebeveynleriyle ilgili algilar1 ve diinyay1
algilama  bigimleri arasindaki iligskileri yakindan incelemek amaciyla

ylritilmektedir.

Siire¢: Bu amacla tutumlarinizi, davranislarinizi ve diisiincelerinizi
degerlendiren bazi 6l¢iim araglarin1 doldurmaniz istenecektir. Arastirmaci
tarafindan size verilecek olan soru seti 4 anketten olusmaktadir ve anket setini

doldurma siirenizin yaklasik 15 dakika siirmesi beklenmektedir.

Gizlilik: Bu ¢alisma kapsaminda vereceginiz tiim bilgiler tamamen gizli kalacaktir.
Calismaya katiliminizin anonim olmasi beklenmekte ve sizden isim-soyisim gibi
bilgiler istenmemektedir. Sorularin higbiri mahremiyetinize ve size zarar verici
nitelikte degildir. Sizlerden elde edilen bilgiler bireysel degil, grup olarak
degerlendirilecektir. Sorularin dogru ve yanlis cevaplart yoktur. Bu ylizden, liitfen
sorular1 igtenlikle cevaplayiniz. Verdiginiz bilgiler sadece arastirmacilar tarafindan

degerlendirilecektir ve elde edilecek bilgiler bilimsel yayinlarda kullanilacaktir.


mailto:pskozgeuzelli@gmail.com
Free Hand
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Calismaya katiliminiz size dogrudan fayda saglamayacaktir ancak biz 6grencilerin

nitelikli bir sekilde yetismesine 6nemli katki saglamis olacaksiniz.

Goniillii Katihm: Calismaya katilim tamamiyla goniilliiliik esasina dayanmaktadir.
Katilim sirasinda herhangi bir nedenden otiirli kendinizi rahatsiz hissederseniz
caligmayi istediginiz anda birakmakta ve daha once alinmis ama igleme konmamig
verileri geri almakta serbestsiniz. Ancak yanitlariiz tiim sorulara cevap vermeniz
halinde degerlendirmeye alinacaktir. Bu sebeple, sorularin tamamini doldurmaniz
aragtirma ic¢in bliylik Onem tasimaktadir. Arastirma sirasinda veya sonrasinda
herhangi bir sorunuz ya da sorulariniz olursa liitfen yukarida verdigimiz iletisim
bilgilerinden bize ulasiniz. Degerli katkilarimizdan dolay1 simdiden ¢ok tesekkiir

ediyoruz.

Yukarida sozili gecen tez calismasinin detaylarin1 okudum ve bu calisma ile ilgili
sorularim cevaplandi. Bu ¢alismaya goniillii olarak katiltyorum. Verdigim bilgilerin

bilimsel amagli yayinlarda kullanilmasini kabul ediyorum.

o Katilmak istiyorum

o Katilmak istemiyorum


mailto:pskozgeuzelli@gmail.com
mailto:pskozgeuzelli@gmail.com
Free Hand

Free Hand

Free Hand

Free Hand

Free Hand
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Appendix D: Debriefing

Katime Bilgilendirme Formu

Katildiginiz arastirmanin amaci, liniversite 6grencilerinde sinirdurum kisilik
bozuklugu, kisilik 6zellikleri, algilanan ebeveynlik stilleri ve kisileraras1 bagimlilik
arasindaki iliskiyi incelemektir. Bu amagcla, sizden Bes Faktor Kisilik Envanteri
Kisa Formu, Kisileraras1 Bagimlilik Olgegi, Anne-Baba Tutum Olgegi ve
Sinirdurum Kisilik Envanteri’ni doldurmaniz istenmistir. Katilimcilara deneyin
basinda verilmis olan Goniilli Katilim Onam Formu’nda, arastirmanin siireci,
gizlilik ve goniilli katilim hakkinda detayli bilgi verilmistir.

Katilimcilara, arastirmaya dair herhangi bir yaniltici bilgi verilmemistir. Eger
bu formlar1 doldurmak sizde olumsuz duygular uyandirdiysa Yeditepe
Universitesi Psikoterapi Merkezi’ne (0216 578 00 00- Dahili: 3238/3772)

basvurabilirsiniz.

Arastirmamiza katildiginiz igin tesekkiir ederiz.


mailto:pskozgeuzelli@gmail.com
Free Hand


Appendix E: Demographic Information Form

1. Yasimz:

2. Cinsiyetiniz:
o Kadin
o Erkek
o Diger
3. Ogrenim Durumunuz:
o Hazirlik
o 1.Smf
o 2.Smf
o 3.Smf
o 4.Smf
o Yiiksek Lisans
o Doktora
4. Fakiilteniz:
o Egitim Fakiiltesi
o Eczacilik Fakiiltesi
o Dis Hekimligi Fakiiltesi
o Fen-Edebiyat Fakiiltesi
o @ilizel Sanatlar Fakiiltesi
o Hukuk Fakiiltesi
o Iktisadi ve Idari Bilimler Fakiiltesi
o lletisim Fakiiltesi
o Mimarlik Fakiiltesi
o Miihendislik Fakiiltesi
o Saglik Bilimleri Fakiiltesi
o Tip Fakiiltesi
o Ticari Bilimler Fakiiltesi

5. Tliski Durumunuz:

O
O
@)
@)

Bekarim ve romantik iliskim var
Bekarim ve romantik iligkim yok
Evliyim

Bosandim

6. Ailenizin Aylik Geliri:

O

O 0O O O O

Asgari iicretin alt1
Asgari ticret

Asgari iicret-5000 TL
5000-10000 TL
10000-15000 TL
15000 TL ve tizeri
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10.

11.

Liitfen anne ve babamizin medeni durumunu belirtiniz:

O
O
(@)

Evliler ve beraberler (di)
Evliler fakat ayr1 yasiyorlar (d1)
Bosandilar

Liitfen anne ve babamzin saghk durumunu belirtiniz:

O O O O

Ikisi de hayatta

Annemi kaybettim

Babami kaybettim

Hem annemi hem babami kaybettim

3 yasimza kadar COGUNLUKLA sizin bakiminizla ilgilenen Kisiyi
isaretleyiniz.

@)

I o o o0 o0 o

Annem

Babam

Hem Annem Hem Babam
Anneannem/Babaannem
Bakici

Diger:

erhangi bir psikolojik/psikiyatrik bir tam aldimiz ni?

o Evet
o Hayir

Cevabiniz Evet ise aldiginiz tam1 ya da tamilan liitfen belirtiniz.

12.

13.

Kullandiginiz herhangi bir psikiyatrik ila¢ var mm?

o Evet
o Hayir

Cevabimniz Evet ise ilacin ismini belirtiniz.
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Appendix F: Big-Five Inventory Short Form

Bu ankette 25 adet sifat verilmistir. Bu sifatlarin sizi ne oranda yansittigini karsilarindaki

5 aralikli Slgek iizerinde isaretleyiniz. Liitfen biitiin maddeleri yanitlaymiz.
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Hig Kismen Tamamen
T 1 Tanimlamiyor Tanimliyor/ Tanimliyor T 1
animliamiyor Tanlmlamlyor animlilyor
1 2 3 4 5
1 Atak
2 Disadoniik
3 Sosyal
4 Kendine
giivenli
5 Canli, hareketli
6 Caliskan,
azimli
7 Kontrollii
8 Sorumluluk
sahibi
9 Prensip sahibi,
ilkeli
10 Disiplinli
11 Uysal
12 Uyumlu
13 Anlayigh
14 Duyarli
15 Uzlastirici
16 Sakin
17 Endisesiz
18 Huzurlu
19 Telagsiz
20 Rahat, tedirgin
olmayan
21 Genig gorislii
Aragtirict,
22 inceleyici,
sorgulayici
23 Gelisime agik
24 Yaratici
25 Degisime acik
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Appendix G: Parenting Style Scale

Size, ana babalarin g¢ocuklarini hangi yontemlerle egittigini, ¢ocuklarina
toplumsal davranislar kazandirirken nasil davrandigini ifade eden climlelerden olusan
bir liste verilmistir. Sizden istenen, bu ciimleleri okuyup bunlarin annenizin ya da
babanizin sizi egitirken genellikle benimsedigi davraniglara ne derecede benzedigini,
onlarin tutumuna ne kadar uydugunu diisiinerek “Hi¢ Uygun Degil” ibaresinden
“Tamamen Uygun” ibaresi arasinda besli dereceleme yaparak maddelerin karsisina

seceneklerden en uygun buldugunuzu isaretlemenizdir.

Hi¢ Uygun
Degil
Pek Uygun
Degil
Biraz
Uygun
Cok Uygun
Tamamen
Uygun

Bana her zaman giiven duygusu

1 vermis ve beni sevdigini
hissettirmistir.

Cok yonlii gelismem i¢in beni

2 olanaklari Ol¢iisiinde
desteklemistir.

Her yaptigim isin olumlu yanlarimi
3 degil kusurlarini1 gérmiis ve beni
elestirmistir.

Her zaman basima kotii bir sey

4 | gelecekmis gibi beni koruyup
kollamaya calisir.

Aramizdaki iliski ona i¢imi
5 acmaya cesaret edemeyecegim
kadar resmidir.

Arkadaslarimi eve ¢agirmama izin
6 | verir, geldiklerinde onlara iyi
davranirdi.

Elinden geldigi kadar, her konuda
7 benim fikrimi almaya 6zen
gosterir.

Cevremizdeki ¢ocuklarla beni

8 | karsilastirir, onlarin benden daha
iyi olduklarini sdylerdi.

9 Bana hiikmetmeye calisir.

Bugiin bile aligverise ¢ikacagim
10 | zaman, kandirilacagimi diistinerek
benimle gelmek ister.

Benden her zaman giictimiin
tistiinde basar1 beklemistir.

11
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12

Fiziksel ve duygusal olarak
kendisine yakin olmak istedigim
zaman soguk ve itici davranirdi.

13

Sorunlarimi onunla rahatlikla
konusabilirim.

14

Neden baz1 seyleri yapmam ya
da yapmamam gerektigini bana
aciklar.

15

Birlikte oldugumuz zamanlar
iliskimiz ¢ok arkadascadir.

16

Kendi istedigi meslegi segmem
konusunda beni zorlamuistir.

17

Sevmedigim yemekleri, bana
yarayacag diisiincesi ile zorla

yedirirdi.

18

Sinavlarda hep iistiin basar1
gdstermemi istemistir.

19

Kendimi yonetebilecegim yaslarda
bile gittigi her yere beni de
gatiiriir, benim evde yalniz
kalmamdan kaygilanirdi.

20

Evde bir konu tartisilirken
goriiglerimi sdylemem igin beni
tesvik eder.

21

Kiiclik yasimdan itibaren ders
caligsma ve okuma aliskanligi
kazanmam konusunda bana
yardimci olmustur.

22

Kiigiikliiglimde bana yeterince
vakit ayirir; parka, sinemaya
gotlirmeyi ihmal etmezdi.

23

Benim gibi bir evladi oldugu i¢in
kendini bahtsiz hissettigini
santyorum.

24

Okulda basarili olmam konusunda
beni zorlar, diisiik not aldigimda
beni cezalandirirdi.

25

Beni kendi emellerine ulasmak
i¢in bir arag olarak kullanirdi.

26

Beni daima yapabilecegimden
fazlasini yapmaya zorlar.

27

Param1 nerelere harcadigimi
ayrintili bir bi¢imde denetler.

28

Her zaman, her iste kusursuz
olmam gerektigi inancindadir.

29

Ona yakinlagsmak istedigimde bana
sicak bir sekilde karsilik verir.

30

Bana 6nemli ve degerli bir kisi
oldugum inancini agilamistir.
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31

Cinsellik konusunda karsilastigim
sorunlar1 kendisine anlatmak
istedigimde hep ilgisiz kalmistir.

32

Benim iyiligimi istedigini, benim
i¢in neyin iyi oldugunu ancak
kendisinin bilecegini sdyler.

33

Her zaman nerede oldugumu ve ne
yaptigimi merak eder.

34

Iyi bir is yaptigimda beni
ovmekten ¢ok daha iyisini
yapmam gerektigini sdyler.

35

Cinsel konularda ¢ok tutucu
oldugu i¢in onun yaninda bu
konulara ilgi gésteremem.

36

Aile ile ilgili kararlar alinirken
benim de fikrimi 6grenmek ister.

37

Beni oldugum gibi kabul etmistir.

38

Baskalarina benden daha ¢ok
Onem verir ve onlara daha nazik
davranir.

39

Giinliik olaylar hakkinda
anlattiklarimi ilgi ile dinler ve bana
aciklayici cevaplar verir.

40

Benimle genellikle sert bir tonda
ve emrederek konusur.




Appendix H: Interpersonal Dependency Inventory
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Asagida 44 tane ifade yer almaktadir. Liitfen her bir ifadeyi dikkatlice

okuyunuz ve sizin tutum ve davranislariniza uygun olup olmadigina karar veriniz.

Sizden istenen her bir ifadenin karsisina Tamamen uygun, Olduk¢a uygun, Biraz

uygun, Hi¢ uygun degil seklindeki derecelendirmeleri dikkate alip (X) kullanarak

yanitinizi vermenizdir. Arastirma bilimsel bir nitelik tagidigindan, sorulara verilecek

cevaplar kimsenin kimligini ortaya koymayacak bi¢cimde kullanilacak ve kesinlikle

kisisel bir degerlendirme yapilmayacaktir. Liitfen hi¢bir soruyu bos birakmayniz.

Tamamen
uygun

Oldukga
uygun

Biraz
uygun

Hig uygun
degil

1. Kendimle bas basa kalmay1 tercih
ederim.

2. Yaptigim isin takdir edilecegini
bildigim zaman, elimden gelenin en
iyisini yaparim

3. Hasta oldugum zaman, iistiime
titrenilmesine tahammiil edemem.

4. Lider olmaktansa geri plandaki kisi
olmayi tercih ederim.

5. Inantyorum ki; insanlar istedikleri
takdirde benim i¢in daha fazlasin
yapabilirler.

6. Cocukken ailemi memnun etmek
benim i¢in ¢gok dnemliydi.

7. Kendimi iyi hissetmek i¢in
bagkalarina ihtiyag duymam.

8. Onemsedigim biri tarafindan
begenilmemek bana aci verir.

9. Hayatta kargilagacagim kisisel
problemlerimin ¢oguyla basa ¢ikmada
kendime gilivenirim.

10. Yalnizca kendimi memnun etmek
isterim.

11. Yakin bir arkadagim1 kaybetme
diisiincesi beni korkutur.

12. Bagkalarinin fikirlerini ¢abuk kabul
ederim.

13. Bagkasinin yardimi olmadan kendi
bagimin ¢aresine bakabilirim.

14. Ozel bir arkadasim olmazsa,
kendimi yolumu kaybetmis biri gibi
hissederim.

15. Yaptigim hatay baskasi fark ederse
cok {iziiliriim.

16. Insanlarin bana sempatik
goriinmeye ¢alismalarindan nefret
ederim.
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17. Bagkalarindan bekledigimi elde
edemedigim zaman hemen moralim
bozulur.

18. Bir tartigmada kolay pes ederim.

19. insanlardan ¢ok fazla bir sey
beklemem.

20. Hayatimda benim i¢in 6zel olan biri
olmal.

21. Bir partiye (sosyal eglence ortami)
gittigim zaman, diger insanlar
tarafindan begenilirim.

22. Kontroliin bagka birinin elinde
oldugunu bildigim zaman kendimi
daha iyi hissederim.

23. Hasta oldugum zaman,
arkadaglarimin beni yalniz
birakmalarini tercih ederim.

24. Beni, insanlarin iyi bir i yaptigimi
sOylemelerinden daha mutlu edecek
bagka bir sey yoktur.

25. Benim i¢in 6nemli olan bir seyi
bagarmak adina, bagkalarinin
duygularin1 géz ardi etmeye hazirim.

26. Beni diger insanlardan iistiin tutan
birine ihtiya¢ duyarim.

27. Sosyal ortamlarda ¢ok ¢gekingen
davranirim.

28. Hig¢ kimseye ihtiyacim yok.

29. Kendi kendime aldigim kararlarin
cogunda sorun yasadim.

30. Sevdigim bir kisi bekledigim siire
iginde gelmezse, aklima en kotii
olasiliklar gelir.

31. Isler ters gitse bile,
arkadaglarimdan yardim almadan var
olan durumla bas edebilirim.

32. Bagkalarindan beklentilerim ¢oktur.

33. Tek bagima kendime kiyafet satin
alamam.

34. Yalniz kalmay1 tercih ederim.

35. insanlardan umdugumu
bulamiyorum.

36. Biitiin insanlar bana karsi gelse
bile, yanimda sevdigim kisi oldugu
siirece yoluma devam edebilirim.

37. Insanlar tarafindan hayal kirikligina
ugratilma riskini géze alamadigim i¢in
onlardan uzak dururum.

38. Bagkalarinin benim hakkimdaki
diistinceleri, benim duygularimi
etkilemez.

39. Insanlarm cogunun beni nasil
kolayca incittiklerinin farkinda
olmadiklarini diisiiniiyorum.

40. Kendi kararlarima ¢ok gilivenirim.
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41. Destegine ve sevgisine ¢ok ihtiyag
duydugum insanlar1 kaybetmekten her
zaman ¢ok korkarim.

42. Tyi bir liderde olmas1 gereken
ozellikler bende yok.

43. Sevdigim biri tarafindan terk
edilirsem, kendimi ¢aresiz hissederim.

44. Baskalarinin ne sdyledigi beni
rahatsiz etmez.




Appendix I: Borderline Personality Inventory

Asagidaki climlelerden size uygun olanlarini isaretleyiniz.

1. Sik sik panik nobetleri gegiririm. DOGRU YANLIS
2. Son zamanlarda beni duygusal olarak etkileyen higbir sey DOGRU YANLIS
olmadi.

3. Cogu kez gercekte kim oldugumu merak ederim. DOGRU YANLIS
4. Cogu kez basima is agacak risklere girerim. DOGRU YANLIS

5. Bagkalar1 bana yogun ilgi gosterdikleri zaman kendimi

bogulmus hissederim. DOGRU YANLIS

6. Bazen icimde bana ait olmayan baska bir kisi ortaya ¢ikar. DOGRU YANLIS

7. Gergekte olmadig1 halde acayip sekiller veya goriintiiler

e DOGRU YANLIS
gordiigiim oldu.
8. Bazen ¢evremdeki insanlar ve nesnelerin gercek olmadigini =
hissederiai. DOGRU YANLIS
9. Bagkalarina yonelik duygularim bir ugtan bir uca ¢ok hizlh =
degisir (Or. Sevgi ve begeniden nefret ve hayal kirikligina). U YANLIS
10. Cogu kez degersizlik ya da umutsuzluk duygusuna kapilirim. DOGRU YANLIS
11. Cogu kez parami ¢argur ederim ya da kumarda kaybederim. DOGRU YANLIS
12. Gefgekte kimse olmadig1 halde hakkimda konusan sesler DOGRU YANLIS
duydugum oldu.
Eger 12. maddeye “evet” dediyseniz asagidaki climlelerden sizin
i¢in uygun olanini seginiz: =
-Bu sesler benim disgimdan gelmistir. DOGEY YANLIS
-Bu sesler icimden gelmistir.
14. Yakin iligkilerde hep incinirim. DOGRU YANLIS
15. Bana uymayan bi¢imde hissettigim ya da davrandigim oldu. DOGRU YANLIS
16. Bir kukla gibi disaridan yonetiliyormus ve yonlendiriliyormus DOGRU YANLIS

gibi hissettigim oldu.

17. Herhangi birine fiziksel olarak saldirida bulundugum oldu. DOGRU YANLIS

18. Diisiincelerim baskalar1 tarafindan okunuyormus gibi

hissettigim oldu. DOGRU YANLIS

19. Bazen gergekte su¢ islemedigim halde, sanki islemisim gibi

sucluluk hissederim. DOGRU YANLIS

20. Bilerek kendime bedensel zarar verdigim oldu. DOGRU YANLIS

21 .ngen g.er.g:ektev(.)lr.nﬁdlgl halde insanlarin ve nesnelerin DOGRU YANLIS
goriiniimlerinin degistigi hissine kapilirim.

22. Yogun dini ugraslarim olmustur. DOGRU YANLIS

23. Duygusal iliskilerimde ¢ogunlukla ne tiir bir iligki

e . DOGRU YANLIS
istedigimden emin olamam.

24. Bazen bir kahin gibi gelecekle ilgili 6zel hislerim olur. DOGRU YANLIS
25. Bir iligki ilerledik¢e kendimi kapana kisilmis gibi hissederim. DOGRU YANLIS
2§. Geygekte kimse olmadig1 halde bir baska insanin varligini DOGRU YANLIS
hissettigim oldu.

27; Bazpn l.ae'deiur“n ya da bedenimin bir kismi bana acayip veya DOGRU YANLIS
degismis gibi gortiniir.

28. Iligkiler ¢ok ilerlerse, cogunlukla koparma gereksinimi DOGRU YANLIS

duyarim.

29. Bazen birilerinin pesimde oldugu hissine kapilirim. DOGRU YANLIS
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30. Sik sik uyusturucu kullanirim (esrar, hap gibi). DOGRU YANLIS
31. Bagkalarini kontrol altinda tutmaktan hoglanirim. DOGRU YANLIS
32. Bazen 6zel biri oldugumu hissederim. DOGRU YANLIS
33. Bazen dagiliyormusum gibi hissederim. DOGRU YANLIS
34. Bazezn bana bir seyin gergekt'e mi yoksa yalnizca hayalimde DOGRU YANLIS
mi oldugunu ayirt etmek zor gelir.
(315. Cogu kez sonuglarii diisiinmeden i¢imden geldigi gibi DOGRU YANLIS
avranirim.
36. Bazen gercek olmadigim duygusuna kapilirim. DOGRU YANLIS
37. Bazen bedenim yokmus ya da bir kism1 eksikmis hissine DOGRU YANLIS
kapilirim.
38. Cogu kez kabus goriiriim. DOGRU YANLIS
l3(9. Cogu kez ba§kg1ar1 bana giiliiyormus ya da hakkimda DOGRU YANLIS
onuguyormus hissine kapilirim.
40. Cogu kez insanlar bana diismanmis gibi gelir. DOGRU YANLIS
41. Ins.alr}larln kendi disiincelerini benim zihnime soktuklarini DOGRU YANLIS
hissettigim oldu.
42. Cogu kez gercekten ne istedigimi bilmem. DOGRU YANLIS
43. Gegmiste intihar girisiminde bulundum. DOGRU YANLIS
44. Bazen ciddi bir hastaligim olduguna inanirim. DOGRU YANLIS
45. “Alkol, uyusturucu ya da hap aligkanligim vardir”. Eger 5
yanitiniz “evet” ise agagidakilerden uygun olanlarini isaretleyiniz. DOGRU YANLIS
a.Alkol b.Uyusturucu c. Hap
4_6. Bazen b1r I"l:iyflda yastyormus ya d_a yasamim .blr film seridi DOGRU YANLIS
gibi gbziimiin 6nlinden ge¢iyormus gibi hissederim.
47. Cogu kez bir seyler ¢alarim. DOGRU YANLIS
48 .I.S?Z?n Oyle aglik nobetlerim olur ki 6niime gelen her seyi silip DOGRU YANLIS
stipiiriirim.
49. Asagidaki konularla ilgili sorulan sorularda ¢ogu kez kendimi
rahatsiz hissederim. DOGRU YANLIS
a.Politika b.Din c.Ahlak (iyi-kotii)
50. Bazen aklimdan birilerini 61diirme diislincesi gecer. DOGRU YANLIS
51. Yasalarla bagimin derde girdigi oldu. DOGRU YANLIS
52. Yukaridaki maddelerde anilan yasantilardan herhangi birini 5
ilag etkisi altinda yasadiginiz oldu mu? Eger yanitiniz “evet” ise DOGRU YANLIS
ilgili maddelerin numaralarini yaziniz: ()
53. Yukaridaki maddelerde anilan yasantilardan herhangi 5
psikoterapi sirasinda yasadigmiz oldu mu? Eger yanitiniz “evet” DOGRU YANLIS

ise ilgili maddelerin numaralarini yaziniz: ()
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Appendix J: Question of Covid-19

Cevaplarimizin koronaviriisten etkilenme diizeyini belirtiniz.
Etki Diizeyi:

o Hig Etkilenmedi
o Etkilenmedi

o Biraz Etkilendi
o Etkilendi

o Cok Etkilendi

Eger cevabiniz “Etkilendi” ise hangi cevaplarimizin etkilendigini diisiindiigiiniizii

kisaca aciklayimmz:




