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ABSTRACT

THE EFFECTS OF PARENTAL ACCEPTANCE - REJECTION/CONTROL ON
PERSONALITY AND PSYCHOPATHOLOGY: MEDIATOR ROLE OF PRONENESS TO
SHAME AND GUILT

Deniz, Pelin
M.S., Department of Psychology
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Faruk Genc6z

August, 2014, 212 pages

Although shame and guilt are considered to be functional in interpersonal
relationships, both emotions can be painful and debilitating. It was suggested that
parental attitudes are likely to induce the feelings of shame and guilt. The aims of
the present study were, thus, to investigate the mediator roles of proneness to
shame and guilt on the relationship between parental acceptance and
psychopathology and personality. The five hundred eighty nine students filled the
package of questionnaire including a demographic information form, Parental
Acceptance-Rejection/Control Questionnaire, Test of Self-Conscious Emotion-3
(Short Form), Basic Personality Traits Inventory, and Brief Symtom Inventory.
According to the results of various mediation tests revealed that shame-proneness
and guilt-proneness showed similar effects on the relationship with maternal and
paternal rejection for extraversion and neuroticism. For conscientiousness and
agreeableness, guilt-proneness was found as a more influential mediator on the
relationship with maternal and paternal rejection. Furthermore, the
relationtionship between paternal rejection and openness to experience and the
relationtionship between maternal rejection and negative valence were mediated
equally by proneness to shame and guilt feelings. Shame-proneness was found to
be a stronger mediator between maternal rejection and openness to experiences
while guilt-proneness mediated the relationship between paternal rejection and
negative valence more strongly. Lastly, on the maternal rejection — psychopathology
relationship, shame-proneness was stronger, while shame- and guilt-proneness did

not differ on the paternal rejection — psychopathology relationship. These findings
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were discussed on the light of the related literature findgins. Lastly, limitations,

clinical implications and future suggestions were noted.

Keywords: Parental Rejection, Shame-Proneness, Guilt-Proneness, Personality,

Psychopathology



6z

EBEVEYN KABUL - RET/KONTROL ALGISININ KiSILIK VE PSIKOPATOLOJ]
UZERINDEKI ETKILERI: SUCLULUK VE UTANCA YATKINLIGIN ARACI ROLU

Deniz, Pelin
Yuksek Lisans, Psikoloji Bélumu
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Faruk Gencgoz

Agustos, 2014, 212 sayfa

Her ne kadar sucluluk ve utan¢ duygularinin kisilerarasi iliskilerde islevsel bir rolt
oldugu duistntulse de bu iki duygu ayni zamanda oldukca aci verici ve zayiflatici
olabilmektedir. Onceki bulgular, ebeveyn tutumlarinin utan¢ ve sucluluk
duygularinin gelisiminde rol oynayabilecegini ortaya koymaktadir. Bu baglamda, bu
calisma, ebeveyn kabul — ret algisinin kisilik gelisimi ve psikopatoloji ile iligkisinde,
utanc¢ ve sucluluga yatkinligin araci degisken rolinu arastirmaktadir. Calismada
bes ylz seksen dokuz universite Ogrencisi yer almistir. Katilimcilar, icerisinde
demografik bilgi formu, Ebevyen Kabul — Reddi/Kontrolii Olcegi, Moral Duygulanim
Testi, Temel Kisilik Ozellikleri Olcegi ve Kisa Semptom Envanteri’nin bulundugu bir
O0lcek bataryasini doldurmustur. Analiz sonuglarina gore ebeveyn reddinin
disadénuklik ve duygusal denge ile iliskisinde utanc¢ ve sucluluga yatkinlik benzer
etkiler gostermistir. Sorumluluk ve uyumluluk ile iliskide ise sucluluga yatkinlik,
utanca yatkinliga gére daha gticlti bir araci rol oynamistir. Bunlara ek olarak,
babadan algilanan ret ve aciklik ile anneden algilanan ret ve olumsuz degerlilik
iliskisinde utanc¢ ve sucluluga yatkinlik benzer etkiler géstermistir. Buna karsilik,
anneden algilanan ret ve aciklik iliskisinde utanca yatkinhk, babadan algilanan ret
ve olumsuz degerlilik iliskisinde sucluluga yatkinlik daha gticli bir aract rol
oynamistir. Son olarak, anneden algilanan ret — psikopatoloji iliskisine utanca
yatkinlik daha gtgclti bir etki ederken, babadan algilanan ret ve psikopatoloji
iliskisinde her iki duygu benzer etkiler géstermistir. Tim bu bulgular ilgili ardalan
1s181inda tartisilmistir. Calismanin kisitliliklari, klinik alana yansimalari ve gelecek

calismalar icin 6neriler belirtilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Ebevyn Reddi, Utang, Sucluluk, Kisilik, Psikopatoloji
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Parental Attitudes

1.1.1 Parental Acceptance-Rejection Theory

Parental Acceptance-Rejection Theory (PARTheory) is developed by Rohner
(1986/2000) as a theory of socialization of individuals in quest of major
antecedents and consequences of parental acceptance and rejection. There are four
classes of issues within three subtheory that the theory focuses on (Rohner,

1986/2000; Rohner, Khaleque, & Cournoyer, 2007):

The first one pertains to the consequences of parental acceptance and
rejection in the development of children and the personality styles of adults. For
this, the theory searches for whether children, all around the world, regardless of
any cultural components, respond to parental rejection in the same way, to what
extent the potential effects of parental rejection prolong into the adulthood, and
which personality traits can be modified during the process of maturation. Rohner

names this portion of the theory as “personality theory”.

Secondly, PARTheory concerns the reasons of tendency of some children for
coping better with the aversive effects of parental rejection and withdrawal of love,
as compared to those who cannot. This portion focuses on the resilience factors

2

that those children have. Rohner calls this portion of the theory as “coping theory”.

Thirdly, the PARTheory attempts to predict the main antecedents of parental
love or love withdrawal. For this, the theory asks why some parents are warmer
than others. Lastly, the theory asks how parental acceptance or rejection is related
to standing of the parent in the society. For instance, are religious or artistic beliefs
and behaviors of individuals associated with the childhood experiences of parental
acceptance and rejection? Rohner asks these questions under “the sociocultural

systems theory”.

PARTheory deals with how the child perceives his/her parents’ behaviors,
attitudes, and feelings instead of actual instances. That’s why PARTheory adopt

phenomenological emphasis rather than purely behaviorist approach.
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1.1.1.1 Warmth Dimension of Parental Acceptance - Rejection

In PARTheory, a parent is anyone who gives the primary care to the child.
This person may be a grandparent, a relative, or a non-kinsperson as well as the
biological parents (Rohner, 2005). According to Rohner (1986/2000), everyone gets
warmth and affection from their parents in some degree. That is, everyone
experience this on a continuum from a great deal or nearly none. Rohner calls this
continuum “warmth dimension” of parenting and places the parental acceptance

and rejection at each end of the dimension.

Parental acceptance consists of warmth, affection, care, comfort, nurturance,
support, and love. These are expressed physically and/or verbally by parents.
Physical expressions involve kissing, hugging, approving glances etc. expression of
verbal acceptance include praising, complimenting, saying nice things to or about a
child (Rohner, 1986/2000).

At the other end of the continuum takes place parental rejection which simply
means absence or withdrawal of parental love or presence of hurtful behaviors and
affects. Parental rejection manifests itself in the forms of emotional coldness,
hostility and aggression, indifference and neglect, or undifferentiated rejection
(Rohner 1986/2000; Rohner, 2005). While hostility and indifference are internal
feelings, aggression and neglect are behavioral forms of these internal states.
Aggression can manifest itself in symbolic ways, such as angry and rude hand
gestures or facial expressions, as well as in physical or verbal forms. As for the
neglect, it is expressed when parents do not have enough attention for their
children’s needs, concerns, wishes, and interests. It involves physical and
psychological non-availability of the parent(s). Lastly, undifferentiated rejection is
characterized by the feeling of being unwanted and unloved of the child without any

observable behaviors.

1.1.1.2 Personality Subtheory of Parental Acceptance — Rejection

As stated earlier, personality subtheory of Parental Acceptance — Rejection
(PAR) searches the universality of reactions to parental rejection in children,
prolonged effects of parental rejection into adulthood, and possible personality
traits that can be modified during the process of maturation. Rohner (2005) defines
personality as “more-or-less stable set of internally motivated predispositions to
respond (i.e., affective, cognitive, perceptual, and motivational dispositions) and

actual modes of responding (i.e., observable behaviors) in various life situations or
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contexts”. The seven dispositions on which the PARTheory particularly focuses are
(a) dependence and defensive independence, (b) emotional unresponsiveness, (c)
hostility, aggression, and problems with the management of hostility and
aggression, (d) negative self-evaluation (self-esteem and self-adequacy), (e) negative

worldview, and (f) emotional instability.

Dependence and Defensive Independence. Dependence is described as the
emotional reliance of one person on another in order to get warmth, acceptance,
approval, comfort and so on. As for the independence, it is the freedom from the
need for affirmative response from significant others. As shown Figure 1, the
dependence in relation to parental acceptance and rejection depicts a non-linear
association. Accordingly, the accepted child develops a “normal dependence” up to
a certain point. However, continuous and increasing rejection makes the child
withdraw from any further positive bids from his/her parents and this brings about
the ostensible independence in order for protection from being hurt and parental

aggression and neglect.

Rohner (1986/2000) draws attention to the negative connotation of the word
“dependence” in the western societies. According to him, being dependent is not an
undesired state of being, as widely-accepted. On the contrary, having the need for
positive response, i.e. dependence, is an indicator of a healthy psychosocial
development of children. Nevertheless, he also emphasizes the unfavorableness of
parents’ warm and accepting responses laden with moment-by-moment control and
manipulation of the child. When this happens, as depicted in Figure 1, an
immature dependence is developed by the child, which is an undesired formation in
the psychosocial development, in which the development of sense of competence

and mastery and realistic self-perceptions gets precluded.

Emotional Unresponsiveness. Individuals with rejecting parents generally do
not have a chance to express their emotions appropriately since their rejecting
parent(s) is/are not the right one(s) to emulate as a role model. Protecting
himself/herself from further rejection, the child learns to withdraw his/her
emotional needs, denies these needs, or even does not realize them. Consequently,

this leads to being emotionally insulated.

Hostility and Aggression. If parental rejection includes hostile and aggressive
components, it is highly likely that children of these parents tend to develop hostile,

aggressive, or passive aggressive attitudes.

Negative Self-Evaluation. This personality disposition of PARTheory involves

two dimensions: Self-esteem and self-adequacy. Experiencing not being
3



appreciated, applauded and loved, children of rejecting parent(s) begin to develop a

sense of self who is unworthy, incompetent, and undeserving a good treat.

Mormal
Dependence Immature dependence
epende Dependence
Defensive
independence
CHILD \
DEPENDENCE 8
.
.,
.
H““m,,_
Inde pendence |
I
+— Acceptance Rejection ———»

PARENTAL ACCEFTANCE-REJECTION

Figure 1. Dependence/Independence in Relation to Parental Acceptance-
Rejection (Rohner & Khaleque, 2005)

Negative Worldview. Worldview refers to a person’s perception and evaluation
of the world and life as being potentially secure and unthreatening or as being

insecure and threatening.

Emotional Instability. Emotionally stable people remain calm and sustain their
attention at time under stress. In contrast, those who are unstable emotionally find
difficult to focus, overreact to daily stresses, and are subjected to unpredictable and

frequent mood shifts.

Rohner (1986/2000) emphasizes that these dispositions fall on a continuum.
One is not either dependent or independent, for example. He/she takes place
somewhere between the two endings. The point at which one is placed on the
continuum makes the difference between accepted and rejected people. Moreover,
the theory acknowledges that positive counteracting developmental experiences
such as a good friendship with someone or a secure relationship with a teacher

may contribute to the feelings of acceptance of the individual.



Empirical evidence exhibits that the relationship between parental
acceptance-rejection and psychological adjustment is consistently found across
various countries (Khaleque, 2013; Khaleque & Rohner, 2012a; Rohner & Britner,
2002). Furthermore, in their meta-analytic study, Khaleque and Rohner (2012a)
reported that paternal acceptance can sometimes be stronger in the universal
relationship with psychological adjustment than the maternal acceptance. This is
in line with suggestions of Rohner (1998) in that father love is as important as

maternal love in child development and adult life.

Another meta-analysis (Khaleque & Rohner, 2001) provides evidence for
PARTheory which postulates that a number of personality characteristics that
shape one’s psychological adjustment are associated with perceived parental
acceptance and rejections. Khaleque and Rohner (2012b) concluded that both
children’s perceptions and adults’ memories of parental acceptance-rejection are
associated with seven personality dispositions, namely, dependence and defensive
independence, emotional unresponsiveness, hostility and aggression, negative self-
evaluation (self-esteem and self-adequacy), negative worldview, and emotional

instability.

1.1.2 Psychological Symptoms and Parental Acceptance-Rejection

Early relationships with parents have an important place in one’s later life in
terms of psychopathological symptoms. For instance, very recently, it has been
shown that parental rejection can pave the way for self-criticism and self-critical
individuals, in turn, are unprotected towards depression and suicide risk (Campos,
Besser, & Blatt, 2010; Campos, Besser, & Blatt, 2013). From various studies,
similar findings related to the preceding role of parental rejection in association
with depression can also be derived for adolescents, as well (Akse, Hale, Engels,
Raaijmakers, & Meeus, 2004; Hale, Van Der Valk, Engels, Meeus, 2005; Nolan,
Flynn, & Garber, 2003). Parental acceptance contributes positively to the
psychological well-being of adolescents (Dwairy, 2010). Erkman and Rohner (2006)
suggest that the perceptions of parental acceptance-rejection in young people may
have an influence on the path from harshness and justness of the punishment to
psychological adjustment. This finding highlights the importance of perceived
parental acceptance-rejection even in unpleasant life situations. As a matter of fact,
parental rejection can be so debilitating that peer rejection barely adds to the
parental rejection experienced by the child (Sentse, Lindenberg, Omvlee, Ormel, &

Veenstra, 2010).



The parental acceptance-rejection theory makes emphases on mainly three
mental health issues, namely, depression, behavior problems (conduct disorder,
externalizing, and delinquency), and substance abuse (Rohner & Britner, 2002). In
their review, Rohner and Britner concluded that the causal relationship comprise
the flow beginning from parental rejection towards psychopathology. They explain
the underlying mechanism of this process with “distorted cognitive information-
processing, selective attention/perception, and faulty styles of causal attribution”.
Accordingly, rejected children may turn into adults who perceive the self and the
world in a way that is consistent with their distorted internal representations.
Khaleque and Rohner (2001) assert in their meta-analytic study that the
association between parental acceptance-rejection and psychological adjustment is
likely to be stronger for young people, who are still open to messages of their

parents for love or withdrawal of love, as compared to adults.

As discussed later in this part, memories of being shamed by the parents were
also found to be significantly related to the absence or insufficiency of parental
warmth, and this, in turn, may bring about proneness to psychopathology (Gilbert,
Allan, & Goss, 1996; Gilbert & Gerlsma, 1999). Another psychopathological
situation counted as one of the possible consequences of parental rejection is
somatoform disorders. Research proposes that the severity of symptoms of
somatoform disorder increases when adolescents report their parent(s) as more
rejecting (Naz & Kausar, 2012). Similar to somatoform disorders, retrospective
investigations of women diagnosed with and hospitalized due to borderline
personality disorder reveal that these women reported more paternal rejection and
more psychological maladjustment (Rohner & Brothers, 1999; Zweig-Frank & Paris,
1991).

To sum up, rejecting parent(s) may function as a mirror in which the child
sees himself/herself as defective, worthless, and unlovable as a result of parents’
rejection. Developing a self-concept from the view of the parents, the child may turn
into an adult with a number of symptoms of psychological maladjustment, even

psychopathology.

1.2 Self-Conscious Emotions

1.2.1 Self-Conscious Emotions in General
History of humanity shows us that human being has always had a desire to

express himself/herself and has found, and is going to find, a way to do this by

6



hook or by crook. We see him/her sometimes in a wall painting inside a cave from
ages ago; sometimes in lines of a poem; or sometimes in a frame of a motion
picture. A refined taste of life remains after all, either sophisticated or ordinary. Of
course, we cannot leave the genocides, wars, battles out of the big picture. The big
picture tells us about something special with the human being unlike other
animals, such as, leaving an indelible imprint behind him/her. Emotional aspect of
the human being contributes to this imprint. The research on emotions began with
taking the lid off the basic emotions, namely, sadness, joy, surprise, fear, anger,
and disgust. However, in time, so-called “self-conscious emotions” drew attention.
Campos (1995) proposed three reasons for this shift in emotion research: The
limitations of and dissatisfaction with facial expression measurement in basic
emotions research, the study of patterns of appraisal, and the stress in importance
of functional consequences of emotions. In line with these proposed reasons, Tracy
and Robins (2004) specified distinctive features of self-conscious emotions.
Accordingly, these emotions 1) require self-awareness and self-representations, 2)
emerge later in childhood than basic emotions, 3) facilitate attainment of complex
social goals, 4) do not have discrete, universally recognized facial expression, and 5)

are cognitively complex.

As clearly indicated in the name of these emotions, self-conscious emotions
require a sense of self in order to be elicited. A primary sense of self-awareness,
recognition of an external standard, and adoption of this standard should be
founded in the developmental chronology for the emergence of self-conscious
emotions (Lagattuta & Thompson, 2007). In one of the previous studies, Lewis,
Sullivan, Stanger, & Weiss (1989) compared the reactions of a number of infants by
tracing their gestures of wariness and embarrassment. These authors showed that
the experience of embarrassment, as a self-conscious emotion, required self-
recognition abilities unlike wariness/fear, which is a primary emotion. As can be
seen in Figure 2 (Lewis, 2007), which depicts the developmental timeline of
emotions, self-awareness begins at the age of two and in turn, the child experiences
a set of self-conscious emotions that do not have self-evaluative basis. Around the
age of there, self-conscious evaluative emotions begin to show up together with a
set of cognitions including standard, rules, goals; taking a naive position according
to these rules and goals; and evaluating oneself on the basis of the discrepancy

between this position and the set-up rules and goals (Higgins, 1987).
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Figure 2. A model of emotional development (Lewis, 2007)

Tracy and Robins (2004) proposes a model of self-conscious emotions based
on a cognitive appraisal approach. Figure 3 displays step-by-step formation of self-
conscious emotions (i.e., shame, guilt, pride, and embarrassment). Accordingly, in
order to elicit a self-conscious emotion, first of all, one should experience an event
that draws attention on one’s self and that activates self-representations. Next, this
event should have an importance on one’s identity (relevance) and should be
regarded as consonant with the actual self as a result of a comparison of the
current state with actual, ideal, and ought self-states (congruent). Lastly, once the
causal locus of the event is determined as internal, the elicitation of self-conscious
emotions occurs. According to the model, one experiences shame or hubris if the
internal causal attribution is stable and global, guilt or achievement-oriented guilt
if the internal causal attribution is unstable, controllable, and specific to the event.
Unlike shame, guilt, and pride, embarrassment is experienced when one’s public
self is activated such as being publicly exposed as incompetent (Tracy & Robins,

2007).
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Figure 3. Process of model of self-conscious emotions (A-O Pride signifies
achievement-oriented pride; Tracy & Robins, 2004)

Embarrassment is defined as “an aversive state of mortification, abashment,
and chagrin that follows public social predicaments” by Miller (1995). This emotion
has long been recognized as a form of shame (Lewis, 1971; Izard, 1977; and
Kaufman, 1989). However, embarrassment appears to be separate emotions and
has distinguishable features. For instance, Tangney, Miller, Flicker, and Barlow
(1996) found that unlike shame, embarrassment is elicited when trivial and
humorous events occur suddenly and surprisingly in front of a crowd, especially in
the presence of somewhat familiar people and strangers, due to the loss of self-
esteem, concern for others’ evaluations, and behaving out of socially-defined norms
(Keltner & Buswell, 1997). When experienced, embarrassment is thought to be get
over more quickly and the embarrassed person sees himself/herself more excusable
and less deserving punishment together with a sense of humor and joy. This, in
turn, makes the emotion of embarrassment more adaptive and functional in social
encounters. Clearly saying, embarrassment has a function of gaining sympathy
from others (Semin & Manstead, 1982) and repairing the discredited social image

(Leary, Landel, & Patton, 1996) for the transgressor.

According to Mascolo and Fisher (1995), pride is “generated by appraisals that
one is responsible for a socially valued outcome or for being a socially valued
person” (p. 66). A person swollen with pride perceives a subjective experience of self

as bigger, stronger, and taller. Of the self-conscious emotions elicited at the end of
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abovementioned model proposed by Tracy and Robins (2004), pride stands as a
double-faced emotion. This emotion is referred as hubris by Lewis (2008) and as
alpha pride (pride in self) by Tangney (1999) when it is subsequent to global and
stable internal attributions. Hubristic pride is postulated to be positively correlated
with shame-proneness and to be parallel with narcissism, which underpins the fact
that hubristic pride functions as a protector of the self from devastating impact of

shame (Kernberg, 1975; Tracy & Robins, 2003).

Until now, a brief introduction was made for the self-conscious emotions in
general and embarrassment and pride was addressed. Hereinafter, emotions of

shame and guilt will be discussed in detail for the purposes of the study.

1.2.2 Shame and Guilt

Of the self-conscious emotions, shame and guilt are two of the most
researched emotions due to their multifold nature. Although they are accepted to
have an evolutionary root (Gilbert, 2003) and to be functional in interpersonal
relationships, both emotions can be painful and debilitating. That’s why
psychologists, anthropologists, philosophers, and theorists from various disciplines
have been attracted by these emotions to unveil the enigma behind the multifold
nature of shame and guilt. Even though these two emotions are used
interchangeably by many people, they are substantially different. These emotions
are called self-conscious and moral emotions due to the fact that both have the
individual evaluate oneself and the fact that both are related to the moral and

ethical behaviors and attributions (Tangney & Dearing, 2002).

Hereinafter, emotions of shame and guilt will be discussed separately. Next,

differentiation of these emotions will be presented.

1.2.2.1 Shame

Shame is characterized with concern for making a bad impression on others
and being ridiculed and criticized, social norm deviations, social comparisons, self-
criticism, lack of ability, a sense of personal unattractiveness, and submissive
behaviors (Ferguson, Stegge, & Damhuis, 1991; Gilbert, 1998; Gilbert, 2000;
Gilbert, 2003; Weiner, 1985). It is considered as an intense, sudden and dysphoric
emotion together with the feelings of being small and inferior to others. Such
feelings are associated with a sense of isolation and not being realized, which

brings along the desire to be invisible and to hide in the ashamed person (Lansky,
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2005; Tangney, Miller, Flicker, & Barrow, 1996). Therefore, shame is counted as an
emotion relative to inherent nature of the self (Dost & Yagmurlu, 2008) with stable

and global attributions (Van Vliet, 2009).

Gilbert (2003) categorizes shame as external and internal shame based on the
focal point of whom the audience is. External shame can be observed if the person
is preoccupied with what other people think and how he/she makes an impression
in the minds of others. It mainly arises from the perceived deficits in oneself as
compared to others. As for the internal shame, as is evident from its name, is about
inner feelings of the self regarding how the self judges and feels about the self. An
undesired self is the main focus of the internal shame characterized with a sense of
personal unattractiveness. Gilbert (2003) exemplifies how shame is internalized by
giving two types of reaction of a mother to her child who proudly shows his/her
drawing. In the first, the mother reacts with “wow-that’s wonderful. What a clever
girl.” In the second, the mother says “not now dear, I'm busy” or “Oh no, not
another of those drawings. They’re all over the house making a mess” (p. 1220).
Gilbert emphasizes the frequent incidents of the second-type reactions could

implant the “memories of feelings in herself about herself” in the mind of the child.

Shame has had a special place in psychoanalytical perspective. However, the
theory of Freud lacks a conceptualization that is specific to shame. In earlier
writings of psychoanalysis, Freud postulated shame “as a reaction formation
against sexually exhibitionist impulses” (as cited in Tangney & Dearing, 2002). In
his comprehensive work, Thrane (1979) draws attention to the different views of
Freud in relation to etiology of shame. While Freud sees that shame emerges a
result of danger of others in his landmark book, Civilization and Its Discontents, he
proposes the sense of inadequacy that is in the etiology of shame in another

context.

Eric Erikson (1950), another theorist from developmental psychology and
psychoanalysis, denotes shame in his theory on psychosocial development of
human beings. Shame is mentioned at the second stage, namely, Autonomy versus
Shame and Doubt which lasts between the ages of one and three. It is at this stage
that parental figures begin to have importance and serve as first significant social
relationships. The basic task of this stage is toilet training during which the child
acquires muscular control. Having importance for obtaining willpower by holding on
and letting go, toilet training provides the child to establish an environment over
which he/she has control. This, in turn, brings autonomy together with willpower.

However, when parents communicate their negative feelings and attitudes (such as

11



lack of patience, anger, ridicule) to the child, they sow the seeds of shame,
intentionally or unintentionally. Since the child is very sensitive to his/her parents’
reactions at this stage, any non-affirmative reaction of the parent(s) may lead to

lack of control and a sense of weakness, which are the characteristics of shame.

Another psychoanalyst, Karen Horney (1950) associates shame directly with
pride. According to Horney’s conceptualization, pride wipes out due to two
reactions; shame and humiliation. To put it in Horney’s own words: “We will feel
ashamed if we do, think, or feel something that violates our pride. And we will feel
humiliated if others do something that hurts our pride, or fail to do what our pride

requires of them” (p. 95).

Shame is defined by Lewis (1971) as a “hidden emotion” and she sees shame
as a “universal reaction to unrequited or thwarted love” (p. 16). Having a
psychoanalytical root in her clinical background, Lewis is a theorist who made a
notable contribution to the shame-and-guilt literature. According to her, what the
object of shame is the self being evaluated as a whole with sense of being small,
worthlessness, and powerlessness. Lewis mentions a splitting process to explain
shame. Accordingly, an actual audience is not necessarily involved to be elicited
shame. One can feel ashamed with the thought that somebody is watching and
witnessing his/her drawbacks and weakness. This, in turn, creates a self who is
both agent and object of the shame experience, which is related to the concept of
field-dependent self suggested by Lewis. A field-dependent person is described as
less differentiated, vulnerable to global evaluations and more prone to the emotion

of shame.

Lewis also addresses the roles of parental figures on the formation of self-
conscious emotions. Accordingly, “identification with the threatening parent stirs
an ‘internalized threat’ which is experienced as guilt. Identification with the beloved
or admired ego-ideal stirs pride and triumphant feeling; failure to live up to this
internalized admired imago stirs shame” (p. 23). This view supports the idea of
shame arising from the conflict between ego and ego-ideal (Piers and Singer, 1953).
Piers and Singer also draw attention to the role humiliating parent inculcating the
fear of contempt to child. They argue that it is the fear of abandonment of the
parent who “walks away ‘in disgust” that stands behind the feeling of shame. Thus,
shame can be said to be related to perceiving one’s own self as inadequate and to
fail at achieving a wished-for self-image, which is fed by the internalized and
admired love object, together with the fear of separation, abandonment and social

expulsion (Creighton, 1990; Lansky, 2005; Piers & Singer, 1953).
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Developmentally, feelings of shame begin to rise after the formation of the ego-
ideal and before the feelings of guilt (Lansky, 2005). Kaufman (1996) makes
mention of developmental sources of shame. Parental attitudes are one of the
triggers of the emotion of shame. Accordingly, parental anger is the one that has
the impact of rupture in early childhood. Being unable to respond or remaining
insensitive to the child’s need and demands to be loved (which corresponds to the
“parental rejection” in the current study) triggers shame in the infant, which is a
process that is named as “preverbal shame activation” by Kaufman. Shame is also
activated through verbal communication conveyed by the parent(s) with alerting
sentences such as “shame on you”, “you are embarrassing me”, “I am disappointed
in you”. Moreover, parents’ overemphasis on the performance of the child is also
relative to the shame feelings (Kaufman, 1996). Overcorrection of the skills and

pressure to succeed lead the child to perceive himself/herself as an inadequate and

ineffective being and get immobilized as a result of scrutiny of the idealized parents.

Another aspect of parent-child dyad is the bond (i.e. attachment) between
them. According to Bowlby’s definition of attachment, individuals have a strong
tendency for seeking proximity to significant others (Bowlby, 1977). They build up
certain expectations through the internal working models with which they establish
a kind of affectional bond (Bowlby, 1969). Through these working internal models,
individuals develop a sense of attachment towards other people in their adulthood
depending on the attachment type in the infancy period (Bowlby, 1977).
Considering the importance of the attachment quality between the parent and the
child and with reference to fact that shame is rooted in various childhood
experiences, Schimmenti (2012) states that shame is planted in the attachment
system and it provides an alerting system for the child to protect the attachment
bond. In adulthood, the more insecure the individual is, the more prone to the
emotion of shame he/she is (Gross & Hansen, 2000). At this point, what comes into
prominence is whether the parents are effectively attuned to the child or not: If the
child has experiences that will cause to lose his/her trust into the parents and to
come to believe in being disapproved by parents, this may turn into a template for
pathological shame (Hahn, 2000) owing to object loss, loss of love, and castration

(Brenner, 1994; as sited in Rothstein, 1999).

Research suggests that shame memories have similar characteristics with
traumatic memories (Gilbert, 2002, 2003; Matos & Pinto-Gouveia, 2010) and
shame memories coming from the childhood and adolescence are connected with
the current shame (Matos & Pinto-Gouveia, 2010). This finding is also in accordant

with the fact that memories of harsh parenting, rejection, ignorance, abandonment
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dysfunctional family environment, and reversal of parent and child roles are related
to the shame in later phases of life (Claesson & Sohlberg, 2002; Gilbert, Allan, &
Goss, 1996; Lutwak & Ferrari, 1996; Pulakos, 1996; Stuewig & McCloskey, 2005;
Wells & Jones, 2000).

1.2.2.2 Guilt

Guilt is another self-conscious emotion that will be discussed here. According
to Lewis (1971),

In guilt, the self is not the central object of negative evaluation, but

rather the thing done or undone is the focus. In guilt, the self is

negatively evaluated in connection with something but is not itself the
focus of the experience (p. 30).

In contrast to shame, Lewis considers guilt as a less painful and more
compliable since the primary focus is the behavior itself instead of the entire being
(i.e. a field-independent and differentiated self). Nevertheless, guilt can provoke
some undesirable feelings, such us preoccupation with the transgression and
overemphasis for the correction of misbehavior. Theoretical approaches and
research on the emotion of guilt concentrates on various aspects of it. While early
theories accept and emphasize intrapsychic side of it, more recently, research has
evolved to the interpersonal consequences of guilt feelings. Similarly, a group of
researchers propose that guilt has social adaptive and constructive characteristics,
whereas others report maladaptive nature of guilt. Therefore, a number of
definitions for guilt have been made on the basis of various theories and

measurements (Tilghman-Osbone, Cole, & Felton, 2010).

To being with, guilt is described as an emotion emerged with the development
of superego as a result of the Oedipus complex in traditional psychoanalytic
approach. Freud (1923-1925/2001) asserts that guilt is the result of the conflict
between ego and superego. With the emergence of superego, moral values come into
play and the mechanism that maintains the compliance to the moral norms is
shaped by the emotion of guilt. In his landmark book, Totem and Taboo, Freud
(1913/2001) discusses the subject of guilt from cultural perspective, in which the
behavior of savages and neurotics were explained by childhood behavior. In this
work of Freud, guilt takes place as an emotion which is replaced with the feelings of
hatred towards the paternal figure. Having ambivalent feelings due to killing the
father and being dominated by the feelings of guilt, the brothers create a totem

animal substituting the father. Freud refers this as deferred obedience to the father.
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The discussion of guilt here symbolizes the undoing and reparation tendency of the

guilt-prone person.

Guilt takes place in the psychosocial stages of Erikson like shame. Erikson
(1950) places guilt in the third stage of human development (i.e. initiative vs. guilt)
at the ages of three to five, at which superego begins to develop. At this stage,
children incline to be more active at engaging in social interactions and plays as
compared to previous stages. They make up plans, take the initiative role and lead
others. Being an active agent of his/her life, the child gains the virtue of purpose to
set goals and act upon these goals. If the child is inhibited and punished for being
initiative, this is very likely to induce the feelings of guilt to the child.

According to Melanie Klein (1964), guilt arises from the tension between love
and hate feelings. These feelings begin to develop at the very early stages of the
baby. At the breast feeding stage, the baby is full of love for the first object, which is
the mother; as long as he/she is satisfied with breastfeeding and appeased his/her
hunger. However, if the baby is hungry, uncomfortable for some reason and not
being gratified, whole situation become reversed suddenly and hate and aggressive
feelings show up with the impulses of destroying the person with whom he/she
experiences all kinds of feelings. Klein claims that the baby believes these strong
impulses, which are said to be equal to the death-wishes, in that the hateful
fantasies come true and his/her first object has been really destroyed. As a result,
a sense of unconscious guilt arises, which is rooted in the fear of not being able to

dominate one’s own aggressive impulses towards others, especially the loved ones.

In contrast to theories that emphasize the intrapsychic nature of guilt (e.g.:
Buss, 1980; Lewis, 1971; Piers & Singer, 1953; as cited in Baumeister, Stillwell,
Heatherton, 1994), Baumeister, Stillwell, and Heatherton proposes that the main
process of the emotion of guilt lies behind the social relationships rather than the
inner operations. From this perspective, guilt is considered to be an adaptive
emotion serving for the well-being of others through an empathic approach
(Baumeister, Stillwell, Heatherton, 1994; Tangney, 1991; & Tangney & Dearing,
2002). In guilt, the focus is on the behavior and the person who feels guilty
contemplates on consequences of his/her behavior on others, rather than on the
self. This other-oriented focus contributes to the interpersonal relationships by

promoting the empathic and altruistic behaviors (Tangney, 1995).

In guilt, the person makes less stable, specific, and controllable attributions
(Lewis, 1971; Tangney, 1992; Tracy & Robins, 2006) related to the behavior after
which reparative and apologizing behaviors are directed towards the other(s) in
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order to appease the feelings of guilt. Furthermore, research indicates that being
prone to guilt feelings is associated with a higher tendency to disclose emotions,
which, in turn, decreases the feelings of loneliness (Bruno, Lutwak, & Agin, 2009)
in addition to being more inclined to show forgiveness toward the offender

(Konstam, Chernoff, & Deveney, 2001).

In contrast to the research focusing on the adaptive guilt, maladaptive guilt is
also conceptualized in the literature. For instance, the theorization of O’Connor,
Berry, Weiss, Bush, and Sampson (1997) includes four clinically-relevant guilt
categories, namely, survivor guilt, separation/disloyalty guilt, omnipotent
responsibility guilt, and self-hate guilt. These emotions are linked to an exaggerated
responsibility perception. According to O’Connor et al., individuals who feel
survivor and/or separation guilt feel also omnipotent responsibility guilt. They
report that these emotions are extremely irrational and pathogenic. Zahn-Waxler,
Kochanska, Krupnick, and McKnew (1990) differentiate adaptive and maladaptive
guilt. Accordingly, adaptive guilt is action-oriented and encourages people to repair
and/or undo the transgressive behavior. However, maladaptive guilt is associated

with self-critical feelings and an excessive omnipotence.

1.2.2.3 Differences between Shame and Guilt

Previous two sections on this part focus on the emotions of shame and guilt
separately. On this part, these emotions will be discussed with reference to each
other briefly. Ferguson (2005) draws attention to the importance of differentiation of
these two emotions since they have different reactional processes subsequent to the
event. As can be seen in Table 1 as a summarization of the similarities and
differences between shame and guilt, which is based on the conceptualizations of
Tangney and Dearing (2002), these two emotions are parallel with the inherent
characteristics of self-conscious emotions. However, they differ in their focal points,
activators, consequences etc. For instance, shame shows itself in more negative
global evaluations related to self. In contrast, guilt is elicited as a result of negative
evaluations of a specific behavior. In parallel with this, shame puts more stress on
the individual as compared to guilt. The reactions of an ashamed person also differ
from guilty person’s. Concerning with others’ evaluations, ashamed person wish to
be invisible and react with hiding or escaping. However, a person who feels like
guilty prefers to confess the transgression and tend to apologize and repair the
misbehavior. Evidence related to the consequent behaviors of shame and guilt

comes from the study of Stuewig, Tangney, Heigel, Harty, and McCloskey (2010).
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They have found that shame-prone individuals are also inclined to report physical

and verbal aggression flowed through high levels of blame externalization whereas

guilt is negatively related to aggression since it makes people accept their

responsibility for transgression and failures.

Table 1. Key Similarities and Differences between Shame and Guilt (Tangney

& Dearing, 2002)

Features shared by shame and guilt

e Both fall into the class of “moral” emotions.

e Both are “self-conscious”, self-referential emotions.
¢ Both are negatively valanced emotions.

e Both involve internal attributions of one sort or another.

e Both are typically experienced in interpersonal contexts.

e The negative events that give rise to shame and guilt are highly similar

(frequently involving moral failures or transgressions).

Kev dimensions on which shame and guilt differ

Shame

Guilt

Focus of evaluation

Global self: “Idid that horrible
thing”

Specific behavior: “I did
that horrible thing”

Degree of distress

Generally more painful than
guilt

Generally less painful
than shame

Phenomenological
experience

Shrinking, feeling small,
feeling worthless, powerless

Tension, remorse, regret

Operation of “self”

Self “split” into observing and
observed “selves”

Unified self intact

Impact on “self”

Self-impaired by global
devaluation

Self unimpaired by global
devaluation

Concern vis-a-vis the
“other”

Concern with others’
evaluation of self

Concern with one’s effect
on others

Counterfactual
processes

Mentally undoing some aspect
of the self

Mentally undoing some
aspect of behavior

Motivational features

Desire to hide, escape, or
strike back

Desire to confess,
apologize, or repair

Early distinctions between shame and guilt that were made by

anthropologists Mead (1972) and Benedict (1946) were based on the presence of an

audience (as cited in Thrane, 1979). Accordingly, shame is seen as an emotion

which requires openly being ridiculed and criticized. In contrast, guilt does not

require an audience. Thrane criticized Mead’s and Benedict’s ideas regarding

presence of audience. Notwithstanding that being criticized or ridiculed publicly
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can lead to feelings of shame, this is not sufficient for the evocation of shame.
Thrane denotes that feelings of anger and contempt or nothing will be stirred
unless the individual identifies himself/herself with a group and adheres to some
ideals and standards. In other words, one feels ashamed if he/she is humiliated or
criticized by a group to which he/she adheres. Evidence for this comes from the
research by Tangney, Marschall, Rosenberg, Barlow, and Wagner (1994; as cited in
Tangney, 2002) and Tangney, Miller, Flicker, and Barlow (1996). They found that a

substantial number of participants reported “solitary” shame feelings.

These emotions also differ in terms of the preceding or accompanying
emotions. For instance, shame is proposed to be linked with the emotions of
contempt or disgust by others (Pulver, 1999). Guilt is mentioned with sorrow and
sadness (Gilbert, 2003) and fear of castration (Lansky, 2005). Clearly, this
distinction between shame and guilt coincides with the relation of shame with the
discrepancy between ego and ego ideal and of guilt with the discrepancy between
ego and superego. In that sense, what matters in shame is ideals and aspiration

whereas in guilt is prohibitions and omissions (Lansky, 2005).

While shame generates a sense of powerlessness, guilt is relative to the
misuse of power (Lansky, 2005). According to Lansky, guilt provides a protection
from hurtful and painful impact of shame by warding off the feelings of passivity,
helplessness, vulnerability, and weakness. Thus, if one admits his/her guilt, this is,
in some way, a declaration one’s power. In contrast, acknowledgement of shame
points at one’s powerlessness. This is compatible with the thesis of Gilbert (1997,
2003) regarding shame and social attractiveness, in which he proposes that if one
feels shame, this implies the deficiency in one’s talents to be perceived as useful

and desirable.

Yet, one should consider that the same event can elicit shame in one person
while it produces guilt in another. Thus, it should be kept in mind that shame and
guilt do not differ in terms of the situations but differ in the meanings and

subjective experiences of individuals. (Tangney, Miller, Flicker, & Barlow, 1996)

1.2.3 Psychological Symptoms and Emotions of Shame and Guilt

The cumulative literature reaches an agreement the on the effects of shame
on psychopathology. However, this cannot be stated for guilt since guilt has been
defined on the basis of various approaches and conceptualization. Unlike from

those researchers who asserts the dark side of guilt, there are others who
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emphasizes adaptive and constructive side of guilt (e.g.: Tangney & Dearing, 2002;
Tangney, Wagner, & Gramzow, 1992; Tangney, Stuewig, & Mashek, 2007). Recent
views have postulated that if guilt is associated with psychological symptoms, this
is because this emotion is fused with shame. That is, what creates these symptoms
is not guilt per se, but feelings of shame (Tangney, 1991; Tangney, Burggraf,
&Wagner, 1995; Tangney, Stuewig, & Mashek, 2007). In this respect, subsequent
studies acknowledge that guilt is adaptive and constructive and its relation to
psychological symptoms is due to being fused with shame (e.g. Ferguson, Stegge,
Miller, & Olsen, 1999; Fontaine, Luyten, De Boeck, & Corveleyn, 2001; Luyten,
Fontaine, & Corveleyn, 2002; Orth, Berking, & Burkhardt, 2006; & Pineless, Street,
Koenen, 2006). This view is criticized by Kubany and Watson (2003) in that it is
very unlikely to experience both emotions simultaneously. Rather, they show
themselves in close contiguity. Another view proposes that guilt-proneness can be a
continuum and high levels of guilt can be related to shame and irrational guilt
(Eisenberg, 2000). Moreover, having acknowledged an empathic guilt, Einstein and
Lanning (1998) identified an anxious type of guilt. To summarize, the
conceptualization of guilt in the context of psychopathology seem to vary. Thus,
hereinafter, empirical evidence regarding the relations between emotions of shame
and guilt and psychopathology will be presented on the basis of the idiosyncratic

conceptualizations of each study.

To begin with, Harder, Cutler, and Rockart (1992) found that both shame and
guilt were related to most of the domains of Symptom Checklist 90-Revised (SCL-
90-R) and they proposed that the effects of guilt were very close to the effects of
shame. They also investigated “pure” shame and “pure” guilt by partialing out the
other emotion. Accordingly, shame-free guilt was found to be related to
somatization, interpersonal sensitivity, hostility/anger, and psychoticism. As for
the guilt-free shame, it had a relation with depression, obsessive-compulsive
disorder, interpersonal sensitivity, and phobic anxiety. Similar conclusions were
drawn in the study of O’Connor, Berry, and Weiss (1999) with a special emphasis

on the maladaptive dimension of guilt, uncomplicated by shame.

Feelings of guilt are one of the prominent features of depression. There are
numerous studies investigating the shame and guilt feelings and depression. For
instance, shame and guilt feelings were found to be related to depression, together
with childhood history of maltreatment (Webb, Heisler, Call, Chickering, & Colburn,
2007). These authors also tested whether these findings are still valid for shame-
free guilt and guilt-free shame. Findings demonstrated that shame, but not shame-

free guilt, showed the same effect regardless of being fused with guilt, which is in
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line with the findings of Tangney, Wagner, and Gramzow (1992). In another study
with a different operationalization of guilt, Ghatavi, Nicolson, MacDonald, Osher,
and Levitt (2002) compared depressed individuals with people with a medical
illness and healthy people. The results of their study show that depressed people
experience guilt more intensely in more long-lasting and fluctuating fashion. They
also deduce that their feelings of guilt appear in a different quality from non-
depressed ones. This finding supports the results of the clinical studies with
moderate to severe depressed individuals (Alexander, Brewin, Vearnals, Wolff, &
Leff, 1999) and with individuals with unipolar and bipolar depression (Highfield,
Markham, Skinner, & Neal, 2010).

Depression-related features such as self-deprecating and maladaptive self-
blame, self-derogation are also related to proneness to shame. Shame-prone people
are found to be criticizing themselves harshly, as well as others and this, in turn,
impairs their interpersonal relationships and leads them to have difficulty in
maintaining close relationship. However, they inevitably engage in a vicious cycle
since they come to develop a fear of intimacy (Lutwak, Panish, & Ferrari, 2003),
which may strengthen their depressive feelings. Given the fact that shame and guilt
feelings show continuity across the lifespan, symptoms related to these feelings
observed in childhood gain importance. Children, including those in preschool
years, can also be overwhelmed with shame and guilt and this may bring about a
maladaptive emotion development (Ferguson, Stegge, Miller, & Olsen, 1999; Luby,
Belden, Sullivan, Hayen, McCadney, & Spitznagel, 2009).

Social rank is postulated as an associate of shame feelings and depression
(Cheung, Gilbert, & Irons, 2004). Accordingly, shame is related to inferiority
feelings and inferiority is related to depression. One possible explanation for the
impact of shame on depression is having ruminative thoughts (Cheung, Gilbert, &
Irons, 2004; Orth, Berking, & Burkhardt, 2006). It was found in these studies that
rumination mediated the relationship between shame and depression. Shame can
also show up as a moderator between previous unpleasant life experiences and
their psychological outcomes. For instance, high levels of shame-proneness may
result in more serious depressive symptoms when encountered with a high-stress

situation in women (Harper & Arias, 2004).

For anxiety symptoms, the results of study conducted by Fergus, Valentiner,
McGrath, and Jencius (2010) concluded that anxiety is more apt to relate to the
shame feelings, rather than guilt. This study specified in detail that social anxiety

disorder (SAD) and generalized anxiety disorder (GAD) had relation with shame-
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proneness. Also improvements in shame-proneness were reflected as reductions in
symptoms of obsessive-compulsive disorder (OCD), SAD, and GAD. Regarding
obsessive-compulsive symptoms, obsessional people experience more guilt than
normal controls (Shafran, Watkins, & Charman, 1996). Shafran et al. acknowledge
the dominance of guilt emotion in depression. Nonetheless, these authors
differentiate the emanation of guilt in depression and in OCD. Accordingly, guilt in
OCD is characterized with a specific intrusion and a perception of responsibility.
However, in depression, it appears more affective and accompanied by somatic
complaints. Also guilty feelings have importance in OCD with respect to the feelings
of responsibility and a desire to have things perfect and under control (Mancini &
Gangemi, 2004; Mancini, Gangemi, Perdighe, & Marini, 2008). Shame-proneness
was also articulated as a risk factor for OCD (Valentiner & Smith, 2008). People are
more prone to have compulsions when their shame-proneness is at the highest

level.

Regarding the relationship between shame and guilt feelings and post-
traumatic stress disorder, Lee, Scragg, and Turner (2001) proposes a schema-based
model. Accordingly, shame and/or guilt are developed via two ways. One of them is
schema congruence which is when a recent event that has left traumatic effects on
the individual is congruent with previous shame/guilt memories. These alerted
schemas confirm the defective and powerless self. As a result, the self begins to
attack himself/herself. The other model has a path through schema incongruence.
In this case, the traumatic event is incongruent with the previous schemas. This
time, the individual tends to blame others with the self being intact. In the
formation of the shame-related schemas, shame memories from childhood and
adolescence seem to be reference points to shame-proneness in adulthood (Pinto-
Gouveia & Matos, 2011). Shame memories can act like traumatic events and they
eventually influence the internal working models of self and others in later stages of
one’s life and may cause to emotional difficulties (Cunha, Matos, Faria, & Zagalo,
2012; Pinto-Gouveia & Matos, 2011). Broadly speaking, especially shame feelings
are at the centre of post-traumatic symptoms and it plays a crucial role in
rebalancing and regulating the psyche. For instance, a longitudinal study
conducted with victims of sexual abuse studied the extent to which improvements
in shame contributed to the psychological adjustment one year later. It was
suggested that the resolution of shame feelings brought along improvements in
depression and PTSD symptoms and increase in self-esteem (Feiring, Taska, &

Lewis, 2002).
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Symptoms reflecting eating disorders are also influenced by self-conscious
emotions. Shame is a primary emotion to eating disorders (Hayaki, Friedman, &
Brownell, 2002; Murray, Waller, & Legg, 2000) in that it increases the desire for
food, which functions as a enhancer of self-worth (Chao, Yang, & Chiou, 2012). In a
clinical study including females with bulimia nervosa, anorexia nervosa, depressive
disorders, and anxiety disorders (Grabhorn, Stenner, Stangier, & Kaufhold, 2006),
shame accounted for a high proportion of the variance with regard to social
performance anxiety and social interaction anxiety in females with eating disorder
as compared to other clinical groups. They surmised that shame plays a central
role in social anxiety. In that sense, Gilbert (2000) also draws attention to the
relation of shame with social anxiety. He suggested that shame may operate with

social anxiety and submissive behaviors.

Likewise, drug-addicted individuals suffer more from feelings of shame, and
interpersonal, maladaptive, and excessive guilt (survivor guilt, separation guilt,
omnipotent responsibility guilt, and self-hate guilt). In addition, they are less
inclined to have adaptive guilt that leads them to externalize their responsibility
and behave irresponsibly (Meehan, O’Connor, Berry, Weiss, Morrison, & Acampora,
1996). Moreover, problematic drinking and substance use problems are also one of
the associates of shame-proneness (Dearing, Stuewig, & Tangney, 2005; Treeby &
Bruno, 2012). Shame-prone people were found to be more liable to alcohol use to
enhance their mood and to regulate their depressive and anxious feelings.

Conversely, guilt-proneness makes easier to cope with these negative feelings.

Lastly, self-conscious emotions of shame and guilt can be distinctive features
of personality disorders, as well. According to Brown, Linehan, Comtois, Murray,
and Chapman (2009), shame is presented as one of the predictors of self-inflicting
injury in people with borderline personality disorder together with the fear, which is
associated with the fear of rejection as a core feature of shame. They link the
causality between shame and self-injury to the impaired problem solving strategies
such as hiding, avoiding negative situations, even committing suicide. With a
similar approach, Schoenleber & Berenbaum (2012a) asserts that pathological
indicators in personality occur due to the inability to down-regulate or avoid shame
in an adaptive way. As a matter of fact, a perception of shame being painful and
unbearable can be arisen in time and this brings about the maintenance of
impaired coping with shame feelings (Schoenleber & Berenbaum, 2010, 2012b).
Shame can be an excruciating emotion in that it may also have an impact on one’s
self-esteem, quality of life, anger management (Rtsch et al. 2007). These authors

lay stress on the implicit, that is unconscious, aspect of shame and point to the
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finding that individuals with borderline personality associate themselves with an
implicit shame feeling as strongly as with anxiety. In a similar vein, individuals
with narcissistic personality disorder also associate themselves with both implicit
and explicit shame more strongly as compared to non-clinical controls (Ritter et al.,
2014).

1.3 Personality Traits

Personality is defined as “a pattern of relatively permanent traits and unique
characteristics that give both consistency and individuality to a person’s behavior”
and trait is seen as a construct that “contributes to individual differences in
behavior, consistency of behavior over time, and stability of behavior across
situations” (p. 4; Feist & Feist, 2009). The study of traits within psychology of
personality was initiated by Klages, Baumgarten, and Allport and Odbert in 1920s
and 1930s; continued with the studies of Cattell in 1940s, and Tupes, Christal,
Norman and Borgatta in 1960s (as cited in John & Srivastava, 1999).
Chronologically, lexical hypothesis headed the later developments in personality
and trait research. The lexical hypothesis postulates that the natural languages
consists of the vocabulary related to the socially relevant and salient personality
characteristics. In time, the lexical hypothesis evolved into taxonomic approach and
names as “Big Five” by Goldberg (1981; as cited in John & Srivastava, 1999). These
initial five factors were labeled as Extraversion or Surgency, Agreeableness,
Conscientiousness, Emotional Stability vs Neuroticism, and Intellect or Openness,
which are counted as the beginning of Five-Factor Theory (FFT). During 1980s,
Costa and McCrae began their studies by initially using the dimension of
neuroticism and extraversion. Later on, they discovered a new dimension which
they called “Openness to Experience”. Their studies were extended with the
inclusion of Agreeableness and Conscientiousness. To sum up briefly, the final
version of the FFT is composed of Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness to
Experience, Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness. The FFT can be seen as a
Grand Theory due to its universal and developmental comprehensiveness and it
enables researchers a theoretical account in terms of the development and
operation of psychological organization (McCrae & John, 1992; McCrae & Costa,
1999).

Of the dimensions of FFT, Neuroticism is roughly relative to emotional
stability. Individuals high on Neuroticism tend to be anxious, temperamental, self-
pitying, self-conscious, and emotional. Those who are low in this dimension are
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characterized with being calm, even-tempered, self-satisfied, and comfortable (Feist
& Feist, 2009). Neuroticism is linked with stress symptoms (Magnus, Diener,
Fuyjita, & Pavot, 1993), ineffective and maladaptive coping strategies (Bouchard,
2003; Panayiotou, Kokkinos, & Kapsou, 2014), and depressive and anxiety
disorders (Weinstock & Whisman, 2006). Any reduction in the level of neuroticism
is associated with greater depression symptom change (Quilty, Meusel, & Bagby,
2008).

Extraversion refers to a person’s sociability in his/her interpersonal
relationships. An individual high on extraversion is characterized with being
affectionate, joiner, talkative, fun loving, active, and passionate and low scores on
this dimension imply a reserved, loner, quiet, sober, and passive personality (Feist
& Feist, 2009). Adaptive coping with problems (Gomez, Holmberg, Bounds,
Fullarton, & Gomez, 1999; Panayiotou, Kokkinos, & Kapsou, 2014), reward
pursuit, momentary happiness, and more social contact (Oerlemans, & Bakker,
2014; Swickert, Rosentreter, Hittner, & Mushrush, 2002) are also found to be

related to Extraversion.

Openness to Experience reflects individual differences in the propensity to be
curious and/or eager to meet novel ideas, experiences, and ideas etc. Being highly
open to new experiences refer to being imaginative, creative, original, and liberal.
However, low scores on this dimension are related to be uncreative, conventional,
and conservative (Feist & Feist, 2009). Openness is found to be related to life
satisfaction (Stephan, 2009), stress resilience (Williams, Rau, Cribbet, & Gunn,
2009), and adaptation to changes more quickly and effectively (Le Pine, Colquitt, &
Erez, 2000).

Agreeableness is about one’s cooperation and accommodation skills and
motives for maintenance positive relationships. In general, people who score high
on this dimension tend to be trusting, generous, lenient, and acceptant. However,
low scores signal a personality being ruthless, suspicious, antagonistic, critical,
and irritable (Feist & Feist, 2009). In addition, low levels of agreeableness are found
to be linked with negative emotions (Allen, Greenlees, & Jones, 2014), somatic
symptoms (Ode & Robinson, 2007), and lower levels of acceptance by others

(Jensen-Campbell, Adams, Perry, Workman, Furdella, & Egan, 2002).

Lastly, conscientiousness refers to personality trait about the extent to which
an individual is ordered, controlled, organized etc. Accordingly, people who score
high on conscientiousness display a personality being hardworking, well-organized,
punctual, ambitious, and persevering. On the contrary, those who scored low are
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more inclined to be lazy, disorganized, late, aimless, and quitting (Feist & Feist,
2009). Low conscientiousness is found to be related to clinical disorders (Anderson,
& McLean, 1997; Malouff, Thorsteinsson, & Schutte, 2005). This dimension has a
special importance since it plays a role in an effective treatment program (Maloulff,

Thorsteinsson, & Schutte, 2005).

Recently, a validity study of the five-factor model of personality was carried
out in Turkey (Geng¢dz & Onctil, 2012). For this, these authors developed a culture-
sensitive instrument measuring basic personality dimensions, which they called
Basic Personality Traits Inventory. Factor analysis of this instrument revealed an
additional sixth factor along with traditional five dimensions. This factor, Negative
Valence, is postulated to be related with self-worth. The authors underscored the
differentiation of Negative Valence dimension from Neuroticism in that the latter is
associated with anxiety related feelings. To test this differentiation, a number of
partial correlations were conducted. As a result of these statistical procedures, they
came to some conclusions supporting this differentiating. First of all, Negative
Valence was found to be related to self-esteem (self-worth) even after controlled for
Neuroticism scores and the relationship between Neuroticism and self-esteem was
weakened after controlling for Negative Valence. Second, Neuroticism was found to
be related anxiety related feelings even after controlling for Negative Valence scores
and the relationship between Negative Valence and anxiety was weakened after
controlling for Neuroticism. Lastly, the relationship between the Negative Valence
and emotion focused coping style and the negative relationship between the
Negative Valence and seeking social support remained significant even after
controlling for the Neuroticism. Genc¢dz and Onctil suggested that presence of this
additional dimension in a Turkish sample may pertain to the inherent
characteristics of the Turkish culture, such as inappropriateness of expression of

one’s favorable qualities in Turkish culture.

1.4 Aims
As can be deduced from the literature review above, individuals may show a
tendency to develop a self-identity on the basis of early maladaptive experiences

with parents.

The present study starts out with the idea of emotions of shame and guilt,
which is accompanied with the question of to what extent individuals develop a self

that is independent from the shadow of the parents. In order to shed a light on
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these questions within the frame of self-conscious emotions of shame and guilt,

memories of parental attitudes were investigated using the well-validated theory of

Rohner (1986/2000), namely Parental Acceptance-Rejection Theory. Although the

relationship of parental attitudes and emotions of shame and guilt with

psychopathology is given in the previous literature, this is done separately most of

the time. Thus, the current study mainly aims to fill this gap by illuminating the

links between these variables as well as the relationship of them with personality.

Thus, the specific aims below were determined to be studied:

1.

To examine related demographic variables on parental acceptance-
rejection, proneness to shame and guilt, psychopathology, and

personality

To examine the intercorrelations between related demographic
variables and parental acceptance-rejection, proneness to shame and

guilt, psychopathology, and personality

To determine the mediator roles of proneness to shame and guilt on
the relationship between parental acceptance and psychopathology

and personality.

Regarding the main analyses which consist of mediation procedure, it was

hypothesized that

1.

Parental rejection would bring about more psychopathological
symptoms through increased proneness to shame as compared to the

path through proneness to guilt.

Parental rejection would bring about more negative self-views through
increased proneness to shame as compared to the path through

proneness to guilt.
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CHAPTER II

METHOD

2.1 Participants

The data reported in the current study consisted of 589 participants. 390
(66.2 %) of them were female and 198 (33.6 %) of them were male, who were
between the ages of 17 and 50 (M = 21.58, SD = 2.65). Detailed information

regarding the characteristics of the participants can be seen in Table 2.

2.2 Materials

In the present study, the materials included Demographic Information Form
(see Appendix C), adult versions of Parental Acceptance-Rejection/Control
Questionnaire (see Appendix D & E), Test of Self-Conscious Affects-3 (see Appendix
F), Basic Personality Traits Inventory (see Appendix G), and Brief Symptom
Inventory (see Appendix H).

2.2.1 Demographic Information Form

This form was structured by the researcher in order to get information about
the basic characteristics of the participants. It included questions to specify the
age, gender, college, department and degree, and socioeconomic status. Also, this
form included some basic questions about participants’ familial characteristics
such as whether their parents live together or not, whether they live with their

parents or not.

2.2.2 Parental Acceptance-Rejection/Control Questionnaire: Adult Version

The adult version of Parental Acceptance-Rejection Questionnaire (PARQ) was
developed by Rohner, Saavedra, and Granum (1978; as cited in Rohner, 2005) to
assess the perceived acceptance or rejection by a parent. The Parental
questionnaire is a 60-item self-report with four dimensions, namely,

Warmth /Affection, Hostility/Aggression, Indifference/Neglect, and Undifferentiated
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Table 2. Characteristics of the Participants

Variables N %
Age Younger (17 to 21) 337 57.2
Older (21 to S0) 252 42.8
T
ale .
(Total: 589) Missing 1 2
Arts & Sciences 227 38.5
Engineering 164 27.8
Architecture 11 1,9
Ecpnomics & Administrative ’4 14.3
Sciences
Faculty Education 66 11.2
(Total: 589) Graduate School of Social 16 0.7
Sciences )
Graduate School of Natural 15 9.5
Applied Sciences )
Medicine 3 )
Missing 3 .5
Preparation 30 5.1
Freshman 136 23.1
Sophomore 126 21.4
Grade Junior 149 25.3
Senior 100 17.0
(Total: 589) Master 25 4.2
PhD 10 1.7
Special Student 1 .2
Missing 12 2
Degree Undergraduate 553 93.9
(Total: 589) I\G/Iri::i‘;zte 35 6'20
Low 23 3.9
Lower than medium 47 8.0
SES Medium 370 62.8
(Total: 589) Higher than medium 130 22.1
High 10 1.7
Missing 9 1.5
No Sibling 80 13.6
1 Siblings 335 56.9
Number of Siblings 2 Siblings 113 19.2
(Total: 589) 3 Siblings 34 5.8
4 Siblings and More 26 4.5
Missing 1 .2
Living with Parents ;ZS ;23:;2 282
(Total: 589) Missing 1 .2
Metropolis 337 57.2
Region Most Time Spent ’?Z(‘);;nce 19398 ?2;
(Total: 589) Village 14 2.4
Missing 1 2
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Rejection. Respondents rate the items on a four-point Likert type scale from 4,
almost always true, to 1, almost never true. Overall score is calculated by summing
up all scores after reversing the items of Warmth /Affection dimension. The score
range is from 60 (maximum perceived acceptance) to 240 (maximum perceived

rejection). That is, higher scores indicate greater parental rejection.

Parental Control Scale was developed by Rohner (1987; as cited in Varan,
2013) to assess retrospectively the adult’s perception of his/her parent’s behavioral
control. Similarly, it is a-self-report with 13 items which measure lax, moderate,
firm, and strict control. The score range in control scale is from 13 to 52. Higher

scores indicate increased level of perceived parental control.

Psychometric properties of PARQ/C were examined by Rohner and Khaleque
(2002). Accordingly, the mean weighted Alpha Coefficient was found as .95 for the
adult version of PARQ. In addition, test/retest reliability was found as .93
(Khaleque & Rohner, 2002). Likewise, the Parental Control Scale was also found to
be reliable and valid (Rohner & Khaleque, 2003).

The adaptation of PARQ/C into Turkish was made by Varan (2013) with
approximately 1700 participants from both normal and clinical samples between
the ages of 17 and 78. The coefficient alpha scores for the mother and father forms
of PARQ ranged between .86 and .96. Internal consistency was found to be as .97
for both forms. The internal consistency of the control subscale was found to be as
.84 for the mother form and as. 83 for the father form. The findings reveal that the
Turkish adaption of PARQ/C was a reliable and valid measure to assess perceived

parental acceptance, rejection, and control.

In the present sample, reliability coefficients for the entire forms of Mother
and Father PARQ were .97. In addition, reliability coefficients of the subscales were
ranging between .86 and .95 for the mother form and between .87 and .96 for the

father form.

2.2.3 Test of Self-Conscious Affects-3

The Test of Self-Conscious Affect 3 (TOSCA-3; Tangney & Dearing, 2002) was
used in order to measure proneness to shame and guilt. This measure contains 11
negative and five positive scenarios in which some events from daily life and four
common reactions to these events take place. These reactions are rated on a five-
point Likert type scale, ranging from 1, not likely, to 5, very likely. TOSCA-3 has six
subscales, which are determined according to the responses. These are shame-
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proneness, guilt-proneness, externalization, detachment/unconcern, and alpha
pride and beta pride. Overall scale scores are calculated by summing up responses

to relevant items.

Tangney and Dearing conducted three studies for testing the internal
consistency of TOSCA-3. Accordingly, the Alpha Coefficients of the subscales were
reported as .88, .76, .77 for shame-proneness; .83, .70, .78 for guilt-proneness; .80,
.66, .75 for externalization; .77, .60, .72 for detachment; .72, .41, .48 for alpha
pride; and .72, .55, .51 for beta pride. The authors emphasized that the short
version of TOSCA-3 can also be employed as an alternative shame- and guilt-
proneness measure. This version includes only the negative scenarios, which
eliminated the pride subscales. They reported that the shame- and guilt-proneness

correlated .94 and .93 with the long version (Tangney & Dearing, 2002).

The adaptation of this scale into Turkish was made by Motan (2007). Original
dimensions’ Alpha Coefficients were found as .78, .68, .68, .59, .39, and .41 for
shame-proneness, guilt-proneness, externalization, detachment, alpha pride, and
beta pride respectively. The Alpha coefficients after test-retest analysis were
reported as .86, .72, .49, .41, .31, and .43 for shame-proneness, guilt-proneness,

externalization, detachment, alpha pride, and beta pride, respectively.

In the first set of analysis, five factors were obtained, namely, shame-
proneness, externalization, dutifulness/feeling responsible, situational/contextual
guilt, and detachment. The Alpha Coefficient scores and test-retest reliability
results were found as .81 and .88 for shame-proneness, .75 and .62 for
externalization, .73 and .78 for dutifulness/feeling responsible, .71 and .82 for

situational/contextual guilt, and .67 and .61 for detachment.

A second set of factor analysis was conducted to force six factors in order to
prevent conceptual confusion between dimensions and differences with the original
dimensions. Shame-proneness, externalization, detachment, feeling responsible,
dishonesty, and contentment were these six factors. The Alpha Coefficients were

found as .82, .74, .64, .75, .71, and .65, respectively.

Motan (2007) examined also the short version of TOSCA-3. A Principal
Component Analysis was conducted for this. The Alpha Coefficient was found as
.82 for the first factor (mixture of shame and guilt items), .75 for the second factor
(externalization items), .73 for the third factor (mixture of guilt and pride items),

and .56 for the forth factor (one specific scenario).
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In the current study, short version of TOSCA-3, which included shame-
proneness and guilt-proneness, was used. Reliability coefficients of these subscales

were .81 and .72, respectively.

2.2.4 Basic Personality Traits Inventory

The Basic Personality Traits Inventory (BPTI; Gencdz & Onctil, 2012) was
utilized in order to examine the personality characteristics of the sample. The BPTI
is a measure developed particularly for Turkish culture, which is based upon the
Five Factor Model of Personality (McCrae & John, 2003; Peabody & Goldberg,
1989). As an initial step, Gen¢oz and Onctil (2012) conducted a pilot study in which
the participants asked to list most commonly used adjectives for describing people
who arouse six basic emotions (i. e., happiness, sadness, anger, surprise, disgust,
and fear) in them. At the end of this step, 226 adjective were determined as the
“List of Personality Characteristics”. Next, this list was given another group of
participants and they were asked to rate these adjectives on a five-point Likert-type
scale, from 1 (does not represent me at all) to 5 (represents me very well). Varimax
rotated factor analysis of the list supported a six-factor solution with 45 items,
including Negative Valence as a new dimension in addition to the original
personality traits (i. e., Extraversion, Conscientiousness, Agreeableness,

Neuroticism, and Openness to Experience).

Psychometric properties of the BPTI were tested 454 undergraduate students.
Accordingly, the internal consistency coefficients for each personality trait were
reported as .89 for Extraversion, .85 for Conscientiousness, .85 for Agreeableness,
.83 for Neuroticism, .80 for Openness to Experiences, and .71 for Negative Valence.
Test-retest reliabilities were reported as .84 for Extraversion, .80 for
Conscientiousness, .71 for Agreeableness, .81 for Neuroticism, .83 for Openness to
Experiences, and .72 for Negative Valence. The inventory was found to be

satisfactorily valid.

In the present study, reliability coefficients of the subscales were .89 for
Extraversion, .83 for Conscientiousness, .86 for Agreeableness, .80 for Neuroticism,

.79 for Openness to Experience, and .70 Negative Valence.

In this scale, the items of the Extraversion dimension are coded reversely.
That’s why; results regarding this dimension will be presented with name of

“Introversion” in order to avoid any confusion due to the naming.
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2.2.5 Brief Symptom Inventory

Brief Symptom Inventory (BSI; Derogatis, 1992) was utilized to evaluate the
psychological symptoms. BSI is a 53-item measure, which is a short form of
Symptom Checklist (SCL-90-R).

The original form of BSI includes nine subscales, namely, somatization,
obsession-compulsion, interpersonal sensitivity, depression, anxiety, hostility,
phobic anxiety, paranoid ideation, and psychoticism. Respondents are asked to rate
each item on a five-point scale, from O (not at all) to 4 (extremely). The internal
consistency reliabilities of the subscales ranged between .71 and .85 and the test-

retest reliabilities ranged between .68 and .91.

The adaptation of the BSI into Turkish was made bu Sahin and Durak (1994).
Statistical analyses revealed five subscales, namely, anxiety, depression, negative
self consept, somatization, and hostility. The internal consistency reliabilities

ranged between .55 and .86 for these five subscales.

Reliability coefficient of BSI obtained on the present sample was .96. In

addition, reliability coefficients of the subscales were ranging between .78 and .89.

2.3 Procedure

Prior to the application of the study, ethical permission was taken from
Applied Ethics Research Center of Middle East Technical University. Also, in order
to eliminate ordering effect, order of instruments was counterbalanced and different

forms were prepared on the basis of this.

Two modalities were utilized for the distribution of the questionnaire package.
One of them is printed paper version. The administration of these was made by the
researcher. The other modality is internet-based version. Counterbalanced forms
that are identical to paper version were also prepared for the internet-based
version. For this, different links were created and sent to the participants. An
informed consent page was prepared for those who participated via internet, as
well. Participants were able to continue after clicking the consent button. Those
who did not were kindly thanked for their interest in the study and automatically

aborted.

All participants were given informed consent form and confidentiality was
assured. Some of the volunteers were given extra credit for their participation. It

took approximately 30 — 40 minutes to complete the questionnaires.
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2.4 Statistical Analysis

In current study, statistical analyses were carried out by Statistical Package
for Social Sciences (SPSS), 20th version for Windows. First of all, data cleaning
process was applied. As a result of this process, 45 cases were deleted. Among
them, 17 cases had unfilled scales, 25 cases were identified as multivariate outliers
through Mahalanobis distance (46.80, p < .001), and three cases were identified as
univariate outliers. Afterwards, the main analyses were conducted with the

remaining 589 cases.

Second, two samples (printed forms and online forms) were tested via
independent-samples t-tests in order to test the equivalence of the samples on the
measures of the study. Analyses yielded that there were differences between these
two samples on some of the variables (see Table 3). Thereupon, further analyses
were also run for these samples, separately. However, due to similar results
absence of any dramatic differences between separate samples and combined

samples, results of the analyses with combined sample were reported.

Table 3. Independent T-Tests for Testing the Equivalence of the Samples

Samples

Variables Paper Pencil Internet t df
Mother W/A 30.45 33.30 3.22* 558.529
Mother H/A 21.78 23.14 2.25%%* 581.708
Mother I/N 20.83 22.40 3.01** 556.266
Mother URej 13.93 14.95 2.78%* 568.928
Mother TOTAL 87.00 93.78 3.23* 559.193
Mother Control 31.46 31.80 .55 587
Father W/A 36.01 40.30 3.76* 573.747
Father H/A 21.11 23.50 3.80* 543.826
Father I/N 24.93 27.59 3.83* 564.785
Father URej 13.70 15.30 3.99* 526.419
Father TOTAL 95.75 106.69 4.39% 551.236
Father Control 30.39 30.79 .61 3587
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Table 3 (Continued)

Samples
Variables Paper Pencil  Internet t df
Shame Proneness 30.92 32.78 2.72 587
Guilt Proneness 43.21 43.50 74 587
Anxiety 12.50 11.83 -.91 587
Depression 17.34 16.00 -1.62%** 568.500
Negative self 12.23 11.82 -.561 587
Somatization 6.58 6.03 -1.12 587
Hostility 8.89 8.02 -1.93 587
BSI TOTAL 57.54 53.70 -1.33 587
Extraversion 20.98 21.29 .56 587
Conscientiousness 28.32 28.03 -.58 587
Agreeableness 33.66 33.51 -.44 587
Neuroticism 23.85 24.86 1.93 587
Openness to 21.63 20.93 -2.03 587
Experiences
Negative Valence 9.48 10.10 2.37** 582.086

Note 1. Mother W/A: Maternal Warmth /Affection, Mother H/A: Maternal
Aggression/Hostility, Mother I/N: Maternal Neglect/Indifference, Mother URej:
Maternal Undifferentiated Rejection, Mother TOTAL: Total maternal
acceptance/rejection score, Mother Control: Maternal Control, Father W/A:
Paternal Warmth /Affection, Father H/A: Paternal Aggression/Hostility, Father
I/N: Paternal Neglect/Indifference, Father URej: Paternal Undifferentiated
Rejection, Father TOTAL: Total paternal acceptance/rejection score, Father
Control: Paternal Control, BSI TOTAL: Total Brief Symptom Inventory score
Note 2. *p < .001, **p < .05, ***p < .01

Third, a factor analysis was carried out for the TOSCA-3 in order to determine
the factor structure for the present sample. Forth, descriptive statistics of the
demographic variables and the measures of the study were conducted. Fifth, the
correlations between the demographic and main variables of the study were
calculated. Sixth, independent samples t-test analyses, univariate analysis of
variance (ANOVA), and multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) were performed
on the measures of the study with the demographics as the independent variables.

Lastly, mediation analyses were employed in order to determine the mediator role of
34



proneness to shame and guilt between parental acceptance-rejection and

psychopathology and personality.
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CHAPTER III

RESULTS

3.1 Factor Analysis of Test of Self-Conscious Affects-3

A Principal Component Analysis with varimax rotation was performed in order
to confirm the subscales of the short form of the TOSCA-3. First of all, the
factorability of the 44 TOSCA-3 items was examined. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
measure of factorability was .79, suggesting a good factorability, and Bartlett’s test
of sphericity was significant, x2(946) = 6647.11, p < .001. None of the correlation
coefficients were above .90, which indicates there was not any multicollinearity
between the items. Given these preliminary indicators, factor analysis was

conducted with all 44 items.

Since the original and adapted forms of the TOSCA-3 had four subscales;
namely, shame-proneness, guilt-proneness, externalization, and detachment, the
number of factors to extract was limited to four factors in the present study. For an
item to be considered loaded on a factor, it was required to have a loading of at
least .30. Hence, the cutoff for the loading score was determined as .30 during the
analyses. If an item had a loading higher than .30 on more than one factor, the
strength of the loading, semantic content and theoretical correspondence were
taken into consideration in order to decide under which factor the item would take

place.

The results of the solution are shown in Table 4. Accordingly, four items (1b,
2b, 3c, 10b) were not loaded under any of the four factors. As for another group of
four items (1a, 3d, 8a, 10d), although they were loaded under a factor, after
reliability analyses, those items whose corrected item total correlation scores were
found to be less than .30 were excluded from that factor under which it had been
loaded. Ultimately, eight items did not take place in any of the factors. Five items
(1c, 3a, 4c, 8b, 10a) were crossloaded across two factors. As stated above, these
items were placed taking account of strength of the loading, semantic content and
theoretical correspondence. For instance, the items 1lc, 3a, and 10a were placed in
the factor under which the loading was stronger. However, for 4c and 8b, semantic

content and theoretical correspondence was taken into consideration and they took
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place where they were semantically and theoretically meaningful, even though they

had weaker loadings in that factor.

Table 4. Varimax Rotated Factor Loading of the short form of Test of Self-
Conscious Affects-3 items

Factors Factor I Factor II Factor III Factor IV

Items

10a .62 .13 .33 -.14
Sa .61 .08 .03 .12
7d .59 .21 .19 -.10
Sc .57 -.29 -.22 .19
6c .57 -.24 -.12 .13
6b .55 .16 21 .04
11lc .54 .16 .07 .18
3a .53 .08 .36 -.05
9b .53 .27 .22 .06
2d .52 -.25 -.23 .11
7a .51 -.10 -.04 -.02
2b .30 .19 -.11 .25
3c .28 .04 .24 -.12
1b -.26 .09 .13 .01
2¢ .01 .55 -.07 .07
3b .12 .50 .12 -.02
5b .01 .48 -.14 -.04
1la -.29 .48 .09 -.15
4a .07 .48 -.03 .02
11d .03 .46 -.18 .16
9a -.06 .45 .15 -.03
9d -.28 .45 .13 .06
4b .08 .45 .14 -.12
1d .11 .43 .01 -.15
6a -.06 41 -.17 -.03
7b .21 .40 -.29 .08
3d .35 -.39 .07 -.05
10d -.13 .37 -.20 .20
4c -.27 -.36 .35 .25
10b .09 17 -.12 .04
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Table 4 (Continued)

Factors Factor I Factor II Factor III Factor IV

Items

5d -.139 -.06 .62 .03
9c .07 -.02 .59 -.02
4d -.13 -.22 .58 .20
od .20 -.08 .55 .04
7c .07 .05 .53 .08
10c -.07 .04 .52 -.11
11b -.01 -.06 .50 .17
2a .20 .02 .46 .05
1c -.09 -.37 .40 -.04
la .21 -.03 .35 .01
8d -.04 .02 .19 .78
8a .09 -.28 -.07 71
8c .00 .05 .20 .70
8b .33 .11 .05 .62

Note. For the items of the scale see Appendix F.

Twelve items took place in the first factor, which was considered as the
“Shame-Proneness” subscale. Its eigenvalue was 4.43 and it explained 10.07% of
the total variance. Alpha coefficient of this factor was found as .81 and corrected

item-total correlations ranged between .34 and .53.

Second factor included 12 items, which corresponded to “Externalization”
dimension of the original form of TOSCA-3. Its eigenvalue was 3.78 and it explained
8.59% of the variance. Alpha coefficient of this factor was found as .71 and

corrected item-total correlations ranged between .30 and .41.

Ten items took place in the third factor, which was considered as the “Guilt-
Proneness” subscale. Its eigenvalue was 3.75 and it explained 8.53% of the total
variance by itself. Alpha coefficient of this factor was found as .72 and corrected

item-total correlations ranged between .33 and .51.

The last factor was loaded by four items initially. However, due to low
Cronbach alpha coefficient value and semantic content, two items were left. Its

eigenvalue was 2.52 and it explained 5.73% of the total variance by itself.
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Taken together, all these four factors accounted for %32.92% of the total
variance. In parallel with the purposes of the present study, only shame-proneness

and guilt-proneness dimensions of the TOSCA-3 were utilized.

3.2 Descriptive Information for the Measures of the Study

Means, standard deviations, minimum and maximum scores, and internal
consistency were examined for the entire scale and subscales of Mother and Father
forms of Parental Acceptance-Rejection/Control Questioannaire (PARQ/C; namely,
Warmth/Affection, Hostility/Aggression, Indifference/Neglect, Undifferentiated
Rejection, and Control), six subscales of the Basic Personality Traits Inventory
(BPTI; namely, Extraversion, Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, Neuroticism,
Openness to Experience, and Negative Valence), two subscales (namely, Shame-
Proneness and Guilt-Proneness) of the Test of Self-Conscious Affects-3 (TOSCA-3;
namely, Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness), and the entire scales and five
subscales of the Brief Symptom Inventory (BSI; namely, Anxiety, Depression,

Negative Self, Somatization, and Hostility) (see Table 5).

Table 5. Descriptive Information for the Variables of the Study

Range

Measures N Mean SD (Min- Conlsrilzszzi; (@)
Max)

PARQ/C: Mother Form

Total PAR 589 90.51 25.98 60-193 .97
Warmth/Affection 589 31.93 10.92 20-72 .95
Hostility /Aggression 589 22.49 7.41 15-50 .92
Indifference/Neglect 589 21.64 6.40 15-46 .89
g:jfcftfie;relntiated 580  14.46 452  10-36 86
Control 589 31.64 7.49 13-52 .86
PARQ/C: Father Form

Total PAR 589 101.41 31.07 60-219 .97
Warmth /Affection 589 38.23 14.08 19-80 .96
Hostility /Aggression 589 22.35 7.81 14-51 .92
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Table 5 (Continued)

Range

Measures N Mean SD (Min- ConIsril:::z:; (@)
Max)
Indifference/Neglect 589 26.31 8.61 15-59 91
g;celftfggnﬁated 589 14.53  5.00  10-35 88
Control 589 30.60 8.00 13-52 .87
BSRI
Extraversion 589 21.14 6.74 8-40 .88
Conscientiousness 589 28.17 5.99 8-40 .83
Agreeableness 589 33.58 4.13 18-40 .86
Neuroticism 589 24.37 6.38 9-42 .80
Openness to Experience 589 21.27 4.21 6-30 .79
Negative Valence 589 9.80 3.20 6-25 .70
TOSCA-3
Shame-Proneness 589 31.88 8.34 12-60 .81
Guilt-Proneness 589 43.36 4.81 25-50 72
BSI
Total BSI 589 55.55 34.87 0-175 .96
Anxiety 589 12.15 8.89 0-45 .87
Depression 589 16.65 9.98 0-46 .89
Negative Self 589 12.02 8.76 0-42 .86
Somatization 589 6.30 5.98 0-32 .82
Hostility 589 8.44 5.46 0-25 .78

Note. PARQ/C: Parental Acceptance/Rejection Questionnaire, BPTI: Basic
Personality Traits Inventory, TOSCA-3: Test of Self-Conscious Affects-3, BSI: Brief

Symptom Inventory

40



3.3 Intercorrelations between Demographic Variables and Measures of the

Study

Pearson’s correlation coefficients were calculated in order to examine the
relationship between the demographic variables, parental acceptance-rejection,
proneness to shame and guilt, personality, and psychopathology. Detailed

information is presented in Table 6.
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Table 6. Intercorrelations between Demographic Variables and the Measures of the Study

Variables A G I SBL LWP M-TOT F-TOT S-PR G-PR I (o] A N o NV BSI
A 1 .08 -04 L12%* .13%* .04 .09 -.08%** .07 -.06 .02 -.03 -.02 .07 .02 -.02
G 1 .01 .04 -.04 .05 .14* -.22% -.26* .08 - 10%** -.20% - 10%** .15* .18* -.05
I 1 -.19 -.05 -.20% -17* .02 .03 -.16* - 10%** .08*** - 10%** .07 - . 10%** - 12%*
SBL 1 L10%** .19% .15% -.03 -.02 -.03 .00 .00 -.01 .02 .06 .03
LwWP 1 .02 .02 -.07 -.00 -.01 .03 .01 -.02 .04 -.01 -.02
M-TOT 1 .48* .16* -.16* .15* -.15% -.22% .23* -.13* .36* .28*
F-TOT 1 A7* -.19% .16* -.16* -.28% 22% -17% .33 27*
S-PR 1 12%* 22% -.01 -.02 .25% -.34* .15% .33*
G-PR 1 - 10%** 22% .40* -.15% .Q9*** -.34* - 11%*
I 1 - 17* -.36* .16* -.54* .26* .25%
C 1 .30* -.14* J12%* -.25% -17%
A 1 -.18* .35% -.45% -.18*
N 1 -21% .40* .52*
o 1 -.15% -.28%
NV 1 .32%
BSI 1

Note 1. A: Age, G: Gender, I: Income, SBL: Number of Sibling, LWP: Living with Parents, R: Region Most Time Spent, M-TOT: Mother
PARQ, F-TOT: Father PARQ S-PR: Shame-Proneness, G-PR: Guilt-Proneness, I: Introversion, C: Conscientiousness, A:
Agreeableness, N: Neuroticism, O: Openness to Experience, NV: Negative Valence, BSI: Brief Symptom Inventory

Note 2. *p < .001, **p < .05, ***p < .01



3.4 Differences of Demographic Variables on the Measures of the Study
Differences of the demographic variables on the studied variables were
examined by using independent-samples t-test analyses, univariate analysis of
variance (ANOVA), and multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA). For this,
demographic variables were categories into two or three groups, which were treated
as the independent variables. Results of these analyses were reported only if they

were significant in the present study. Related information was given in Table 7.

Table 7. Categorization of the Demographic Variables

Variables N %
Age Younger (17 to 21) 337 57.2
Older (21 to 50) 252 42.8
Gender Female 390 66.2
Male 198 33.6
Missing 1 2
Number of Siblings Having none or one sibling 415 70.5
Having two or more sibling 174 29.5
Living with Parents Yes 230 39
No 358 60.8
Missing 1 2
Region Most Time Metropolis 338 57.4
Spent
Other 251 42.6
Income Low 70 11.9
Middle 370 62.8
High 149 25.3

3.4.1 Differences of Demographic Variables on Maternal Acceptance-

Rejection/Control

Differences of age, gender, income, number of siblings, living or not living with
parents, and region most time spent were analyzed for both the entire scale of
maternal PAR and subscales of maternal PAR. Independent-samples t-test
analyses, ANOVA, and MANOVA were employed for the further analyses. Gender,
income level, and number of siblings were found to be significant on maternal

acceptance-rejection/control.2

a These three variables were tested on MANOVA for the subscales of PARQ and three-way ANOVA for the
total score of PARQ. None of interactions between the variables were found to be significant.
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3.4.1.1 Differences of Gender on Maternal Acceptance-Rejection/Control

In order to examine the gender effects on maternal acceptance-
rejection/control, MANOVA was performed on five dependent variables:
Warmth /Affection, Hostility /Aggression, Indifference/Neglect, Undifferentiated
Rejection, and Control. Due to the significance of Box’s Test of Equality of
Covariance Matrices, Pillai’s Trace score was used instead of Wilk’s Lambda
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). According to this, there was a significant effect of
gender on the domains of maternal acceptance-rejection/control [Multivariate F (5,
582) = 4.36, p = .001; Pillai’s Trace = .04; partial #2= .04]. After the multivariate
analyses, results of univariate tests were examined for gender main effects on each
of the dependent variable. With the Bonferroni method, each comparison was
considered to be significant at the alpha level of .01 (i.e., .05/5). Accordingly,
maternal warmth and affection and maternal control was found to be significant.
For maternal warmth and affection, males (M = 33.58) perceived less maternal
warmth and affection than females (M = 31.12), F (1, 586) =6.71, p = .01 and for
maternal control, females (M = 32.22) reported more maternal control than males

(M= 30.54), F (1, 586) = 6.71, p= .01 (see Table 8).

Table 8. Gender Difference on Maternal PARQ/C Domains

Female Male Multivariate F Univariate F
(5, 582) (1, 586)

Maternal PARQ/C 4.36*
domains
Warmth/Affection 31.12 33.58 6.71**
Hostility/Aggression 22.68 22.14 71
Indifference/Neglect 21.24 22.48 4.99
Undifferentiated 14.53 14.34 .23
Rejection
Control 32.22 30.54 6.69**

Note. *p = .001, **p = .01

3.4.1.2 Differences of Income on Maternal Acceptance-Rejection/Control

In order to examine the effects of income level on maternal acceptance-

rejection/control, one-way ANOVA was performed on the total score of maternal
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acceptance-rejection. Since Levene’s test for equality of variances was found to be
violated for the present analysis [Levene Statistic (2, 586) = 6.01, p < .01], an
adjusted F statistic was used. Using the Welch statistic, a significant main effect of
income level on the total score of parental acceptance-rejection was found [F (2,
170.246) = 9.51, p < .001]. Post-hoc analyses using Games-Howell test revealed
that those individuals who reported themselves on low income level (M = 99.61)
perceived more maternal rejection than those on high income level (M = 84.03).
Similarly, those individuals who reported themselves on medium income level (M =
91.40) perceived more maternal rejection than those on high income level (M =

84.03).

In order to examine the effect of income on five domains of maternal
acceptance-rejection/control, MANOVA was performed on Warmth/Affection,
Hostility /Aggression, Indifference/Neglect, Undifferentiated Rejection, and Control
as dependent variables. Due to the significance of Box’s Test of Equality of
Covariance Matrices, Pillai’s Trace score was used instead of Wilk’s Lambda
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). According to this, there was a significant effect of
income on the domains of maternal acceptance-rejection/control [Multivariate F

(10, 1166) = 2.98, p = .001; Pillai’s Trace = .05; partial #2= .03] (see Table 9).

Table 9. Income Differences on Maternal PARQ/C Domains

Multivariate Univariate

Low  Middle High F (10, 1166) F (2, 586)

Maternal PARQ/C

domains 2.98"

Warmth/Affection 35.67 32.32 29.19 9.27*
Hostility/Aggression 24.57 22.68 21.03 5.89**
Indifference/Neglect 23.33 21.94 20.11 7.27*
gz;icfi‘::‘;“tiated 16.04  14.46  13.70 6.48%
Control 34.01 31.63 30.55 5.16**

Note. *p < .001, **p < .01

After the multivariate analyses, results of univariate tests were examined for

main effects of income on each of the dependent variable. With the Bonferroni
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method, each comparison was considered to be significant at the alpha level of .01
(i.e., .05/95). Accordingly, significant differences of income levels were found on each
dependent variable. Yet, results of these tests should be interpreted very carefully
since the Levene’s test for equality of variances revealed that the analyses did not
verify the assumption of homogeneity of variances for each dependent variable,
except maternal control. According to the results of univariate analyses, a
significant difference of income levels was found on maternal Warmth/Affection [F
(2, 586) = 9.27, p < .001]; a significant difference of income levels was found on
maternal Hostility/Aggression [F (2, 586) = 5.89, p < .01]; a significant difference of
income levels was found on maternal Indifference/Neglect [F (2, 586) = 7.27, p =
.001]; a significant difference of income levels was found on maternal
Undifferentiated Rejection [F (2, 586) = 6.48, p < .01]; and a significant difference of
income levels was found on maternal Control [F (2, 586) = 5.16, p < .01] (see Table
9). Post-hoc analyses using Games-Howell test on the domains of
Warmth/Affection, Hostility /Aggression, and Indifference/Neglect revealed that
individuals who had a low income perceived less warmth and affection (M = 35.67),
more hostility and aggression (M = 24.57), and more indifference and neglect (M =
23.33) from their mothers as compared to those who had a high income (M = 29.19,
M=21.03, M =20.11, respectively). Also, individuals who had a medium income
perceived less warmth and affection (M = 32.32), more hostility and aggression (M =
22.68), and more indifference and neglect (M = 21.94) as compared to those who
had a high income (M = 29.19 for warmth and affection, M = 21.03 for hostility and
aggression, and M = 20.11 for indifference and neglect). Post-hoc analysis using
Games-Howell test on the domain of Undifferentiated Rejection revealed that
individuals who had a low income (M = 16.04) perceived more undifferentiated
rejection as compared to those who had a high income (M = 13.70). Lastly, post-hoc
analysis using Tukey’s HSD on the domain of Control revealed that individuals who
had a low income (M = 34.01) perceived more maternal control as compared to
those who had a medium income (M = 31.63) and who had a high income (M =

30.55).

3.4.1.3 Differences of Number of Siblings on Maternal Acceptance-

Rejection/Control

In order to test the effects of number of siblings on the total score of maternal
acceptance/rejection, an independent t-test analysis was conducted. This test was

found to be statistically significant, ¢t (587) = -4.13, p < .001 on maternal
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acceptance-rejection. These results indicate that the individuals who had two or
more siblings (M = 97.25) perceived their mothers more rejecting than those who

had none or one sibling (M = 87.68) (see Table 10).

Table 10. Differences of Number of Siblings on Maternal Acceptance-Rejection

Mean SD t (587)
None or one sibling 87.68 25.21 -4.13*
Two or more siblings 97.25 26.63

Note. *p < .001

In order to examine the effects of number of siblings on five domains of
maternal acceptance-rejection/control, MANOVA was performed on
Warmth /Affection, Hostility /Aggression, Indifference/Neglect, Undifferentiated
Rejection, and Control as dependent variables. Due to the significance of Box’s Test
of Equality of Covariance Matrices, Pillai’s Trace score was used instead of Wilk’s
Lambda (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). According to this, there was a significant
effect of number of siblings on the domains of maternal acceptance-
rejection/control [Multivariate F (5, 583) = 6.06, p < .001; Pillai’s Trace = .05;
partial 2= .05] (see Table 11).

Table 11. Differences of Number of Siblings on Maternal PARQ/C Domains

Having Having Two Multivariate Univariate

None or One or More F (5, 583) F (1, 587)
Mater.nal PARQ/C 6.06*
domains
Warmth/Affection 30.56 35.20 22.93*
Hostility/Aggression 22.13 23.34 3.34
Indifference/Neglect 20.88 23.47 20.81*
Undifferentiated 14.13 15.24 7.55%
Rejection
Control 31.33 32.39 2.45

Note. *p < .001, **p < .01
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After the multivariate analyses, results of univariate tests were examined for
main effects of number of siblings on each of the dependent variable. With the
Bonferroni method, each comparison was considered to be significant at the alpha
level of .01 (i.e., .05/5). Accordingly, significant differences of number of siblings
were found on each dependent variable. Yet, results of tests performed for
Indifference/Neglect should be interpreted very carefully since the Levene’s test for
equality of variances revealed that the analysis did not verify the assumption of
homogeneity of variances for this variable. According to the results of univariate
analyses, a significant difference of number of siblings was found on maternal
Warmth/Affection [F (1, 587) = 22.93, p < .001]; a significant difference of number
of siblings was found on maternal Indifference/Neglect [F (1, 587) = 20.81, p < 001];
and a significant difference of number of siblings was found on maternal
Undifferentiated Rejection [F (1, 587) = 7.55, p < .01]. These results indicate that
the individuals who had two or more siblings perceived less warmth and affection
(M = 35.20), more neglect and indifference (M = 23.47), and more undifferentiated
rejection (M = 15.24) as compared to those who had none or one sibling (M = 30.56
for warmth and affection, M = 20.88 for indifference and neglect, and M = 14.13 for

undifferentiated rejection) (see Table 11).

3.4.2 Differences of Demographic Variables on Paternal Acceptance-

Rejection/Control

Differences of age, gender, income, number of siblings, living or not living with
parents, and region most time spent were analyzed for both the entire scale of
paternal PAR and subscales of paternal PAR. Independent-samples t-test analyses,
ANOVA, and MANOVA were employed for the further analyses. Gender, income
level, and number of siblings were found to be significant on paternal acceptance-

rejection/control.P

3.4.2.1 Differences of Gender on Paternal Acceptance-Rejection/Control

In order to examine the gender effects on paternal acceptance-
rejection/control, an independent t-test analysis was conducted. This test was

found to be statistically significant, ¢t (586) = -3.28, p = .001 on paternal

b These three variables were tested on MANOVA for the subscales of PARQ and three-way ANOVA for the
total score of PARQ. None of interactions between the variables were found to be significant.
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acceptance-rejection. These results indicate that females (M = 98.51) perceived their

fathers less rejecting than males (M = 107.32) (see Table 12).

Table 12. Gender Difference on Paternal Acceptance-Rejection

Mean SD t (586)
Female 98.51 31.24 -3.28*
Male 107.32 29.92

Note. *p = .001

In order to examine the gender effects on five domains of paternal acceptance-
rejection/control, MANOVA was performed on Warmth /Affection,
Hostility /Aggression, Indifference/Neglect, Undifferentiated Rejection, and Control
as dependent variables. According to the results, there was a significant gender
effect on the domains of paternal acceptance-rejection/control [Multivariate F (5,

582) = 5.55, p <.001; Wilk’s’ Lambda = .96; partial #2= .05] (see Table 13).

Table 13. Gender Differences on Paternal PARQ/C Domains

Multivariate F Univariate F

Female Male (5, 582) (2, 586)
Mater.nal PARQ/C 5 55
domains
Warmth/Affection 36.59 41.55 16.72*
Hostility/Aggression 22.05 22.98 1.86
Indifference/Neglect 25.69 27.57 6.28
Undifferentiated 14.18  15.23 5.81
Rejection
Control 30.45 30.93 .48

Note. *p <. 001

49



After the multivariate analyses, results of univariate tests were examined for
main gender effects on each dependent variable. With the Bonferroni method, each
comparison was considered to be significant at the alpha level of .01 (i.e., .05/5).
Accordingly, significant gender differences were found only on the
Warmth/Affection domain [F (1, 586) = 16.72, p < .001]. These results indicate that
females (M = 36.59) perceived more warmth and affection from their fathers than
males did (M = 41.55) (see Table 13).

3.4.2.2 Differences of Income on Paternal Acceptance-Rejection/Control

In order to examine the effects of income level on paternal acceptance-
rejection/control, one-way ANOVA was performed on the total score of paternal
acceptance-rejection. Since Levene’s test for equality of variances was found to be
violated for the present analysis [Levene Statistic (2, 586) = 6.57, p < .01], an
adjusted F statistic was used. Using the Welch statistic, a significant main effect of
income level on the total score of parental acceptance-rejection was found [F (2,
167.294) = 6.77, p = .001]. Post-hoc analyses using Games-Howell test revealed
that those individuals who reported themselves on low income level (M = 111.81)
perceived more paternal rejection than those on high income level (M = 94.92).
Similarly, those individuals who reported themselves on medium income level (M =
102.06) perceived more paternal rejection than those on high income level (M =
94.92). However, individuals who reported themselves on low (M= 111.81) and
medium income levels (M = 102.06) did not differ from each other on the paternal

acceptance-rejection.

In order to examine the effects of income level on five domains of paternal
acceptance-rejection/control, MANOVA was performed on Warmth/Affection,
Hostility /Aggression, Indifference/Neglect, Undifferentiated Rejection, and Control
as dependent variables. According to the results, there was a significant gender
effect on the domains of paternal acceptance-rejection/control [Multivariate F (10,

1164) = 2.22, p <.05; Wilk’s’ Lambda = .96; partial #2= .02] (see Table 14).

After the multivariate analyses, results of univariate tests were examined for
main effects of income on each of the dependent variable. With the Bonferroni
method, each comparison was considered to be significant at the alpha level of .01
(i.e., .05/95). Accordingly, significant income level differences were found on the
domains of Warmth/Affection and Indifference/Neglect. Yet, results of these tests

should be interpreted very carefully since the Levene’s test for equality of variances
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Table 14. Income Differences on Paternal PARQ/C Domains

Multivariate Univariate

Low  Middle High 5 15'1164) F (2, 586)

Paternal PARQ/C

domains 222
Warmth/Affection 42.83 38.48 35.44 6.86*
Hostility/Aggression 23.66 22.59 21.15 2.94
Indifference/Neglect 29.53 26.42 24.52 8.35*%
Undifferentiated 15.80  14.57  13.82 3.81
Rejection

Control 31.80 30.63 29.95 1.28

Note. *p < .001, **p < .05

revealed that the analyses did not verify the assumption of homogeneity of
variances for each dependent variable, except paternal control. According to the
results of univariate analyses, a significant difference of number of siblings was
found on paternal Warmth /Affection [F (2, 586) = 6.86, p = .001], and a significant
difference of income levels was found on paternal Indifference/Neglect [F (2, 586) =
8.35, p < .001] (Table 14). Post-hoc analyses using Games-Howell test on the
domain of Warmth /Affection revealed that individuals who had a low income (M =
42.83) perceived less warmth and affection from their fathers as compared to those
who had a high income (M = 35.44). Similarly, those individuals who reported
themselves on medium income level (M = 38.48) perceived less warmth and
affection from their fathers as compared to those who had a high income (M =
35.44). Post-hoc analyses using Games-Howell test on the domains of
Indifference/Neglect revealed that individuals who had a low income (M = 29.53)
perceived more indifference and neglect from their fathers as compared to those
who had a medium income (M = 26.42) and those who had a high income (M =
24.52). Similarly, those individuals who reported themselves on medium income
level (M = 26.42) perceived more indifference and neglect from their fathers as

compared to those who had a high income (M = 24.52) (see Table 14).
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3.4.2.3 Differences of Number of Siblings on Paternal Acceptance-

Rejection/Control

In order to test the difference of number of siblings on the total score of
paternal acceptance/rejection, an independent t-test analysis was conducted. This
test was found to be statistically significant, ¢t (587) = -3.83, p < .001 on paternal
acceptance-rejection. These results indicate that the individuals who had two or
more siblings (M = 108.89) perceived their fathers more rejecting than those who

had none or one sibling (M = 98.28) (see Table 15).

Table 15. Differences of Number of Siblings on Paternal Acceptance-Rejection

Mean SD t (587)
None or one sibling 98.28 29.55 -3.83*
Two or more siblings 108.89 33.33

Note. *p < .001

In order to examine the effects of number of siblings on five domains of
paternal acceptance-rejection/control, MANOVA was performed on
Warmth /Affection, Hostility /Aggression, Indifference/Neglect, Undifferentiated
Rejection, and Control as dependent variables. Due to the significance of Box’s Test
of Equality of Covariance Matrices, Pillai’s Trace score was used instead of Wilk’s
Lambda (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). According to this, there was a significant
effect of number of siblings on the domains of paternal acceptance-
rejection/control [Multivariate F (5, 583) = 4.38, p = .001; Pillai’s Trace = .04;
partial 2= .04] (see Table 16).

After the multivariate analyses, results of univariate tests were examined for
main effects of number of siblings on each of the dependent variable. With the
Bonferroni method, each comparison was considered to be significant at the alpha
level of .01 (i.e., .05/5). Accordingly, significant differences were found on each
dependent variable, except Control. Yet, results of tests performed for
Hostility /Aggression and Undifferentiated Rejection should be interpreted very
carefully since the Levene’s test for equality of variances revealed that the analysis
did not verify the assumption of homogeneity of variances for these variables.
According to the results of univariate analyses, a significant difference of number
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Table 16. Differences of Number of Siblings on Paternal PARQ/C Domains

Having Having Two Multivariate Univariate

None or One or More F (5, 583) F (1, 587)
Mater-nal PARQ/C 4.38*
domains
Warmth/Affection 36.69 41.91 17.33*
Hostility/Aggression 21.78 23.71 7.52%*
Indifference/Neglect 25.66 27.84 7.92%*
Undifferentiated 14.14 15.44 8.20%*
Rejection
Control 30.20 31.55 3.54

Note. *p < .001, **p < .01

of siblings was found on paternal Warmth /Affection [F (1, 587) = 17.33, p < .001]; a
significant difference of number of siblings was found on paternal

Hostility /Aggression [F (1, 587) = 7.52, p < .01]; a significant difference of number
of siblings was found on paternal Indifference/Neglect [F (1, 587) = 7.92, p < .01];
and a significant difference of number of siblings was found on maternal
Undifferentiated Rejection [F (1, 587) = 8.29, p < .01]. These results indicate that
the individuals who had two or more siblings perceived less warmth and affection
(M =41.91), more aggression and hostility (M = 23.71), more neglect and
indifference (M = 27.84), and more undifferentiated rejection (M = 15.44) as
compared to those who had none or one sibling (M = 36.69 for warmth and
affection, M = 21.78 for hostility/aggression, M = 25.66 for indifference and neglect,
and M = 14.14 for undifferentiated rejection) (see Table 16).

3.4.3 Differences of Demographic Variables on Proneness to Shame and Guilt

Differences of age, gender, income, number of siblings, living or not living with
parents, and region most time spent were analyzed for shame-proneness and guilt
proneness. MANOVA were employed for the further analyses. Age and gender, were

found to be significant on proneness to shame and guilte.

¢ These two variables were tested on MANOVA for the subscales of TOSCA-3. None of interactions
between the variables were found to be significant.
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3.4.3.1 Differences of Age on Proneness to Shame and Guilt

In order to examine the age effects on shame-proneness and guilt proneness,
MANOVA was performed. Due to the significance of Box’s Test of Equality of
Covariance Matrices, Pillai’s Trace score was used instead of Wilk’s Lambda
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). According to this, there was a significant age effect on
shame-proneness and guilt-proneness [Multivariate F (2, 586) = 7.85, p = .001;
Pillai’s Trace = .03; partial #2= .03] (see Table 17).

Table 17. Age Differences on Shame- and Guilt-Proneness

Younger Older Multivariate F Univariate F

(2, 586) (1, 587)
TOSCA-3 domains 7.85*%
Shame-Proneness 32.87 30.56 11.25*
Guilt-Proneness 43.07 43.74 2.79

Note. *p < .001

After the multivariate analyses, results of univariate tests were examined for
main effects of age on each of the dependent variable. With the Bonferroni method,
each comparison was considered to be significant at the alpha level of .025 (i.e.,
.05/2). Accordingly, significant differences were found on shame-proneness [F (1,
587) = 11.25, p = .001]. These results indicate that the individuals who were 21 or
younger (M = 32.87) were more prone to the emotion of shame than those who were

22 or older (M = 30.56) (see Table 17).

3.4.3.2 Differences of Gender on Proneness to Shame and Guilt

In order to examine the gender effects on shame-proneness and guilt
proneness, MANOVA was performed. Due to the significance of Box’s Test of
Equality of Covariance Matrices, Pillai’s Trace score was used instead of Wilk’s
Lambda (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). According to this, there was a significant
gender effect on shame-proneness and guilt-proneness [Multivariate F (2, 585) =

32.96, p < .001; Pillai’s Trace = .10; partial #2= .10] (see Table 18).
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Table 18. Gender Differences on Shame- and Guilt-Proneness

Female Male Multivariate F Univariate F

(2, 585) (1, 586)
TOSCA-3 domains 32.96*
Shame-Proneness 33.18 29.37 28.77*
Guilt-Proneness 44.24 41.62 41.50*

Note. *p < .001

After the multivariate analyses, results of univariate tests were examined for
main effects of age on each of the dependent variable. With the Bonferroni method,
each comparison was considered to be significant at the alpha level of .025 (i.e.,
.05/2). Accordingly, significant differences were found on each dependent variable.
Yet, results of tests performed for Shame-Proneness should be interpreted very
carefully since the Levene’s test for equality of variances revealed that the analysis
did not verify the assumption of homogeneity of variances for this variable.
According to the results of univariate analyses, a significant gender difference was
found on shame-proneness [F (1, 586) = 28.77, p < .001] and guilt-proneness [F (1,
586) = 41.50, p < .001]. These results indicate that the females were more prone to
the emotions of shame (M = 33.18) and guilt (M = 44.24) than males (M = 29.37 for

shame-proneness and M = 41.62 for guilt-proneness) (see Table 18).

3.4.4 Differences of Demographic Variables on Psychopathology

Differences of age, gender, income, number of siblings, living or not living with
parents, and region most time spent were analyzed for psychopathology and
measures of psychopathology. Independent-samples t-test analyses, ANOVA, and
MANOVA were employed for the further analyses. Gender, income level, and living

or not living with parents were found to be significant on psychopathologyd.

3.4.4.1 Differences of Gender on Psychopathology

In order to examine the gender effects on the measures of psychopathology,

MANOVA was performed on five dependent variables: Anxiety, Depression, Negative

d These three variables were tested on MANOVA for the subscales of BSI and three-way ANOVA for the
total score of BSI. None of interactions between the variables were found to be significant.
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Self, Somatization, and Hostility. According to this, there was a significant effect of
gender on the domains of psychopathology [Multivariate F (5, 582) = 6.45, p < .001;
Wilks’ Lambda = .95; partial #2= .05]. After the multivariate analyses, results of
univariate tests were examined for gender main effects on each of the dependent
variable. With the Bonferroni method, each comparison was considered to be
significant at the alpha level of .01 (i.e., .05/5). However, following the Bonferroni
correction, none of the univariate analyses revealed significant gender differences

(see Table 19).

Table 19. Gender Difference on the Measures of Psychopathology

Female Male Multivariate F Univariate F
(5, 582) (1, 586)
Anxiety 12.38 11.76 .64
Depression 17.41 15.23 6.30
Negative Self 12.21 11.69 47
Somatization 6.67 5.58 4.40
Hostility 8.26 8.83 1.42

Note. *p < .001

3.4.4.2 Differences of Income on Psychopathology

In order to examine the effects of income level on psychopathology, one-way
ANOVA was performed on the total score of BSI. Analysis revealed that a significant
main effect of income level on the total score of BSI [F (2, 586) = 4.50, p < .05] (see
Table 20). Post-hoc analyses using Tukey’s HSD revealed that those individuals
who reported themselves on low income level (M = 66.06) reported more
psychopathology symptoms than those on medium (M = 55.39) and high (M =

51.01) income levels.
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Table 20. Analysis of Variance for Psychopathology

Source df Ss MS F
Psychopathology 2 10812.52 5406.26 4.50*
Error 586 704057.15 1201.46

Note. *p < .05

3.4.4.3 Differences of Living with Parents on Psychopathology

In order to examine if there is any difference between individuals living with
their parents and those who do not on the measures of psychopathology, MANOVA
was performed on five dependent variables: Anxiety, Depression, Negative Self,
Somatization, and Hostility. According to this, there was a significant effect on the
domains of psychopathology [Multivariate F (5, 582) = 4.29, p = .001; Wilks’
Lambda = .96; partial #2= .04]. After the multivariate analyses, results of univariate
tests were examined for gender main effects on each of the dependent variable.
With the Bonferroni method, each comparison was considered to be significant at
the alpha level of .01 (i.e., .05/5). However, following the Bonferroni correction,

none of the univariate analyses revealed significant differences (see Table 21).

Table 21. Difference of Living or Not Living with Parents on the Measures of
Psychopathology

Live with Not Living Multivariate Univariate
Parents with Parents F (5, 582) F (1, 586)

Psychopathology

Domains 5.582%

Anxiety 12.84 11.74 2.14
Depression 16.40 16.85 .28

Negative Self 12.39 11.81 .62

Somatization 6.03 6.48 .82

Hostility 8.92 8.15 2.81

Note. *p = .001
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3.4.5 Differences of Demographic Variables on Personality

Differences of age, gender, income, number of siblings, living or not living with
parents, and region most time spent were analyzed for dimensions of personality.
MANOVA was employed for the further analyses. Gender, income level, and region
most time spent were found to be significant on maternal acceptance-

rejection/controle.

3.4.5.1 Differences of Gender on Personality

In order to examine the gender effects on dimensions of personality, MANOVA
was performed on six dependent variables: Introversion, Conscientiousness,
Agreeableness, Neuroticism, Openness to Experience, and Negative Valence. Due to
the significance of Box’s Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices, Pillai’s Trace score
was used instead of Wilk’s Lambda (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). According to this,
there was a significant gender effect on personality [Multivariate F (6, 581) = 15.52,

p < .001; Pillai’s Trace = .14; partial #2= .14] (Table 22).

Table 22. Gender Differences on Dimensions of Personality

Multivariate F Univariate F

Female Male (6, 581) (1, 586)
Dimensions of Personality 15.52*
Introversion 20.79 21.86 3.32
Conscientiousness 28.57 27.35 5.51
Agreeableness 34.17 32.43 24.05*
Neuroticism 24.82 23.53 5.39
Openness to Experience 20.82 22.14 13.27*
Negative Valence 9.39 10.61 19.44*

Note. *p < .001

After the multivariate analyses, results of univariate tests were examined for

main effects of gender on each of the dependent variable. With the Bonferroni

¢ These three variables were tested on MANOVA for the subscales of BPTI. None of interactions between
the variables were found to be significant.

58



method, each comparison was considered to be significant at the alpha level of .008
(i.e., .05/6). According to the results of univariate analyses, a significant gender
difference was found on Agreeableness [F (1, 586) = 24.05, p < .001], on Openness
to Experience [F (1, 586) = 13.27, p < .001], and on Negative Valence [F (1, 586) =
19.44, p < .001]. These results indicate that the females reported themselves as
more affectionate, helpful, and trusting (M = 34.17) as compared to males (M
=32.43). Males reported themselves as being more open to new experiences (22.14)
and as having more negative attributions about themselves (M = 10.61) as
compared to females (M = 20.82 for Openness to Experience, M = 9.39 for Negative
Valence) (Table 22).

3.4.5.2 Differences of Income on Personality

In order to examine the effects of income level on dimensions of personality,
MANOVA was performed on six dependent variables: Introversion,
Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, Neuroticism, Openness to Experience, and
Negative Valence. According to this, there was a significant effect of income on
personality [Multivariate F (12, 1162) = 3.06, p < .001; Wilks’ Lambda = .94; partial
n?=.03] (see Table 23).

Table 23. Income Differences on Dimensions of Personality

Multivariate Univariate

Low  Medium High 5 1y 1764) F (2, 586)

Dimensions of

Personality 3.547

Introversion 22.69 21.63 19.19 9.29*
Conscientiousness 29.81 27.96 27.91 3.02
Agreeableness 33.39 33.32 34.32 3.25
Neuroticism 25.50 24.48 23.56 2.38
gf";'::::ii :° 21.24 2097  22.03 3.39
Negative Valence 10.34 9.90 9.30 3.07

Note. *p < .001
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After the multivariate analyses, results of univariate tests were examined for
main effects of income on each of the dependent variable. With the Bonferroni
method, each comparison was considered to be significant at the alpha level of .008
(i.e., .05/6). According to the results of univariate analyses, a significant difference
was found only on Introversion [F (2, 586) = 9.29, p < .001]. These results indicate
that individuals who reported themselves on high income group perceive
themselves as more active, optimistic, and friendly (M = 19.19) as compared to
those on medium (M = 21.63) and low (M = 22.69) income levels (see Table 23).

3.4.5.3 Differences of Region Most Time Spent on Personality

In order to examine the effects of region where participants lived in most of
their lives on dimensions of personality, MANOVA was performed on six dependent
variables: Introversion, Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, Neuroticism, Openness
to Experience, and Negative Valence. According to this, there was a significant
effect of region on personality [Multivariate F (6, 582) = 2.11, p < .10; Wilks’
Lambda = .98; partial #2= .02] (see Table 24). After the multivariate analyses,
results of univariate tests were examined for main effects of age on each of the

dependent variable. With the Bonferroni method, each comparison was considered

Table 24. Differences of Region on Dimensions of Personality

Multivariate Univariate F

Metropolis Others F (5, 583) (1, 587)
Dimensions of .
Personality 240
Introversion 20.67 21.78 3.94
Conscientiousness 28.24 28.07 .12
Agreeableness 33.43 33.78 .99
Neuroticism 24.67 23.96 1.77
Openness to 21.54 20.90 3.27
Experience
Negative Valence 9.96 9.59 1.89

Note. *p < .001
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to be significant at the alpha level of .008 (i.e., .05/6). However, following the

Bonferroni correction, none of the univariate analyses revealed significant gender

differences (see Table 24).

Table 25. Summary of Differences of Demographic Variables on Measures of

the Study
Age Gender Income SBL LWP Region
| M-W/A n.s. M<F L<H, M<H 1 or no>2 or more n. S. n. s
O
g § M-H/A n.s. n. s L>H, M>H n. s. n. s. n. s
28
] 2 M-I/N n. s. n. s L>H, M>H 1 or no<2 or more n. S. n. s
9 g
; 3 M-UR n. s. n. s L>H 1 or no<2 or more n. s. n. s
g 3
§ g M-C n. s. M<F L>H, L>M n. s. n. s. n.s
o
= M-TOT n.s. n. s L>H, M>H 1 or no<2 or more n. S. n. s
| P-W/A n.s. n. s L<H, M<H 1 or no>2 or more n. S. n. s
Q v
3 § P-H/A n.s. n. s n. s. 1 or no<2 or more n. s. n. s
S =
<)
0
ga'g P-I/N n. s. n.s L>M>H n. s. n. s. n.s
% =]
—_ -§ P-UR n. s. n.s n. s n. s n. s. n. s
< o
S o
iy P-C n.s. n.s n. s. n. s. n.s. n.s
LK
A P-TOT n.s. n. s L>H, M>H 1 or no<2 or more n. s. n. s
8 S-PR Y>>0 F>M n. s n. s n. s. n. s
Q Q
8 G-PR n. s. F>M n.s n.s n. s. n.s
A n. s. n. s n. s n. s n. s. n. s
>
[©]
8 D n. s. n. s n. s n. s n. s. n. s
@]
E NS n.s. n.s n.s n.s n.s. n.s
E
o) S n. s. n. s n. s n. s n. s. n. s
3
D H n. s. n.s n.s n.s n. s. n.s
9
BSI-TOT n. s. n. s L>M, L>H n. s n. s. n. s
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Table 25 (Continued)

Age Gender Income SBL LWP Region
E n. s. n. s. L>M, L>H n. s. n. s. n. s.
D C n. s. n. s. n. s. n. s. n. s. n. s.
5
< A n.s F>M n.s n.s n.s n.s
=
(@]
&) N n.s n.s n. s. n.s n.s n.s
2]
A o n. s. F<M n. s. n. s. n. s. n. s.
NV n. s. F<M n. s. n. s. n. s. n. s.

Note. SBL: Number of Sibling, LWP: Living with Parents, M: Males, F: Females, L:
Low Income, M: Medium Income, H: High Income, ¥: Younger, O: Older, n. s.: Non-
significant, M-W/A: Maternal Warmth/Affection, M-H/A: Maternal

Hostility /Aggression, M-I/N: Maternal Indifference/Neglect, M-UR: Maternal
Undifferentiated Regression, M-C: Maternal Control, M-TOT: Maternal Rejection
(Total), P-W/A: Paternal Warmth /Affection, P-H/A: Paternal Hostility/Aggression,
P-I/N: Paternal Indifference/Neglect, P-UR: Paternal Undifferentiated Regression,
P-C: Paternal Control, P-TOT: Paternal Rejection (Total), A: Anxiety, D: Depression,
NS: Negative Self, S: Somatization, H: Hostility, BSI-TOT: Total Score of Brief
Symptom Inventory S-PR: Shame-Proneness, G-PR: Guilt-Proneness, E:
Extraversion, C: Conscientiousness, A: Agreeableness, N: Neuroticism, O:
Openness to Experience, NV: Negative Valence

3.5 Mediation Analyses

In order to examine the mediating roles of shame-proneness and guilt-
proneness between parental acceptance-rejection as independent variable and
personality and psychopathology as dependent variables, a number of serial
mediation models were tested using the PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2013) for SPSS,
which is a computational tool executing mediation, moderation analyses or
combinations of these two procedures. PROCESS procedure was preferred since it
supports the bootstrapping application and it does not posit the assumption of
normality of the sampling distribution as compared to Sobel test, which is a
common method for measuring the significance of the indirect effect. Also,
bootstrapping method provides more statistical power than Sobel test (Hayes,

2008).

Several mediation analyses were carried out for testing the mediator roles of
shame-proneness and guilt-proneness for maternal and paternal acceptance-

rejection separately. Each domain of maternal and paternal acceptance-rejection
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(i.e. Warmth/Affection, Hostility/Aggression, Indifference/Neglect, Undifferentiated
Rejection, and Control) was evaluated as well as the total score of this variable. The
outcome variables were Introversion, Conscientiousness, Agreeableness,
Neuroticism, Openness to Experience, Negative Valence, and Psychopathology. In
the analyses, mediation is significant if the confidence intervals did not include

zero. Results were presented based on 5000 bootstrapped samples.

In this section, total scores of parental acceptance-rejection will be presented
for the sake of simplicity. Interested readers are invited to see Appendix A in order

to examine the findings in detail on the basis of the subscales of PARQ/C.

3.5.1 The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Acceptance-Rejection and Introversion

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal acceptance-rejection and introversion via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure 4). Results of the analysis revealed that maternal acceptance-
rejection was significantly associated with introversion domain of personality (b =
.04, SE = .01, t=3.57, p < .001), suggesting a significant total effect for maternal
acceptance-rejection. Further, maternal acceptance-rejection was significantly
associated with shame-proneness (b = .05, SE = .01, t= 3.80, p < .001) and guilt-
proneness (b =-.03, SE= .01, t=-4.01, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of maternal acceptance-rejection on introversion indicated
that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b = .009, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .004 to .014) and guilt-proneness (b = .005, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .001 to .010). Results did not reveal a significant
differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that
shame-proneness and guilt-proneness showed similar effects on the path from

maternal acceptance-rejection to introversion.
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Shame-Proneness

b=.05, SE=01,

p<.001 b=.17, SE= 03,
p<.001
Maternal R Introversion
Rejection I
b=.02, SE= .01,
p<.05
=-.15, SE = .06,
b=-.03, SE= .01, p<.01
p<.001 Guilt-Proneness

Figure 4. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between Maternal
Acceptance-Rejection and Introversion

3.5.2 The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Acceptance-Rejection and Conscientiousness

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal acceptance-rejection and conscientiousness via shame- and
guilt-proneness (see Figure 5). Results of the analysis revealed that maternal
acceptance-rejection was significantly associated with conscientiousness domain of
personality (b = -.03, SE = .01, t=-3.59, p < .001), suggesting a significant total
effect for maternal acceptance-rejection. Further, maternal acceptance-rejection
was significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .05, SE = .01, t=3.80, p <

.001) and guilt-proneness (b = -.03, SE = .01, t=-4.01, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of maternal acceptance-rejection on conscientiousness
indicated that there was a significant indirect effect through guilt-proneness (b = -
.008, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.014 to -.003). Shame was not found
to be a significant mediator as evidenced by the 95% bootstrap confidence interval
including zero. Results showed a significant differential effect between shame-
proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that guilt-proneness had a more
powerful effect than shame-proneness on the path from maternal acceptance-
rejection to conscientiousness (b = .007, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI)

.002 to .013).
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Shame-Proneness

b= .05, SE= .01, =-.01, SE = .03,
p<.001 p=.67
Maternal R Conscientiousness
Rejection i
b=-.03, SE= .01,
p<.01
b=-.03, SE= .01, b= .25, SE = .05,
p<.001 Guilt-Proneness p<.001

Figure 5. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between Maternal
Acceptance-Rejection and Conscientiousness

3.5.3 The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Acceptance-Rejection and Agreeableness

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal acceptance-rejection and agreeableness via shame- and guilt-
proneness (Figure 6). Results of the analysis revealed that maternal acceptance-
rejection was significantly associated with agreeableness domain of personality (b =
-.04, SE= .01, t=-5.56, p < .001), suggesting a significant total effect for maternal
acceptance-rejection. Further, maternal acceptance-rejection was significantly
associated with shame-proneness (b = .05, SE = .01, t= 3.80, p < .001) and guilt-
proneness (b =-.03, SE= .01, t=-4.01, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of maternal acceptance-rejection on agreeableness indicated
that there was a significant indirect effect through guilt-proneness (b = -.010, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.016 to -.005). Shame was not found to be a
significant mediator as evidenced by the 95% bootstrap confidence interval
including zero. Results showed a significant differential effect between shame-
proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that guilt-proneness had a more
powerful effect than shame-proneness on the path from maternal acceptance-
rejection to conscientiousness (b = .009, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI)

.004 to .016).
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Shame-Proneness

b=.05, SE= .01, b=-.02, SE = .02,
p<.001 p=.29
Maternal R Agreeableness
Rejection i
b=-.02, SE= .01,
p<.001
b=-.03, SE= .01, b=.32, SE= .03,
p < .001 Guilt-Proneness p<.001

Figure 6. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between Maternal
Acceptance-Rejection and Agreeableness

3.5.4 The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Acceptance-Rejection and Neuroticism

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal acceptance-rejection and neuroticism via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure 7). Results of the analysis revealed that maternal acceptance-
rejection was significantly associated with neuroticism domain of personality (b =
.06, SE = .01, t=5.60, p < .001), suggesting a significant total effect for maternal
acceptance-rejection. Further, maternal acceptance-rejection was significantly
associated with shame-proneness (b = .05, SE= .01, ¢t= 3.80, p < .001) and guilt-
proneness (b =-.03, SE= .01, t=-4.01, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of maternal acceptance-rejection on neuroticism indicated
that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b = .009, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .005 to .015) and guilt-proneness (b = .006, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .002 to .012). Results did not reveal a significant
differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that
shame-proneness and guilt-proneness showed similar effects on the path from

maternal acceptance-rejection to neuroticism.
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Shame-Proneness
b= .05, SE= .01, b=.18, SE = .03,
p < .001 p<.001
Maternal R Neuroticism
Rejection v
b= .04, SE = .01,
p<.001
b=-.03, SE= .01, b=-.20, SE = .05,
p<.001 Guilt-Proneness p<.001

Figure 7. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between Maternal
Acceptance-Rejection and Neuroticism

3.5.5 The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Acceptance-Rejection and Openness to Experience

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal acceptance-rejection and openness to experience via shame- and
guilt-proneness (see Figure 8). Results of the analysis revealed that maternal
acceptance-rejection was significantly associated with openness to experience
domain of personality (b = -.02, SE = .01, t=-3.20, p < .01), suggesting a significant
total effect for maternal acceptance-rejection. Further, maternal acceptance-
rejection was significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .05, SE= .01, t=

3.80, p < .001) and guilt-proneness (b = -.03, SE = .01, t=-4.01, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of maternal acceptance-rejection on openness to experience
indicated that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b =
-.009, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.014 to -.004) and guilt-proneness (b
= -.003, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.007 to -.001). Results showed a
significant differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness,
suggesting that shame-proneness had a more powerful effect than guilt-proneness
on the path from maternal acceptance-rejection to openness to experience (b = -

.006, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.011 to -.0002).
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Shame-Proneness
b= .05, SE= .01, b=-.18, SE= .02,
p <.001 p<.001
Maternal R Openness to
Rejection g Experience
b=-.01, SE= .01,
p=.15
b=-.03, SE= .01, b=.11, SE = .03,
p < .001 Guilt-Proneness p< .01

Figure 8. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between Maternal
Acceptance-Rejection and Openness to Experiences

3.5.6 The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Acceptance-Rejection and Negative Valence

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal acceptance-rejection and Negative Valence via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure 9). Results of the analysis revealed that maternal acceptance-
rejection was significantly associated with negative valence domain of personality (b
= .04, SE = .005, t=9.42, p < .001), suggesting a significant total effect for
maternal acceptance-rejection. Further, maternal acceptance-rejection was
significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .05, SE = .01, t=3.80, p < .001)
and guilt-proneness (b = -.03, SE = .01, t=-4.01, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of maternal acceptance-rejection on negative valence
indicated that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b =
.003, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .001 to .005) and guilt-proneness (b =
.006, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .003 to .011). Results did not reveal a
significant differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness,
suggesting that shame-proneness and guilt-proneness showed similar effects on

the path from maternal acceptance-rejection to negative valence.
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Shame-Proneness
b=.05, SE= .01, b= .05, SE= .01,
p<.001 p<.001
Maternal R Negative Valence
Rejection i
b= .04, SE = .00,
p<.001
b=-.03, SE= .01, b=-.21, SE= .02,
p < .001 Guilt-Proneness p<.001

Figure 9. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between Maternal
Acceptance-Rejection and Negative Valence

3.5.7 The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Acceptance-Rejection and Psychopathology

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal acceptance-rejection and psychopathology via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure 10). Results of the analysis revealed that maternal
acceptance-rejection was significantly associated with psychopathology domain of
personality (b= .37, SE = .05, t=7.02, p < .001), suggesting a significant total
effect for maternal acceptance-rejection. Further, maternal acceptance-rejection
was significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .05, SE = .01, t=3.80, p <

.001) and guilt-proneness (b = -.03, SE= .01, t=-4.01, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of maternal acceptance-rejection on psychopathology
indicated that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b =
.065, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .034 to .102) and guilt-proneness (b =
.024, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .007 to .053). Results showed a
significant differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness,
suggesting that shame-proneness had a more powerful effect than guilt-proneness
on the path from maternal acceptance-rejection to psychopathology (b = .040, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .0002 to .083).
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Shame-Proneness

b=.05, SE= .01, b=1.30, SE= .16
p<.001 p<.001
Maternal R Psychopathology
Rejection i
b= .28, SE = .05,
p<.001
b=-.03, SE= .01, b=-.80, SE = .28,
p < .001 Guilt-Proneness p< .01

Figure 10. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Maternal Acceptance-Rejection and Psychopathology

3.5.8 The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Acceptance-Rejection and Introversion

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between paternal acceptance-rejection and introversion via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure 11). Results of the analysis revealed that paternal
acceptance-rejection was significantly associated with introversion domain of
personality (b = .03, SE = .01, t= 3.83, p < .001), suggesting a significant total
effect for paternal acceptance-rejection. Further, paternal acceptance-rejection was
significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .04, SE = .01, t=4.08, p < .001)
and guilt-proneness (b = -.03, SE = .01, t=-4.80, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of paternal acceptance-rejection on introversion indicated
that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b = .008, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .003 to .014) and guilt-proneness (b = .004, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .001 to .009). Results did not reveal a significant
differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that
shame-proneness and guilt-proneness showed similar effects on the path from

paternal acceptance-rejection to introversion.
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Shame-Proneness

b= .04, SE = .01, b=.17, SE= .03
p<.001 p<.001
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Rejection i
b=.02, SE= .01,
p<.05
b=-.03, SE= .01, b=-.14, SE = .06,
p<.001 Guilt-Proneness p< .05

Figure 11. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Paternal Acceptance-Rejection and Introversion

3.5.9 The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Acceptance-Rejection and Conscientiousness

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between paternal acceptance-rejection and conscientiousness via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure 12). Results of the analysis revealed that paternal
acceptance-rejection was significantly associated with conscientiousness domain of
personality (b = -.03, SE = .01, t=-3.89, p < .001), suggesting a significant total
effect for paternal acceptance-rejection. Further, paternal acceptance-rejection was
significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .04, SE = .01, t=4.08, p < .001)
and guilt-proneness (b = -.03, SE = .01, t=-4.80, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of paternal acceptance-rejection on conscientiousness
indicated that there was a significant indirect effect through guilt-proneness (b = -
.007, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.013 to -.004). Shame was not found
to be a significant mediator as evidenced by the 95% bootstrap confidence interval
including zero. Results showed a significant differential effect between shame-
proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that guilt-proneness had a more
powerful effect than shame-proneness on the path from maternal acceptance-
rejection to conscientiousness (b = .007, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI)

.002 to .012).
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Shame-Proneness

b= .04, SE= .01, =-.01, SE=.03
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Rejection i
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b=-.03, SE= .01, b= .24, SE = .05,
p < .001 Guilt-Proneness p<.001

Figure 12. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Paternal Acceptance-Rejection and Conscientiousness

3.5.10 The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Acceptance-Rejection and Agreeableness

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between paternal acceptance-rejection and agreeableness via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure 13). Results of the analysis revealed that paternal
acceptance-rejection was significantly associated with agreeableness domain of
personality (b = -.04, SE = .01, t=-7.08, p < .001), suggesting a significant total
effect for paternal acceptance-rejection. Further, paternal acceptance-rejection was
significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .04, SE = .01, t=4.08, p < .001)
and guilt-proneness (b = -.03, SE = .01, t=-4.80, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of paternal acceptance-rejection on agreeableness indicated
that there was a significant indirect effect through guilt-proneness (b = -.009, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.014 to -.005). Shame was not found to be a
significant mediator as evidenced by the 95% bootstrap confidence interval
including zero. Results showed a significant differential effect between shame-
proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that guilt-proneness had a more
powerful effect than shame-proneness on the path from maternal acceptance-
rejection to conscientiousness (b = .009, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI)

.004 to .014).
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Figure 13. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Paternal Acceptance-Rejection and Agreeableness

3.5.11 The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Acceptance-Rejection and Neuroticism

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between paternal acceptance-rejection and neuroticism via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure 14). Results of the analysis revealed that paternal
acceptance-rejection was significantly associated with neuroticism domain of
personality (b = .05, SE = .01, t= 5.47, p < .001), suggesting a significant total
effect for paternal acceptance-rejection. Further, paternal acceptance-rejection was
significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .04, SE = .01, t=4.08, p < .001)
and guilt-proneness (b = -.03, SE = .01, t=-4.80, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of paternal acceptance-rejection on neuroticism indicated
that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b = .008, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .004 to .014) and guilt-proneness (b = .006, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .002 to .011). Results did not reveal a significant
differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that
shame-proneness and guilt-proneness showed similar effects on the path from

paternal acceptance-rejection to neuroticism.
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b= .04, SE= .01, b=.18, SE=.03
p <.001 p<.001
Paternal R Neuroticism
Rejection i
b=.03, SE = .01,
p<.001
b=-.03, SE= .01, b=-.19, SE = .05,
p < .001 Guilt-Proneness p<.001

Figure 14. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Paternal Acceptance-Rejection and Neuroticism

3.5.12 The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Acceptance-Rejection and Openness to Experience

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between paternal acceptance-rejection and openness to experience via shame- and
guilt-proneness (see Figure 15). Results of the analysis revealed that paternal
acceptance-rejection was significantly associated with openness to experience
domain of personality (b = -.02, SE = .01, t=-4.27, p < .001), suggesting a
significant total effect for paternal acceptance-rejection. Further, paternal
acceptance-rejection was significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .04,
SE = .01, t=4.08, p < .001) and guilt-proneness (b =-.03, SE= .01, t=-4.80, p <
.001).

Analysis of effect of paternal acceptance-rejection on openness to experience
indicated that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b =
-.008, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.013 to -.004) and guilt-proneness (b
= -.003, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.006 to -.001). Results did not
reveal a significant differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-
proneness, suggesting that shame-proneness and guilt-proneness showed similar

effects on the path from paternal acceptance-rejection to openness to experience.
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Figure 15. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Paternal Acceptance-Rejection and Openness to Experience

3.5.13 The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Acceptance-Rejection and Negative Valence

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between paternal acceptance-rejection and negative valence via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure 16). Results of the analysis revealed that paternal
acceptance-rejection was significantly associated with negative valence domain of
personality (b = .03, SE = .004, t= 8.58, p < .001), suggesting a significant total
effect for paternal acceptance-rejection. Further, paternal acceptance-rejection was
significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .04, SE = .01, t=4.08, p < .001)
and guilt-proneness (b = -.03, SE = .01, t=-4.80, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of paternal acceptance-rejection on negative valence
indicated that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b =
.002, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .001 to .004) and guilt-proneness (b =
.006, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .003 to .010). Results also showed a
significant differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness,
suggesting that guilt-proneness had a more powerful effect than shame-proneness
on the path from paternal acceptance-rejection to negative valence (b = -.004, 95%

bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.008 to -.0004).
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Figure 16. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Paternal Acceptance-Rejection and Negative Valence

3.5.14 The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Acceptance-Rejection and Psychopathology

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between paternal acceptance-rejection and psychopathology via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure 17). Results of the analysis revealed that paternal
acceptance-rejection was significantly associated with psychopathology domain of
personality (b = .31, SE = .04, t=6.88, p < .001), suggesting a significant total
effect for paternal acceptance-rejection. Further, paternal acceptance-rejection was
significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .04, SE = .01, t=4.08, p < .001)
and guilt-proneness (b = -.03, SE = .01, t=-4.80, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of paternal acceptance-rejection on psychopathology
indicated that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b =
.058, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .028 to .093) and guilt-proneness (b =
.023, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .006 to .049). Results did not reveal a
significant differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness,
suggesting that shame-proneness and guilt-proneness showed similar effects on

the path from paternal acceptance-rejection to psychopathology.
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Figure 17. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Acceptance-Rejection and Psychopathology
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CHAPTER 4

DISCUSSION

The current study has started out with the question of how emotions of
shame and guilt were transferred to the child from the parents or how the child’s
internalized parental figures played a role in the development of shame and guilt.
As is known, in his social learning theory, Albert Bandura places modeling, or
imitating, as strong ways for learning, developing personal standards and a sense
of self-efficacy (Beck, 2006). The child lays the foundations of viewing the self and
the external world on the basis of parental reactions, behaviors, and attitudes. In a
sense, they use their parents as mirrors. In psychoanalytic literature, mirroring is
defined as “all transactions characterizing the mother — child relationship,
including not only the reflections of grandiosity, but also constancy, nurturance, a
general empathy and respect” (Kohut, 1977, pp. 146 — 147; as cited in Romano,
2004). Mirroring is linked with the validation of sense of self of the child according
to this view. The child places his/her being on the basis of such feedbacks from the
parents. Carrilio and Walter (1984) point out to the delicate balance between
intimacy through mirroring and autonomy. They put an emphasis on the child’s
ability to replace maternal mirroring by his own reaction in order to develop an
autonomous self-identity. Considering the fact that emotions of shame and guilt are
related to the differentiation level of the self, the current study aimed at seeking
answers to the questions of how parental attitudes are related to the proneness to
shame and guilt and how these variables are associated with the development of
psychopathological symptoms and the self-perception. In order for this, Rohner’s
Parental Acceptance-Rejection Theory was embraced as a theoretical framework
and the variables (namely, parental acceptance-rejection/control, proneness to
shame and guilt, psychopathology, and personality) were examined with

retrospective investigations on young adults.

In this part, one can find the discussion of the results of the present study in
the light of previous literature. After discussion, limitations, implications, and

future suggestions will be noted, respectively.
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4.1 Findings Regarding Intercorrelations between Demographic Variables

and Measures of the Study

In the present study, correlation analyses were carried out in order to
investigate the relationship between the demographic variables (i.e. age, gender,
income level, number of sibling, living with or away from parents, and region most
time spent), parental behaviors (i.e. maternal rejection, maternal control, paternal
rejection, and paternal control), shame-proneness, guilt-proneness, personality
traits (i.e. extraversion, conscientiousness, agreeableness, neuroticism, openness to
experience, and negative valence), and psychopathology symptoms. The findings
came out as expected. One of findings that is worth to state here is the relationship
of paternal rejection and control with other constructs such as personality traits
and psychopathology. Findings regarding this indicate that the correlations of
paternal rejection and control are as strong as and sometimes stronger than
maternal rejection and control. This finding has value since paternal love appears
to be influential in the symptom development and self-perceptions of human
beings. The hypothesized relationships of paternal rejection and all other measures

will be discussed in the following parts.

4.2 Findings Regarding Differences of Demographic Variables on the
Measures of the Study

4.2.1 Differences of Demographic Variables on Maternal and Paternal

Acceptance-Rejection/Control

Age, gender, number of siblings, living with or away from parents, region most
time spent, and level of income were examined on the maternal acceptance-

rejection/control and on the domains of this construct.

Based on the results, the variables that made a difference on total maternal
and paternal acceptance-rejection were level of income and the number of siblings
with the addition of gender in paternal acceptance-rejection. Furthermore, some
differences were found when the analyses were carried out with the domains of
parental acceptance-rejection. Accordingly, while age, living with or away from
parents, and the region most time spent did not have an influence; gender, number
of siblings, and level of income made differences on both maternal and paternal

acceptance-rejection/control.
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First set of the results indicated that there were some gender differences on
maternal and paternal warmth /affection and maternal control. Accordingly, males
experienced less warmth and affection from their mothers and fathers and less
control from their mothers than females did. In addition to these findings, some
gender differences were also found on cumulative paternal acceptance-rejection,
suggesting that males perceived more paternal rejection as compared to females.
Actually, the literature does not include gender differences on different domains of
parental acceptance-rejection. Instead, one can find results associated with the
cumulative perceived parental acceptance-rejection. However, these findings
present conflicting evidence. While some researchers underscore gender differences
(e.g. Akse, Hale, Engels, Raaijmakers, & Meeus, 2004; Dwairy, 2010; Vulic-Protoric
& Macuka, 2006), others report no difference on gender (e.g. McLachlan, Zimmer-
Gembeck, & McGregor, 2010; Varan, 2005). Back to the current findings, these can
be related to the child-rearing practices in Turkey, which emphasize the autonomy
and manhood of the boys. As Eskin, Ertekin, Harlak, and Dereboy (2008)
underscore, girls are allowed less autonomy, which may be closely related to be

higher levels of perceived control in female participants.

Second set of the results indicated that income level is influential on both
cumulative parental acceptance-rejection and also all of the domains. Accordingly,
as the level of income increased; individuals perceived their mothers less rejecting,
warmer and more accepting, less hostile and aggressive, less neglectful, showing
less undifferentiated rejection, and less controlling. A very similar pattern can be
observed in the perception fathers, which is restricted only to the domains of
warmth/affection and indifference/neglect. These results may be in parallel with
the general socio-economic status and education level of parents, which bring
about a qualitative and insightful approach to child-rearing practices. This finding
is consistent with the findings of Erkan and Toran (2010). However, it should be
noted that there are other studies revealing a reverse relationship between parental
acceptance and income level (e.g. Chen & Rubin, 1994; Khurshid, Butt, & Hafeez,
2012). In one of these studies (Chen & Rubin, 1994), the association of low income
level with higher levels of parental acceptance is explained by being more engaged
in child-rearing and by parents’ expectations of a successful future from their

children, thus investing on parenting in low-income families.

The last demographic variable that made a difference on the parental
acceptance-rejection is found as number of siblings. Accordingly, those individuals
with more than one sibling tended to perceive their mothers and fathers as more

rejecting, less warm and affectionate, more neglectful and showing more
80



undifferentiated rejection. Unlike from mothers, fathers were seen as more hostile
and aggressive in addition to the abovementioned domains. These results can be
explained by the decreases in the allocated time for each child by the parents.
When Turkey’s changing societal structure is taken into consideration, these
findings, especially the ones regarding maternal attitudes, make sense in terms of
the challenges of working mothers in creating sufficient and qualitative time for
their children. Yet, the current study has a shortcoming on making a
comprehensive comment on the findings regarding number of siblings, since it
lacks the information about the birth order of the individuals. Considering the fact
that older siblings’ acceptance also makes a contribution to the psychological
adjustment of younger sibling (Rohner, Varan, & Koberstein, 2013), knowing the

birth order would enable us to make in-depth comments on this issue.

4.2.2 Differences of Demographic Variables on Proneness to Shame and Guilt

Age, gender, number of siblings, living with or away from parents, region most
time spent, and level of income were examined on participants’ proneness to shame
and guilt. Based on the results, the variables that made a difference on proneness
to shame and guilt were found as age and gender. Results regarding this
relationship proposed that younger individuals were more prone to shame feelings,
but not guilt. In the current study younger group included the individuals between
the ages of 17 and 21 and older individuals were 21 to 50. Actually, the individuals
who are defined as younger can be evaluated as in their late adolescence period.
That’s why it would not be wrong to say they still have the characteristics of
adolescence period blended with those of emerging adulthood. Also, these
participants are at the beginning of their university life, during which they live
through a process to redefine their sense of self as adults. Although they can be
said to have firmer identity, they are still in exploration for their identity. This may
make them sensitive to how others see them. Thus, a viable explanation for
increased feelings of shame in younger individuals can be the transition period they
are in and the remains of the stage of adolescence. These results confirm the
findings of Crystal, Parrott, Okazaki, and Watanabe (2001), which showed that
American and Japanese university students had decreased shame ratings. Findings
of the current study also agree with a previous cross-sectional study suggesting the
largest age differences were found in adolescence, young adulthood, and old age
(Orth, Robins, & Soto, 2010). Unlike from this study, the current study did not
include different age groups. That’s why the findings reported here should not be
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interpreted as shame-proneness decreases with age. Rather, it can be deduced

based on the previous literature that shame feelings alleviate up to a certain age.

As for the relationship with gender, results showed that females had a more
tendency in both shame-proneness and guilt-proneness. Returning to the early
views of shame and guilt, Freud (1923-1925/2001) suggested an underdeveloped
morality as a result of less castration anxiety and, in turn, a less structured ego in
females. In a similar vein, Lewis (1971) proposed an organization of self towards
shame-proneness for females and towards guilt-proneness for males. In the
formulation of females, she grounded on two sources, which are females’ field-
dependent cognitive style and their traditional feminine and passive view of self.
According to her, in females, shame is derived form an internalized hostility and
anxiety. On the contrary to females, males more incline to guilt feelings due to their
field-independent orientation, strong ego boundaries, and autonomous and
competitive ego structuring. Although the study Wright, O’Leary, and Balkin (1989)
did not corroborate the view of Lewis in terms of the differences of proneness to
shame and guilt in men and women, the findings of Ferguson and Crowley (1997)
supported the general view of Lewis, in that males predominantly reported guilt-
proneness and females inclined to shame-proneness. The results reported in the
present study stand in contrast to the view males’ greater tendency to guilt and
they are consistent with those studies indicating females’ higher tendency to the
feelings of both shame and guilt (e.g. Benetti-McQuoid & Bursik, 2005; Lutwak,
Panish, Ferrari, & Razzino, 2001; Tangney & Dearing, 2002, as cited in Tangney &
Dearing, 2002).

Yet, these inconclusive results bring about the query of what really lies behind
the difference between men and women in propensity for shame and guilt. One
possible explanation of these results may be the social gender roles of the
individuals. It was shown that a feminine characteristic may be related to shame-
proneness (Benetti-McQuoid & Bursik, 2005). To be more specific, greater
masculinity had an alleviative effect on shame-proneness in women and a greater
femininity was associated with increased shame-proneness in men. Ferguson and
Crawley (1997) discusses the effects of gender roles in relation to the defense
mechanisms that men and women tend to use. Accordingly, the view of Lewis
regarding females’ propensity to internalizing defense mechanisms and males’
propensity to externalizing defense mechanisms may actually be related to the
femininity and masculinity levels of the individuals (Levit, 1991). Regarding the
gender differences, Levit emphasizes the focus on being in relationship and in

contact with others, which is expressed as the communal focus of femininity. When
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the fact that shame is characterized with a concern of self in the eyes of others is
considered, it would make sense why individuals with high femininity incline to the
feelings of shame Thus, females’ greater tendency to the feelings of shame can be

explained by their greater investment in relatedness (Gross & Hansen, 2000).

4.2.3 Differences of Demographic Variables on Psychopathology

Age, gender, number of siblings, living with or away from parents, region most
time spent, and level of income were examined on participants’ psychopathological
symptoms. Based on the results, the variables that made a difference on
psychopathology were found as gender, level of income, and living with or away

from parents.

For gender and the status of living with or away from parents, the
multivariate test statistics led us to conclude that gender made a difference on
psychopathology in the current study. However, univariate results indicated that
females and males did not differ significantly from each other. This may be related
to the increased power as a result of the correlation between the dependent
variables (Field, 2009). When individually tested, the dependent variables had not
enough power to make a difference on psychopathology. Back to the evaluation of
the results of the current study, findings concerning gender contradict with the
previous literature (e.g. Kessler, 2003; Leach, Christensen, Mackinnon, Windsor, &
Butterworth, 2008). One explanation for the indifference between males and
females may be that the participants of this study may be in normal ranges for
psychopathological symptoms. Also, in the literature possible gender differences in
affective and anxiety complaints are explained by women’s lower levels of
assertiveness and self-support and men’s lower levels of tendency for dependency
and helplessness (Bekker & Mens-Verhulst, 2007). However, when the sample of
the present study is taken into consideration, such characteristics may not be
salient in university students as much as in other populations. In that sense,
gender may not make a difference in psychopathology. Regarding the status of
living with or away from parents, results that are similar to the effects of gender
were obtained for this variable. Such a finding may be related to the fact that
majority of the participants who were living away from home had already spent at
least a year in the university. In addition, these results may suggest a healthy

adjustment to the university life.

Another demographic variable was the level of income. According to the
results, participants from low income level reported more psychopathology
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symptoms as compared to those from medium and high levels. As an indicator of
general socioeconomic status, the relationship of level of income with
psychopathological symptoms can be associated with the availability of social
support resources, attainability and quality of the mental health services. It is well-
known that financial difficulties predicts poorer mental health and greater stress
(Evans & English, 2002; Kahn, Wise, Kennedy, & Kawachi, 2000). Actually, the
consequences of financial difficulties can be pervasive. Lucas-Thompson and
Hostinar (2013) lend support to the fact that the offspring from a low family income
may tend to perceive conflicts more negatively, which may be mediated by the
disrupted relationships with the family members. Thus, it would not be wrong to
state that the findings regarding income level may be traced back to the earlier

years of the individual.

4.2.4 Differences of Demographic Variables on Personality

Age, gender, number of siblings, living with or away from parents, region most
time spent, and level of income were examined on participants’ domains of
personality. Based on the results, the variables that made a difference on

personality were found as gender, level of income, and region most time spent.

To being with, the first demographic variable that had an influence on
personality is gender. According to the results, gender had significant effects on
agreeableness, openness to experience, and negative valence. Female participants
reported more level of agreeableness. On the contrary, male participants rated
themselves as more open to experiences and more loaded with negative valence.
Females’ being higher on agreeableness is congruent with previous studies
(Chapman, Duberstein, S6rensen, & Lyness, 2007; Vianello, Schnabel, Sriram, &
Nosek, 2013; Weisberg, DeYoung, & Hirsh, 2011). Social gender role is one
explanation in the literature in order to elucidate these differences. There are
examples of studies from both individualistic and collectivist cultures that
postulated association of femininity with agreeableness and of masculinity with
openness to experiences (McCrae & Costa, 2003; Zheng & Zheng, 2011).
Notwithstanding, Vianello, Schnabel, Sriram, and Nosek (2013) take attraction to
the internalization level of the social gender roles. They found that the gap between
males and females in personality domains decreased three times when implicit
measures for personality were employed. Based on such a finding, they suggested
self-related experiences, independently of social norms and expectations, may

reflect slight gender difference in personality.
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Unlike from other studies, the current findings suggest gender differences in
agreeableness, openness to experience, and negative valence. It is known that
women also reported higher levels of neuroticism, extraversion, and
conscientiousness (Schmitt, Realo, Voracek, & Allik, 2008). A viable interpretation
of this may be related to the characteristics of changing profile of women in Turkey.
Although women in the present sample were at the very beginning of their
adulthood, they drew a different life path by pursuing a university education, which
may bring about a different socialization process for women (Newton & Stewart,

2013).

Regarding men, the results suggested being more open to experience, which
corroborate previous evidence. They also reported to make more negative
attributions about themselves. Actually, the domain of negative valence is relative a
new one. Thus, there is not much evidence related to this domain. Yet, existing
studies having similar samples with the current study (Isik, 2010; Yakin, 2011)

produces the same tendency for this domain for men.

Second, level of income had influence on the domain of extraversion
indicating that those who had higher levels of income perceived themselves as more
active, optimistic, and friendly as compared to the individuals on lower level of
income. This finding makes sense when the availability of the resources and the
level of improvement of life quality are considered. However, this interpretation
remains open to question since satisfaction with income, rather than the actual
income, predicts subjective well-being better (Myers & Diener, 1995). The current
study is unable to present results regarding the satisfaction of the participants with

their income.

4.3 Findings Regarding Mediation Analyses

A number of mediation analyses were run by use of the PROCESS macro of
Hayes (2013) in order to test the mediator roles of shame- and guilt-proneness on
the relationship between maternal and paternal acceptance-rejection/control and
personality traits and psychopathology. Below are discussed the results on

personality traits and psychopathology, separately.
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4.3.1 The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal and Paternal Acceptance-Rejection and Personality

Results regarding the mediator role of shame- and guilt-proneness between
parental acceptance-rejection and personality traits suggest a very similar trend on
maternal and paternal rejection. According to the results, both shame-proneness
and guilt-proneness were found to mediate the relationship between the maternal
and paternal rejection and personality traits. Yet, the findings regarding the
mediator roles of shame- and guilt-proneness on the relationship between parental
rejection and personality traits should be interpreted carefully due to the marginal
effects on the hypothesized relationships. The results indicated significant
predictions; however, the readers should take into consideration that a one-unit
increase in the independent variables created small changes on the dependent

variables in these prediction equations.

All in all, the findings give us clues about possible directions. Hereinafter, the
organization of this part will include the finding itself and then the interpretation of

the finding.

To begin with, proneness to shame and proneness to guilt had similar
influence on extraversion and neuroticism for both maternal and paternal rejection.
As the level of maternal and paternal rejection increased, participants were found
to be more introverted and emotionally unstable through enhanced proneness to
shame and also a weakened proneness to guilt. This finding stands in parallel with
the results reported by Abe (2004). As stated earlier, extraversion is a dimension
emphasizing sociability of a person. Likewise, the emotion of guilt is also about the
socialized side of a person. In contrast to shame, in guilt, the main motivation is to
confess, apologize, and/or repair, all of which are related to the active participation
of the individual, instead of hiding. This actually requires being in contact with
other people. That’s why; it is not surprising that shame-prone individuals are more
introverted and guilt-prone individuals are more affectionate, joiner, and active. As
for the dimension of neuroticism, its relation with shame and guilt is supported by
previous evidence (Einstein & Lanning, 1998; Johnson, Danko, Huang, Park,
Johnson, & Nagoshi, 1987). Neuroticism is characterized with emotional instability
and impulsivity (Goldberg, 1990) together with negative affectivity (Weinstock &
Whisman, 2006), being temperamental (Feist & Feist, 2009) and embracing
maladaptive coping strategies (Bouchard, 2003; Panayiotou, Kokkinos, & Kapsou,
2014). Empirical evidence also indicates that criminality is very closely related to

the neuroticism dimension (Gudjonsson & Sigurdsson, 2007; Samuels, Bienvenu,
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Cullen, Costa Jr, Eaton, & Nestadt, 2004). With respect to this relationship,
neuroticism can be linked to proneness to shame and guilt. For instance, recent
studies associate criminal reoffence with the emotions of shame and guilt (Hosser,
Windzio, & Greve, 2008; Tangney, Stuewig, & Martinez, 2014). According to these
findings, while shame was associated with higher levels of recidivism, guilt was
associated with lower levels. Tangney, Stuewig, & Martinez (2014) emphasized the
role of externalization of blame for shame and recidivism relationship, in which
those were defensive and blameful of others inclined to go back to prison as
compared those who did not blame others. Hence, in the light of these studies, the
current study opens the door slightly to the possible relationship of parental
rejection with extraversion and neuroticism through heightened shame and

lessened adaptive guilt.

For the dimensions of conscientiousness and agreeableness, the results reveal
similar findings with extraversion and neuroticism for both maternal and paternal
rejection. However, the relative influence of these emotions differed on these
dimensions. Accordingly, shame was not found as a significant mediator on these
traits and participants were found to be more conscientious and agreeable as the
level of guilt-proneness increased. Thus, it can be concluded that guilt-proneness
predicted better these two traits following the heightened parental rejection. In one
of the studies (Fee & Tangney, 2000), which investigated the relation of
procrastination, one of the components of conscientiousness, with shame and guilt,
found that propensity to procrastination was correlated with shame-proneness but
not with guilt-proneness, which delineates results in contrast to the present
findings. However, a recent study examining affective components of
conscientiousness revealed that conscientiousness was related positively with
proneness to guilt (Fayard, Roberts, Robins, & Watson, 2012). This relationship is
also congruent with model of self-conscious emotions of Tracy and Robins (2004).
According to this model, identity-goal relevance and congruence is effective in the
elicitation of self-conscious emotions. This can be linked to conscientiousness in
that people high on this dimension can be claimed to have more insight to their
personal aspirations and to weigh the relevance/congruence of an event to their
identity. As for the dimension of agreeableness, the positive relation between this
dimension and guilt-proneness agree with the findings of Abe (2004). This positive
relation may arise from their inherent characteristics with respect to the motivation
for maintenance of the relationships. People high on agreeableness tend to be
trusting, generous, and acceptant. In a similar vein, those who have a propensity to
have guilt feelings show a tendency to make amends for their previous and
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potentially-damaging behaviors. As Jensen-Campbell, Gleason, Adams, and
Malcolm (2003) emphasized in their study which was carried out with children,
agreeableness is associated with conflict resolution and anger management and
this may have pervasive influences in later phases of development through
accumulating relationship experiences. Thus, the present study asserts on the
influence of parental attitudes and perceptions as specific type of these relationship
experiences. Hence, in the light of these studies, the current study suggests a
possible relationship of parental rejection with conscientiousness and

agreeableness through heightened adaptive guilt.

For openness to experience, as the perceived rejection by mother increased,
shame-proneness heightened and guilt-proneness decreased. This, in turn,
impeded the development of certain characteristics such as being curious, creative,
and eager to meet new ides/experiences. Regarding the relative influences of
proneness to shame and guilt, it was found that guilt-proneness was more
influential on openness to experience than the maladaptive effects of shame-
proneness. A very similar trend was noted for the perception of rejection by fathers.
However, for the paternal rejection, shame-proneness and guilt-proneness did not
differ in terms of their influence on the path from paternal rejection to openness to
experience. According to the personality subtheory of Parental Acceptance-Rejection
Theory, getting positive responses from attachment figures is a very important
component of a healthy personality development for both children and adults
(Rohner, Khaleque, & Cournoyer, 2007). When such a need is not met by
significant others, individuals who feel rejected tend to develop a dependent type of
personality, which can impede the development of curiosity, creativity, imagination
etc. Likewise, Lewis (1971) also mentions a concept regarding dependence.
Accordingly, a field-dependent person has a less differentiated personality and get
more prone to the emotion of shame. These two views merge in the present study,
suggesting that parental rejection may lead to inhibition of certain characteristics
related to the openness dimension of personality by exacerbating the feelings of

shame.

Lastly, for negative valence, as parents were perceived more rejecting, children
of them were more inclined to develop the emotion of shame, which, in turn, leaded
to decreases in self-worth and to a negative view of self. Conversely, acceptance
strengthened the adaptive effects of guilt and this made the children of accepting
parents more positive and accepting towards themselves. The differential effects of
shame- and guilt-proneness differed for maternal and paternal rejection.

Accordingly, whereas the effects of these emotions did not differ on the path from
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maternal rejection to negative valence, guilt-proneness was found to be more
powerful than shame-proneness on the path from paternal rejection. In others
words, adaptive and curative effects of guilt-proneness were more influential on this
relationship than the destructive effects of shame-proneness. As states earlier
negative valence is about negative attributions of a person for his/her own self.
While neuroticism is associated with anxiety, negative valence is about self-worth,
which is dimension characterized with by adjective such as ill-mannered,
pretentious, rude, backstabbing, greedy, and hidebound. Previous research
indicated that parental rejection may result in harsh self-criticisms (Campos,
Besser, & Blatt, 2010; Campos, Besser, & Blatt, 2013). Self-criticism is a concept
that is very close to the emotion of shame. Lewis (1971) differentiates shame and
guilt by the person with whom the identification happens: If the identified person is
the threatening parent, the eliciting emotion is guilt. On the contrary, if this person
is the parent who is internalized as an admired figure, the emotion is shame.
Considering this, parents perceived by the participants of this study can be
interpreted as threatening and/or admired figures without knowing who is which.
As a result of feeling rejected, high levels of shame, and low levels of guilt, the
person develops a negative, unfavorable, and detrimental self-perception. Yet, there
is one result that stands in contrast to the expectations, which is guilt-proneness
being relatively more influential than shame-proneness on negative valence for
paternal rejection. This actually is a finding confirming the studies suggesting
father love is as important and influential as maternal love (Rohner, 1998; Rohner

& Veneziano, 2001; Veneziano, 2003).

All in all, the present findings generally stand in parallel with the previous

knowledge based on the conceptual models and limited empirical evidence.

4.3.2 The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal and Paternal Acceptance-Rejection and Psychopathology

Results regarding the mediator role of shame- and guilt-proneness between
parental acceptance-rejection and personality traits suggest that individuals with
rejecting parents inclined to feel greater shame and less adaptive guilt and thus,

they were more likely to be vulnerable psychopathological symptoms.

Shame and guilt feelings have a considerable amount of contribution to the
various kinds of psychopathologies such as depression (Lutwak, Panish, & Ferrari,
2003), inferiority feelings (Cheung, Gilbert, & Irons, 2004), OCD (Shafran, Watkins,
& Charman, 1996), PTSD (Lee, Scragg, & Turner, 2001), eating disorders (Hayaki,
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Friedman, & Brownell, 2002), drinking and substance abuse (Dearing, Stuewig, &
Tangney, 2005; Treeby & Bruno, 2012), and personality disorders (Brown, Linehan,
Comtois, Murray, & Chapman, 2009). Additionally, longitudinal studies show that
parental rejection in childhood had an important part in the rise of depressive
symptoms in adolescence and adulthood (Ge, Lorenz, Conger, Elder, & Simons,
1994; Lefkowitz & Tesiny, 1984). Supporting the previous literature, this study puts
forward a relationship between emotions of shame and guilt and psychopathology
symptoms together with possible antecedents of this relationship, namely, maternal
and paternal rejection. Put it in a different way, shame- and guilt-proneness was
suggested as possible underlying variables in the relationship between the parental
rejection and psychopathology. This relationship corroborates previous evidence in
which memories of being shamed by parents were related to the absence or
insufficiency of parental warmth and also to increased susceptibility to
psychopathology (Gilbert, Allan, & Goss, 1996; Gilbert & Gerlsma, 1999).

Another point that needs to be discussed in this part is about the relative
importance of shame- and guilt-proneness in the path from parental rejection to
psychopathology. In this relationship, the present study shows proneness to shame
being more powerful than proneness to guilt only for maternal rejection as in the
hypotheses of the study. The study is unable to show the same pattern for paternal
rejection. Such a finding may stem from distinct features of these emotions.
Empirical evidence shows that guilt seems to be a more adaptive emotion than
shame (Tangney, 1991), which serves as a safeguard of the relationships by
directing individuals to make amends, to be more empathic, and to react to anger
in a more constructive way. Thus, the current study indicated that, as in
personality traits, constructiveness of guilt-proneness may be as salient as the
destructive effects of shame-proneness in the outcome of psychopathological

symptoms.

4.4 Limitations of the Study and Suggestions for Future Studies

Some study limitations merit comment in this part. Firstly, this study had a
cross-sectional nature with retrospective investigations, which precluded seeing
causal relationships and the associations of them in time span. That’s why future
research may benefit from a longitudinal design to observe the changes

hypothesized relationships in time.

Second, in this study, it is generally proposed that parental rejection lead to
increased shame- and decreased guilt-proneness, which bring about a certain
90



personality characteristics and psychopathology symptoms. However, it would be
wrong to claim that the directions of the relationships as suggested in the current
study. This is important especially for personality since this component remains
permanent and stable as compared to psychopathology symptoms. That’s why it is
possible to hypothesize a model from personality traits towards shame- and guilt-

proneness.

Third, this study included a university sample. This brings about questions
about the generalizability of results to both general population and clinical
population. It would be better to compare these samples in order to see the

differences.

Forth, the measures utilized in this study were based on self-report measures.
A bias in self-report process may be caused by reporting self-perceptions. For
instance, it is known that self-rating and peer-ratings can show differences,
especially for personality, in that in some personality traits peer-ratings can be
more reliable (Abe, 2004). Considering this fact, care should be taken while
interpreting the results. Prospective researcher may consider including other

sources of information (e.g. friends, family members etc).

Fifth, in the current study, shame and guilt feelings were approached in a
certain framework. According to this, while shame feelings are associated with
psychological symptoms, guilt counts as a more adaptive and constructive emotion.
The measure employed for this variable, Test of Self-Conscious Affect (TOSCA), has
its advantages as a scenario-based measure, which consist of well-suited and
situation-specific scenarios (Tangney, 1996). However, some limitations of such
scenario-based measures were also reported. Tangney states that this measure fails
to include a large range of shame- and guilt-inducing situations. In addition,
TOSCA may be unable to tap the maladaptive forms of guilt. On this issue, Tangney
claims that it is the part of guilt fused with shame that leads to psychological
symptoms instead of pure guilt itself. In short, the present study does not tap into

the maladaptive aspects of guilt.

Last, in the models including personality traits, the unstandardized coefficient
vales, despite being significant, were low. Hence it is important to interpret them

with caution.

In the present findings, maternal and paternal attitudes showed similar
patterns in their associations with other variables. For future studies, it is

suggested to research into whether such a trend is consistent or not. Also,
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prospective researchers are invited to speculate on the similarities and/or possible

differences between maternal and paternal attitudes.
4.5 Implications of the Study

This study provides a glimpse into the relationship between parental rejection
and proneness to shame and guilt as possible antecedents of self-rated personality
traits and psychopathology. With respect to the personality traits, the current study
is one of the few studies investigating personality traits and emotions of shame and

guilt together.

In parallel with the literature, this study provides support for the pervasive
effects of parental rejection. As a result of the perception of being rejected by the
parent(s), the individual loses the contact with the true self encompassed with
feelings of being devalued, unwanted, and worthless which may reflect the
emotions of shame and guilt underneath. Therapeutically, it is important for the
therapist to be aware of such a process in order to persevere in case of resistance
as a result of shame and guilt feelings and take the necessary steps to find out the

true needs and desires of the client.

Additionally, this study touch on the favorable sides of guilt by showing that
guilt-proneness is as strong as shame-proneness, even stronger in some cases. In
therapeutical encounters, such a finding being to the therapist’s knowledge can be
useful in sessions of clients struggling with interpersonal problems to take action
for repairing the damaged relations. Yet, the reader should keep in mind that this is
valid for those individuals who are thought to be prone to guilt feelings, not for

those experiencing the guilt feelings.

Finally, this study gives support for the equal importance of paternal rejection
to the maternal rejection. Fathers’ roles are also notable in personality traits and
psychological health even in adulthood. That’s why; parental training programs
should emphasize the ways to communicate warmth and affection to their children

together with the involvement of fathers.

According to Thrane (1979), what erases the aversive effects of shame is the
reformation of the self. He states that “what is sought is not forgiveness but
acceptance. The acceptance of others is confirmation of one’s victory over shameful
feelings”. Therapy is kind of an art during which both client and therapist can
reshape their own beliefs, desires, and views of self and others. Thus, it may be the
acceptance and validation of physical and psychic being during this reshaping

process that makes the idiosyncratic effect of therapies. In that sense, the present
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study re-emphasizes the importance of accepting therapeutic relationships which

can have reparative effects on earlier unfavorable experiences.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: Results for the Subscales of Parental Acceptance -

Rejection/Control

A.1. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between
Subscales of Maternal Acceptance — Rejection/Control and Personality

Domains and Psychopathology

A.1.1. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Warmth/Affection and Introversion

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal warmth /affection and introversion via shame- and guilt-
proneness (Figure A.1. 1). Results of the analysis revealed that maternal
warmth/affection was significantly associated with extraversion domain of
personality (b= .12, SE= .03, t=4.70, p < .001), suggesting a significant total
effect for maternal warmth/affection. Further, maternal warmth /affection was
significantly associated with shame-proneness (b =.10, SE= .03, t=3.15, p < .01)
and guilt-proneness (b = -.08, SE = .02, t=-4.19, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of maternal warmth/affection on introversion indicated that
there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b =.017, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .006 to .031) and guilt-proneness (b = .010, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .002 to .023). Results did not reveal a significant
differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that
shame-proneness and guilt-proneness showed similar effects on the path from

maternal warmth /affection to introversion.
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Shame-Proneness
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p<.001
b=-.08, SE= .02, b=-.14, SE= .06
p < .001 Guilt-Proneness p< .05

Figure A.1. 1. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Maternal Warmth/Affection (Coldness) and Introversion

A.1.2. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Hostility/Aggression and Introversion

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal hostility/aggression and introversion via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure A.1. 2). Results of the analysis revealed that an insignificant
association between maternal hostility/aggression and introversion domain of
personality (b = .04, SE = .04, t= 1.18, p = .24). Further, maternal
hostility /aggression was significantly associated with shame-proneness (b= .18, SE

= .05, t=3.87, p < .001) and guilt-proneness (b =-.06, SE= .03, t=-2.12, p < .035).

Analysis of effect of maternal hostility/aggression on introversion indicated
that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b = .033, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .018 to .055) and guilt-proneness (b = .010, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .001 to .026). Results showed a significant
differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that
shame-proneness had a more powerful effect than guilt-proneness on the path from
maternal hostility/aggression to introversion (b = .023, 95% bootstrap confidence

interval (CI) .002 to .047).
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Figure A.1. 2. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Maternal Hostility/Aggression and Introversion

A.1.3. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Indifference/Neglect and Introversion

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal indifference/neglect and introversion via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure A.1. 3). Results of the analysis revealed that maternal
indifference/neglect was significantly associated with introversion domain of
personality (b= .17, SE = .04, t = 3.85, p < .001), suggesting a significant total
effect for maternal undifferentiated rejection. Further, maternal indifference/neglect
was significantly associated with shame-proneness (b= .15, SE=.05t=2.76, p <

.01) and guilt-proneness (b = -.16, SE = .03, t=-5.14, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of maternal indifference/neglect on introversion indicated
that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b = .026, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .010 to .049) and guilt-proneness (b = .022, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .005 to .047). Results did not reveal a significant
differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that
shame-proneness and guilt-proneness showed similar effects on the path from

maternal indifference/neglect to introversion.
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Figure A.1. 3 The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Maternal Indifference/Neglect and Introversion

A.1.4. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Undifferentiated Rejection and Introversion

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal undifferentiated rejection and introversion via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure A.1. 4). Results of the analysis revealed that an insignificant
association between maternal indifference/neglect and introversion domain of
personality (b= .11 SE = .06, t= 1.84, p = .07). Further, maternal undifferentiated
rejection was significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .30 SE = .08, t=

3.94, p < .001) and guilt-proneness (b =-.10, SE = .04, t=-2.19, p < .05).

Analysis of effect of maternal undifferentiated rejection on introversion
indicated that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b =
.054, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .027 to .096) and guilt-proneness (b =
.016, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .002 to .045). Results showed a
significant differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness,
suggesting that shame-proneness had a more powerful effect than guilt-proneness
on the path from maternal undifferentiated rejection to introversion (b = .038, 95%

bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .003 to .083).
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Figure A.1. 4. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Maternal Undifferentiated Rejection and Introversion

A.1.5 The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Control and Introversion

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal control and introversion via shame- and guilt-proneness (see
Figure A.1. 5). Results of the analysis revealed that an insignificant association
between maternal control and introversion domain of personality (b = .02, SE = .04,
t= .54, p =.59). Further, maternal control was significantly associated with shame-

proneness (b= .16, SE= .05, t=3.42, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of maternal control on introversion indicated that there was
a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b = .029, 95% bootstrap
confidence interval (CI) .012 to .055). Guilt was not found to be a significant
mediator as evidenced by the 95% bootstrap confidence interval including zero.
Results showed a significant differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-
proneness, suggesting that shame-proneness had a more powerful effect than guilt-
proneness on the path from maternal hostility/aggression to introversion (b = .036,

95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .015 to .066).
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Figure A.1. 5. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Maternal Control and Introversion

A.1.6. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Warmth/Affection and Conscientiousness

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal warmth /affection and conscientiousness via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure A.1. 6). Results of the analysis revealed that maternal
warmth/affection was significantly associated with conscientiousness domain of
personality (b = -.07, SE = .02, t=-3.30, p = .001), suggesting a significant total
effect for maternal warmth/affection. Further, maternal warmth /affection was
significantly associated with shame-proneness (b =.10, SE= .03, t=3.15, p < .01)
and guilt-proneness (b = -.08, SE = .02, t=-4.19, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of maternal warmth /affection on conscientiousness
indicated that there was a significant indirect effect through guilt-proneness (b = -
.019, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.033 to -.009). Shame was not found
to be a significant mediator as evidenced by the 95% bootstrap confidence interval
including zero. Results showed a significant differential effect between shame-
proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that guilt-proneness had a more
powerful effect than shame-proneness on the path from maternal acceptance-
rejection to conscientiousness (b = .017, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI)

.005 to .032).
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Figure A.1. 6. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Maternal Warmth/Affection (Coldness) and Conscientiousness

A.1.7. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Hostility/Aggression and Conscientiousness

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal hostility/aggression and conscientiousness via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure A.1. 7). Results of the analysis revealed that maternal
hostility/aggression was significantly associated with conscientiousness domain of
personality (b =-.10, SE = .03, t=-3.06, p < .01), suggesting a significant total
effect for maternal hostility /aggression. Further, maternal hostility /aggression was
significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .18, SE = .05, t=3.87, p < .001)
and guilt-proneness (b = -.06, SE = .03, t=-2.12, p < .05).

Analysis of effect of maternal hostility/aggression on conscientiousness
indicated that there was a significant indirect effect through guilt-proneness (b = -
.015, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.033 to .-002). Shame was not found
to be a significant mediator as evidenced by the 95% bootstrap confidence interval
including zero. Results did not reveal a significant differential effect between
shame-proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that shame-proneness and guilt-
proneness showed similar effects on the path from maternal hostility/aggression to

conscientiousness.
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Figure A.1. 7. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Maternal Hostility/Aggression and Conscientiousness

A.1.8. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Indifference/Neglect and Conscientiousness

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal indifference/neglect and conscientiousness via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure A.1. 8). Results of the analysis revealed that maternal
indifference/neglect was significantly associated with conscientiousness domain of
personality (b =-.13, SE = .04, t = -3.38, p < .001), suggesting a significant total
effect for maternal indifference/neglect. Further, maternal indifference/neglect was
significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .15, SE = .05, t=2.76, p < .01)
and guilt-proneness (b =-.16, SE = .03, t=-5.14, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of maternal indifference/neglect on conscientiousness
indicated that there was a significant indirect effect through guilt-proneness (b = -
.038, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.065 to -.020). Shame was not found
to be a significant mediator as evidenced by the 95% bootstrap confidence interval
including zero. Results showed a significant differential effect between shame-
proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that guilt-proneness had a more
powerful effect than shame-proneness on the path from maternal
indifference/neglect to conscientiousness (b = .036, 95% bootstrap confidence

interval (CI) .014 to .063).
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Figure A.1. 8. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Maternal Indifference/Neglect and Conscientiousness

A.1.9. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Undifferentiated Rejection and Conscientiousness

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal undifferentiated rejection and conscientiousness via shame- and
guilt-proneness (see Figure A.1. 9). Results of the analysis revealed that maternal
undifferentiated rejection was significantly associated with conscientiousness
domain of personality (b = -.15, SE = .05, t=-2.82, p < .01), suggesting a significant
total effect for maternal undifferentiated rejection. Further, maternal
undifferentiated rejection was significantly associated with shame-proneness (b =
.30, SE = .08, t=3.94, p < .001) and guilt-proneness (b =-.10, SE= .04, t=-2.19, p
< .05).

Analysis of effect of maternal undifferentiated rejection on conscientiousness
indicated that there was a significant indirect effect through guilt-proneness (b = -
.025, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.057 to -.003). Shame was not found
to be a significant mediator as evidenced by the 95% bootstrap confidence interval
including zero. Results did not reveal a significant differential effect between
shame-proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that shame-proneness and guilt-
proneness showed similar effects on the path from maternal undifferentiated

rejection to conscientiousness.
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Figure A.1. 9. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Maternal Undifferentiated Rejection and Conscientiousness

A.1.10. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Control and Conscientiousness

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal control and conscientiousness via shame- and guilt-proneness
(see Figure A.1. 10). Results of the analysis revealed that an insignificant
association between maternal control and conscientiousness domain of personality
(b=.03, SE = .03, t= .83, p = .40). Further, maternal control was significantly
associated with shame-proneness (b =.16, SE = .05, t=3.42, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of maternal control on conscientiousness indicated that
neither shame nor guilt was not found to be a significant mediator as evidenced by
the 95% bootstrap confidence interval including zero. However, results showed a
significant differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness,
suggesting that guilt-proneness had a more powerful effect than shame-proneness
on the path from maternal control to conscientiousness (b = -.015, 95% bootstrap

confidence interval (CI) -.035 to -.001).
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Figure A.1. 10. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Maternal Control and Conscientiousness

A.1.11. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Warmth/Affection and Agreeableness

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal warmth /affection and agreeableness via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure A.1. 11). Results of the analysis revealed that maternal
warmth/affection was significantly associated with agreeableness domain of
personality (b =-.10, SE = .02, t = -6.60, p < .001), suggesting a significant total
effect for maternal warmth/affection. Further, maternal warmth /affection was
significantly associated with shame-proneness (b =.10, SE= .03, t=3.15, p < .01)
and guilt-proneness (b = -.08, SE = .02, t=-4.19, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of maternal warmth/affection on agreeableness indicated
that there was a significant indirect effect through guilt-proneness (b = -.024, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.038 to -.012). Shame was not found to be a
significant mediator as evidenced by the 95% bootstrap confidence interval
including zero. Results showed a significant differential effect between shame-
proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that guilt-proneness had a more
powerful effect than shame-proneness on the path from maternal warmth/affection

to agreeableness (b = .022, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .009 to .036).
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Figure A.1. 11. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Maternal Warmth/Affection (Coldness) and Agreeableness

A.1.12. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Hostility/Aggression and Agreeableness

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal hostility/aggression and agreeableness via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure A.1. 12). Results of the analysis revealed that maternal
hostility/aggression was significantly associated with agreeableness domain of
personality (b = -.06, SE = .02, t=-2.76, p < .01), suggesting a significant total
effect for maternal hostility /aggression. Further, maternal hostility/aggression was
significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .18, SE = .05, t=3.87, p < .001)
and guilt-proneness (b = -.06, SE = .03, t=-2.12, p < .05).

Analysis of effect of maternal hostility/aggression on agreeableness indicated
that there was a significant indirect effect through guilt-proneness (b =-.019, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.041 to -.001). Shame was not found to be a
significant mediator as evidenced by the 95% bootstrap confidence interval
including zero. Results did not reveal a significant differential effect between
shame-proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that shame-proneness and guilt-
proneness showed similar effects on the path from maternal hostility/aggression to

agreeableness.
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Figure A.1. 12. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Maternal Hostility/Aggression and Agreeableness

A.1.13. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Indifference/Neglect and Agreeableness

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal indifference/neglect and agreeableness via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure A.1. 13). Results of the analysis revealed that maternal
indifference/neglect was significantly associated with agreeableness domain of
personality (b =-.15, SE = .03, t = -5.80, p < .001), suggesting a significant total
effect for maternal indifference/neglect. Further, maternal indifference/neglect was
significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .15, SE = .05, t=2.76, p < .01)
and guilt-proneness (b =-.16, SE = .03, t=-5.14, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of maternal indifference/neglect on agreeableness indicated
that there was a significant indirect effect through guilt-proneness (b = -.050, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.076 to -.030). Shame was not found to be a
significant mediator as evidenced by the 95% bootstrap confidence interval
including zero. Results showed a significant differential effect between shame-
proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that guilt-proneness had a more
powerful effect than shame-proneness on the path from maternal
indifference/neglect to agreeableness (b = .046, 95% bootstrap confidence interval

(CI) .026 to .073).
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Figure A.1. 13. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Maternal Indifference/Neglect and Agreeableness

A.1.14. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Undifferentiated Rejection and Agreeableness

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal undifferentiated rejection and agreeableness via shame- and
guilt-proneness (see Figure A.1. 14). Results of the analysis revealed that maternal
undifferentiated rejection was significantly associated with agreeableness domain of
personality (b= -.12, SE = .04, t = -3.30, p = .001), suggesting a significant total
effect for maternal undifferentiated rejection. Further, maternal undifferentiated
rejection was significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .30, SE = .08, t=

3.94, p < .001) and guilt-proneness (b =-.10, SE = .04, t=-2.19, p < .05).

Analysis of effect of maternal undifferentiated rejection on agreeableness
indicated that there was a significant indirect effect through guilt-proneness (b = -
.032, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.067 to -.003). Shame was not found
to be a significant mediator as evidenced by the 95% bootstrap confidence interval
including zero. Results did not reveal a significant differential effect between
shame-proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that shame-proneness and guilt-
proneness showed similar effects on the path from maternal undifferentiated

rejection to agreeableness.

122



Shame-Proneness

b= .30, SE = .08, =-.03, SE = .02
p < .001 p=.17
Maternal
Undifferentiated o Agreeableness
Rejection g
b=-.08, SE = .04,
p<.05
b=-.10, SE = .04, b= .34, SE = .03,
p < .05 Guilt-Proneness p<.001

Figure A.1. 14. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Maternal Undifferentiated Rejection and Agreeableness

A.1.15. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Control and Agreeableness

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal control and agreeableness via shame- and guilt-proneness (see
Figure A.1. 15). Results of the analysis revealed that an insignificant association
between maternal control and agreeableness domain of personality (b = .01, SE =
.02, t= .33, p=.75), suggesting a significant total effect for maternal control.
Further, maternal control was significantly associated with shame-proneness (b =

.16, SE = .05, t= 3.42, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of maternal control on agreeableness indicated that neither
shame nor guilt was not found to be a significant mediator as evidenced by the 95%
bootstrap confidence interval including zero. Results did not reveal a significant

differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness.
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Figure A.1. 15. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Maternal Control and Agreeableness

A.1.16. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Warmth/Affection and Neuroticism

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal warmth /affection and neuroticism via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure A.1. 16). Results of the analysis revealed that maternal
warmth/affection was significantly associated with neuroticism domain of
personality (b = .09, SE = .02, t = 3.89, p < .001), suggesting a significant total
effect for maternal warmth/affection. Further, maternal warmth/affection was
significantly associated with shame-proneness (b =.10, SE= .03, t=3.15, p < .01)
and guilt-proneness (b = -.08, SE = .02, t=-4.19, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of maternal warmth /affection on neuroticism indicated that
there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b =.019, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .008 to .033) and guilt-proneness (b = .016, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .007 to .030). Results did not reveal a significant
differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that
shame-proneness and guilt-proneness showed similar effects on the path from

maternal warmth /affection to neuroticism.
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Figure A.1. 16. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Maternal Warmth/Affection (Coldness) and Neuroticism

A.1.17. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Hostility/Aggression and Neuroticism

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal hostility/aggression and neuroticism via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure A.1. 17). Results of the analysis revealed that maternal
hostility /aggression was significantly associated with neuroticism domain of
personality (b= .21, SE = .03, t= 5.97, p < .001), suggesting a significant total
effect for maternal hostility /aggression. Further, maternal hostility /aggression was
significantly associated with shame-proneness (b =.18, SE = .05, t= 3.87, p < .001)
and guilt-proneness (b = -.06, SE = .03, t=-2.12, p < .05).

Analysis of effect of maternal hostility/aggression on neuroticism indicated
that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b = .032, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .016 to .054) and guilt-proneness (b = .012, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .001 to .029). Results did not reveal a significant
differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that
shame-proneness and guilt-proneness showed similar effects on the path from

maternal hostility/aggression to neuroticism.
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Figure A.1. 17. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Maternal Hostility/Aggression and Neuroticism

A.1.18. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Indifference/Neglect and Neuroticism

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal indifference/neglect and neuroticism via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure A.1. 18). Results of the analysis revealed that maternal
indifference/neglect was significantly associated with neuroticism domain of
personality (b= .19, SE= .04, t=4.77, p < .001), suggesting a significant total
effect for maternal indifference/neglect. Further, maternal indifference/neglect was
significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .15, SE = .05, t=2.76, p < .01)
and guilt-proneness (b =-.16, SE = .03, t=-5.14, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of maternal indifference/neglect on neuroticism indicated
that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b = .028, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .011 to .051) and guilt-proneness (b = .031, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .013 to .057). Results did not reveal a significant
differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that
shame-proneness and guilt-proneness showed similar effects on the path from

maternal indifference/neglect to neuroticism.
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Figure A.1. 18. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Maternal Indifference/Neglect and Neuroticism

A.1.19. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Undifferentiated Rejection and Neuroticism

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal undifferentiated rejection and neuroticism via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure A.1. 19). Results of the analysis revealed that maternal
undifferentiated rejection was significantly associated with neuroticism domain of
personality (b = .35, SE = .06, t=6.16, p < .001), suggesting a significant total
effect for maternal undifferentiated rejection. Further, maternal undifferentiated
rejection was significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .30, SE = .08, t=

3.94, p < .001) and guilt-proneness (b =-.10, SE = .04, t=-2.19, p < .05).

Analysis of effect of maternal undifferentiated rejection on neuroticism
indicated that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b =
.053, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .028 to .091) and guilt-proneness (b =
.020, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .001 to .049). Results did not reveal a
significant differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness,
suggesting that shame-proneness and guilt-proneness showed similar effects on

the path from maternal undifferentiated rejection to neuroticism.
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Figure A.1. 19. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Maternal Undifferentiated Rejection and Neuroticism

A.1.20. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Control and Neuroticism

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal control and neuroticism via shame- and guilt-proneness (see
Figure A.1. 20). Results of the analysis revealed an insignificant association
between maternal control and neuroticism domain of personality (b = .05, SE = .04,
t=1.55, p =.12). Further, maternal control was significantly associated with

shame-proneness (b= .16, SE = .05, t= 3.42, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of maternal control on neuroticism indicated that there was
a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b = .031, 95% bootstrap
confidence interval (CI) .013 to .056). Guilt was not found to be a significant
mediator as evidenced by the 95% bootstrap confidence interval including zero.
Results showed a significant differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-
proneness, suggesting that shame-proneness had a more powerful effect than guilt-
proneness on the path from maternal acceptance-rejection to conscientiousness (b

=.041, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .017 to .070).
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Figure A.1. 20. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Maternal Control and Neuroticism

A.1.21. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Warmth/Affection and Openness to Experience

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal warmth /affection and openness to experience via shame- and
guilt-proneness (see Figure A.1. 21). Results of the analysis revealed that maternal
warmth/affection was significantly associated with openness to experience domain
of personality (b =-.07, SE = .02, t=-4.59, p < .001), suggesting a significant total
effect for maternal warmth/affection. Further, maternal warmth/affection was
significantly associated with shame-proneness (b =.10, SE= .03, t=3.15, p < .01)
and guilt-proneness (b = -.08, SE = .02, t=-4.19, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of maternal warmth/affection on openness to experience
indicated that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b =
-.017, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.030 to -.007) and guilt-proneness (b
=-.007, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.015 to -.002). Results did not
reveal a significant differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-
proneness, suggesting that shame-proneness and guilt-proneness showed similar

effects on the path from maternal warmth/affection to openness to experience.
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Figure A.1. 21. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Maternal Warmth/Affection (Coldness) and Openness to Experience

A.1.22. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Hostility/Aggression and Openness to Experience

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal hostility/aggression and openness to experience via shame- and
guilt-proneness (see Figure A.1. 22). Results of the analysis revealed that an
insignificant association between maternal hostility/aggression and openness to
experience domain of personality (b = -.02, SE = .02, t=-.97, p = .33). Further,
maternal hostility/aggression was significantly associated with shame-proneness (b
=.18, SE= .05, t= 3.87, p < .001) and guilt-proneness (b =-.06, SE = .03, t=-2.12,
p < .095).

Analysis of effect of maternal hostility/aggression on openness to experience
indicated that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b =
-.033, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.051 to -.019) and guilt-proneness (b
=-.007, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.017 to -.001). Results showed a
significant differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness,
suggesting that shame-proneness had a more powerful effect than guilt-proneness
on the path from maternal hostility/aggression to openness to experience (b = -

.026, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.046 to -.009).
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Figure A.1. 22. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Maternal Hostility/Aggression and Openness to Experience

A.1.23. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Indifference/Neglect and Openness to Experience

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal indifference/neglect and openness to experience via shame- and
guilt-proneness (see Figure A.1. 23). Results of the analysis revealed that maternal
indifference/neglect was significantly associated with openness to experience
domain of personality (b = -.08, SE = .03, t=-3.05, p < .01), suggesting a significant
total effect for maternal indifference/neglect. Further, maternal indifference/neglect
was significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .15, SE = .05, t=2.76, p <

.01) and guilt-proneness (b = -.16, SE = .03, t=-5.14, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of maternal indifference/neglect on openness to experience
indicated that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b =
-.026, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.047 to -.010) and guilt-proneness (b
=-.016, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.035 to -.005). Results did not
reveal a significant differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-
proneness, suggesting that shame-proneness and guilt-proneness showed similar

effects on the path from maternal indifference/neglect to openness to experience.

131



b=.15, SE= .05,
p<.01

Shame-Proneness

Maternal
Indifference/Neglect

[

b=-.16, SE= .03,
p<.001

b=-.04, SE= .03,
p=.13

=-.18, SE=.02
p<.001

Openness to
Experience

Guilt-Proneness

b=.10, SE= .03,
p< .01

Figure A.1. 23. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Maternal Indifference/Neglect and Openness to Experience

A.1.24. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Undifferentiated Rejection and Openness to Experience

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal undifferentiated rejection and openness to experience via shame-
and guilt-proneness (see Figure A.1. 24). Results of the analysis revealed that an
insignificant association between maternal undifferentiated rejection and openness
to experience domain of personality (b = -.06, SE = .04, t=-1.47, p = .14). Further,
maternal undifferentiated rejection was significantly associated with shame-
proneness (b = .30, SE = .08, t= 3.94, p < .001) and guilt-proneness (b =-.10, SE =
.04, t=-2.19, p < .05).

Analysis of effect of maternal undifferentiated rejection on openness to
experience indicated that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-
proneness (b = -.054, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.087 to -.029) and
guilt-proneness (b = -.011, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.030 to -.001).
Results showed a significant differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-
proneness, suggesting that shame-proneness had a more powerful effect than guilt-
proneness on the path from maternal undifferentiated rejection to openness to

experience (b = -.043, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.081 to -.013).
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Figure A.1. 24. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Maternal Undifferentiated Rejection and Openness to Experience

A.1.25. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Control and Openness to Experience

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal control and openness to experience via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure A.1. 25). Results of the analysis revealed that an insignificant
association between maternal control and openness to experience domain of
personality (b= .01, SE = .02, t= .25, p = .80). Further, maternal control was
significantly associated with shame-proneness (b= .16, SE= .05, t=3.42, p<
.001).

Analysis of effect of maternal control on openness to experience indicated that
there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b = -.029, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.049 to -.012). Guilt was not found to be a
significant mediator as evidenced by the 95% bootstrap confidence interval
including zero. Results showed a significant differential effect between shame-
proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that shame-proneness had a more
powerful effect than guilt-proneness on the path from maternal control to openness

to experience (b = -.033, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.056 to -.014).
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Figure A.1. 25. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Maternal Control and Openness to Experience

A.1.26. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Warmth/Affection and Negative Valence

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal warmth /affection and negative valence via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure A.1. 26). Results of the analysis revealed that maternal
warmth/affection was significantly associated with negative valence domain of
personality (b = .10, SE = .01, t = 8.44, p < .001), suggesting a significant total
effect for maternal warmth/affection. Further, maternal warmth /affection was
significantly associated with shame-proneness (b =.10, SE= .03, t=3.15, p < .01)
and guilt-proneness (b = -.08, SE = .02, t=-4.19, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of maternal warmth/affection on negative valence indicated
that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b = .006, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .003 to .011) and guilt-proneness (b = .016, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .008 to .027). Results showed a significant
differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that
guilt-proneness had a more powerful effect than shame-proneness on the path from
maternal acceptance warmth/affection on negative valence (b = -.010, 95%

bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.022 to -.001).
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Figure A.1. 26. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Maternal Warmth/Affection (Coldness) and Negative Valence

A.1.27. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Hostility/Aggression and Negative Valence

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal hostility/aggression and negative valence via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure A.1. 27). Results of the analysis revealed that maternal
hostility /aggression was significantly associated with negative valence domain of
personality (b= .13, SE= .02, t="7.57, p < .001), suggesting a significant total
effect for maternal hostility /aggression. Further, maternal hostility/aggression was
significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .18, SE = .05, t=3.87, p < .001)
and guilt-proneness (b = -.06, SE = .03, t=-2.12, p < .05).

Analysis of effect of maternal hostility/aggression on negative valence
indicated that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b =
.010, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .005 to .018) and guilt-proneness (b =
.013, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .001 to .028). Results did not reveal a
significant differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness,
suggesting that shame-proneness and guilt-proneness showed similar effects on

the path from maternal hostility/aggression to negative valence.

135



Shame-Proneness

b=.18, SE = .05, b=.06, SE= .01
p<.001 p<.001
Maternal - Negative Valence
Hostility /Aggression T
b=.11, SE = .02,
p<.001
b=-.06, SE = .03, b=-.23, SE= .02,
p < .05 Guilt-Proneness p<.001

Figure A.1. 27. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Maternal Hostility/Aggression and Negative Valence

A.1.28. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Indifference/Neglect and Negative Valence

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal indifference/neglect and negative valence via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure A.1. 28). Results of the analysis revealed that maternal
indifference/neglect was significantly associated with negative valence domain of
personality (b= .18, SE= .02, t=9.16, p < .001), suggesting a significant total
effect for maternal indifference/neglect. Further, maternal indifference/neglect was
significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .15, SE = .05, t=2.76, p < .01)
and guilt-proneness (b =-.16, SE = .03, t=-5.14, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of maternal indifference/neglect on negative valence
indicated that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b =
.009, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .003 to .017) and guilt-proneness (b =
.032, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .017 to .050). Results showed a
significant differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness,
suggesting that guilt-proneness had a more powerful effect than shame-proneness
on the path from maternal indifference/neglect to negative valence (b = -.023, 95%

bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.043 to -.007).
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Figure A.1. 28. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Maternal Indifference/Neglect and Negative Valence

A.1.29. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Undifferentiated Rejection and Negative Valence

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal undifferentiated rejection and negative valence via shame- and
guilt-proneness (see Figure A.1. 29). Results of the analysis revealed that maternal
undifferentiated rejection was significantly associated with negative valence domain
of personality (b = .21, SE= .03, t=7.56, p < .001), suggesting a significant total
effect for maternal undifferentiated rejection. Further, maternal undifferentiated
rejection was significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .30, SE = .08, t=

3.94, p < .001) and guilt-proneness (b =-.10, SE = .04, t=-2.19, p < .05).

Analysis of effect of maternal undifferentiated rejection on negative valence
indicated that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b =
.017, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .008 to .030) and guilt-proneness (b =
.022, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .002 to .047). Results did not reveal a
significant differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness,
suggesting that shame-proneness and guilt-proneness showed similar effects on

the path from maternal undifferentiated rejection to negative valence.
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Figure A.1. 29. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Maternal Undifferentiated Rejection and Negative Valence

A.1.30. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Control and Negative Valence

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal control and negative valence via shame- and guilt-proneness (see
Figure A.1. 30). Results of the analysis revealed that maternal control was
significantly associated with negative valence domain of personality (b = .05, SE =
.02, t=3.08, p < .01), suggesting a significant total effect for maternal control.
Further, maternal control was significantly associated with shame-proneness (b =

.16, SE = .05, t= 3.42, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of maternal control on negative valence indicated that there
was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b = .010, 95% bootstrap
confidence interval (CI) .004 to .020). Guilt was not found to be a significant
mediator as evidenced by the 95% bootstrap confidence interval including zero.
Results showed a significant differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-
proneness, suggesting that shame-proneness had a more powerful effect than guilt-
proneness on the path from maternal control to negative valence (b = .020, 95%

bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .006 to .037).
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Figure A.1. 30. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Maternal Control and Negative Valence

A.1.31. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Warmth/Affection and Psychopathology

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal warmth /affection and psychopathology via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure A.1. 31). Results of the analysis revealed that maternal
warmth/affection was significantly associated with psychopathology (b = .69, SE =
.13, t=5.40, p < .001), suggesting a significant total effect for maternal
warmth/affection. Further, maternal warmth /affection was significantly associated
with shame-proneness (b= .10, SE = .03, t= 3.15, p < .01) and guilt-proneness (b =
-.08, SE=.02, t=-4.19, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of maternal warmth/affection on psychopathology indicated
that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b =.133, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .057 to .224) and guilt-proneness (b = .066, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .022 to .134). Results did not reveal a significant
differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that
shame-proneness and guilt-proneness showed similar effects on the path from

maternal warmth /affection to psychopathology.
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Figure A.1. 31. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Maternal Warmth/Affection (Coldness) and Psychopathology

A.1.32. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Hostility/Aggression and Psychopathology

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal hostility/aggression and psychopathology via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure A.1. 32). Results of the analysis revealed that maternal
hostility /aggression was significantly associated with psychopathology (b = 1.31, SE
=.19, t=7.00, p < .001), suggesting a significant total effect for maternal
hostility /aggression. Further, maternal hostility/aggression was significantly
associated with shame-proneness (b =.18, SE = .05, t= 3.87, p < .001) and guilt-
proneness (b =-.06, SE= .03, t=-2.12, p < .05).

Analysis of effect of maternal hostility/aggression on psychopathology
indicated that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b =
.230, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .123 to .362) and guilt-proneness (b =
.052, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .007 to .138). Results showed a
significant differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness,
suggesting that shame-proneness had a more powerful effect than guilt-proneness
on the path from maternal hostility/aggression to psychopathology (b = .178, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .043 to .320).
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p < .05 Guilt-Proneness p < .001

Figure A.1. 32. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Maternal Hostility/Aggression and Psychopathology

A.1.33. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Indifference/Neglect and Psychopathology

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal indifference/neglect and psychopathology via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure A.1. 33). Results of the analysis revealed that maternal
indifference/neglect was significantly associated with psychopathology (b = 1.29,
SE = .22, t=5.91, p < .001), suggesting a significant total effect for maternal
indifference/neglect. Further, maternal indifference/neglect was significantly
associated with shame-proneness (b =.15, SE= .05, t=2.76, p < .01) and guilt-
proneness (b=-.16, SE = .03, t=-5.14, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of maternal indifference/neglect on psychopathology
indicated that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b =
.199, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .075 to .344) and guilt-proneness (b =
.125, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .035 to .254). Results did not reveal a
significant differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness,
suggesting that shame-proneness and guilt-proneness showed similar effects on

the path from maternal indifference/neglect to psychopathology.
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Figure A.1. 33. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Maternal Indifference/Neglect and Psychopathology

A.1.34. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Undifferentiated Rejection and Psychopathology

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal undifferentiated rejection and psychopathology via shame- and
guilt-proneness (see Figure A.1. 34). Results of the analysis revealed that maternal
undifferentiated rejection was significantly associated with psychopathology (b =
2.18, SE= .31, t=7.14, p < .001), suggesting a significant total effect for maternal
undifferentiated rejection. Further, maternal undifferentiated rejection was
significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .30, SE = .08, t=3.94, p < .001)
and guilt-proneness (b =-.10, SE = .04, t=-2.19, p < .05).

Analysis of effect of maternal undifferentiated rejection on psychopathology
indicated that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b =
.382, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .200 to .617) and guilt-proneness (b =
.087, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .009 to .236). Results showed a
significant differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness,
suggesting that shame-proneness had a more powerful effect than guilt-proneness
on the path from maternal undifferentiated rejection to psychopathology (b = .295,
95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .074 to .553).
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Figure A.1. 34. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Maternal Undifferentiated Rejection and Psychopathology

A.1.35. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Maternal Control and Psychopathology

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal control and psychopathology via shame- and guilt-proneness (see
Figure A.1. 35). Results of the analysis revealed that maternal control was
significantly associated with psychopathology (b = .77, SE= .19, t=4.08, p < .001),
suggesting a significant total effect for maternal control. Further, maternal control
was significantly associated with shame-proneness (b =.16, SE = .05, t=3.42, p<
.001).

Analysis of effect of maternal control on psychopathology indicated that there
was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b = .214, 95% bootstrap
confidence interval (CI) .089 to .367) Guilt was not found to be a significant
mediator as evidenced by the 95% bootstrap confidence interval including zero.
Results showed a significant differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-
proneness, suggesting that shame-proneness had a more powerful effect than guilt-
proneness on the path from maternal control to psychopathology (b = .260, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .116 to .435).
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Figure A.1. 35. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Maternal Control and Psychopathology

A.2. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between
Subscales of Paternal Acceptance - Rejection/Control and Personality

Domains and Psychopathology

A.2.1. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Warmth/Affection and Introversion

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between paternal warmth/affection and introversion via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure A.2. 1). Results of the analysis revealed that paternal
warmth/affection was significantly associated with introversion domain of
personality (b = .08, SE = .02, t = 4.29, p < .001), suggesting a significant total
effect for paternal warmth/affection. Further, paternal warmth /affection was
significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .07, SE = .02, t= 3.04, p < .01)
and guilt-proneness (b = -.06, SE = .01, t=-4.08, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of paternal warmth/affection on introversion indicated that
there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b =.013, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .004 to .024) and guilt-proneness (b = .008, 95%

bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .002 to .019). Results did not reveal a significant
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differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that
shame-proneness and guilt-proneness showed similar effects on the path from

paternal warmth /affection to introversion.

Shame-Proneness

b=.07, SE = .02, b=.17, SE= .03
p<.01 p<.001
Paternal R Introversion
Coldness v
b= .06, SE = .02,
p<.01
=-.06, SE= .01, =-.14, SE = .06,
p<.001 Guilt-Proneness p< .05

Figure A.2. 1. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Paternal Warmth/Affection (Coldness) and Introversion

A.2.2. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Hostility/Aggression and Introversion

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between paternal hostility/aggression and introversion via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure A.2. 2). Results of the analysis revealed that an insignificant
association between paternal hostility /aggression and introversion domain of
personality (b = .06, SE = .04, t= 1.67, p = .10). Further, paternal
hostility/aggression was significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .20, SE
=.04, t=4.55, p < .001) and guilt-proneness (b=-.11, SE= .03, t=-4.47, p <
.001).

Analysis of effect of paternal hostility/aggression on introversion indicated
that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b =.037, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .018 to .062) and guilt-proneness (b = .020, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .007 to .041). Results did not reveal a significant

differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that
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shame-proneness and guilt-proneness showed similar effects on the path from

paternal hostility/aggression to introversion.

Shame-Proneness

b= .20, SE = .04, b=.19, SE=.03
p<.001 p<.001
Paternal R Introversion
Hostility / Aggression g
b= .00, SE = .04,
p=.93
b=-.11, SE = .03, b=-.17, SE = .06,
p < .001 Guilt-Proneness p< .01

Figure A.2. 2. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Paternal Hostility/Aggression and Introversion

A.2.3. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Indifference/Neglect and Introversion

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between paternal indifference/neglect and introversion via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure A.2. 3). Results of the analysis revealed that paternal
indifference/neglect was significantly associated with introversion domain of
personality (b= .13, SE = .03, t=4.13 p < .001), suggesting a significant total effect
for paternal indifference/neglect. Further, paternal indifference/neglect was
significantly associated with shame-proneness (b =.12, SE= .04 t= 3.03, p < .01)
and guilt-proneness (b =-.09 SE = .02, t=-4.08, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of paternal indifference/neglect on introversion indicated
that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b = .021, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .007 to .041) and guilt-proneness (b = .013, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .003 to .029). Results did not reveal a significant
differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that
shame-proneness and guilt-proneness showed similar effects on the path from

paternal indifference /neglect to introversion.
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Figure A.2. 3. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Paternal Indifference/Neglect and Introversion

A.2.4. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Undifferentiated Rejection and Introversion

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between paternal undifferentiated rejection and introversion via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure A.2. 4). Results of the analysis revealed that paternal
undifferentiated rejection was significantly associated with introversion domain of
personality (b= .11, SE = .06, t = 2.00, p < .05), suggesting a significant total effect
for paternal undifferentiated rejection. Further, paternal undifferentiated rejection
was significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .30, SE = .07, t=4.38, p<

.001) and guilt-proneness (b =-.16, SE = .04, t=-4.18, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of paternal undifferentiated rejection on introversion
indicated that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b =
.054, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .026 to .094) and guilt-proneness (b =
.028, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .009 to .060). Results did not reveal a
significant differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness,
suggesting that shame-proneness and guilt-proneness showed similar effects on

the path from paternal undifferentiated rejection to introversion.
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Figure A.2. 4. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Paternal Undifferentiated Rejection and Introversion

A.2.5. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Control and Introversion

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between paternal control and introversion via shame- and guilt-proneness (see
Figure A.2. 5). Results of the analysis revealed that an insignificant association
between paternal control and introversion domain of personality (b = -.02, SE = .03,

=-.51 p = .61), suggesting a significant total effect for paternal control. Further,
paternal control was significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .09, SE =
.04, t=2.05, p < .05).

Analysis of effect of paternal control on extraversion indicated that there was
a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b =.017, 95% bootstrap
confidence interval (CI) .002 to .038). Guilt was not found to be a significant
mediator as evidenced by the 95% bootstrap confidence interval including zero.
Results did not reveal a significant differential effect between shame-proneness and
guilt-proneness, suggesting that shame-proneness and guilt-proneness showed

similar effects on the path from paternal control to introversion.
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p=.71 Guilt-Proneness p< .01

Figure A.2. 5. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Paternal Control and Introversion

A.2.6. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Warmth/Affection and Conscientiousness

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between paternal warmth/affection and conscientiousness via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure A.2. 6). Results of the analysis revealed that paternal
warmth/affection was significantly associated with conscientiousness domain of
personality (b = -.05, SE = .02, t=-2.99, p < .01), suggesting a significant total
effect for paternal warmth/affection. Further, paternal warmth /affection was
significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .07, SE = .02, t= 3.04, p < .01)
and guilt-proneness (b = -.06, SE = .01, t=-4.08, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of paternal warmth/affection on conscientiousness indicated
that there was a significant indirect effect through guilt-proneness (b = -.014, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.026 to -.007). Shame was not found to be a
significant mediator as evidenced by the 95% bootstrap confidence interval
including zero. Results showed a significant differential effect between shame-
proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that guilt-proneness had a more
powerful effect than shame-proneness on the path from paternal warmth /affection
on conscientiousness (b = .013, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .040 to

.025).
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Figure A.2. 6. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Paternal Warmth/Affection (Coldness) and Conscientiousness

A.2.7. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Hostility/Aggression and Conscientiousness

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between paternal hostility/aggression and conscientiousness via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure A.2. 7). Results of the analysis revealed that paternal
hostility/aggression was significantly associated with conscientiousness domain of
personality (b= -.12, SE = .03, t=-3.94, p < .001), suggesting a significant total
effect for paternal hostility/aggression. Further, paternal hostility/aggression was
significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .20, SE = .04, t=4.55, p < .001)
and guilt-proneness (b =-.11, SE= .03, t=-4.47, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of paternal hostility /aggression on conscientiousness
indicated that there was a significant indirect effect through guilt-proneness (b = -
.027, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.050 to -.013). Shame was not found
to be a significant mediator as evidenced by the 95% bootstrap confidence interval
including zero. Results showed a significant differential effect between shame-
proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that guilt-proneness had a more
powerful effect than shame-proneness on the path from paternal
hostility/aggression on conscientiousness (b = .025, 95% bootstrap confidence

interval (CI) .006 to .048).
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Figure A.2. 7. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Paternal Hostility/Aggression and Conscientiousness

A.2.8. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Indifference/Neglect and Conscientiousness

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between maternal paternal indifference/neglect and conscientiousness via shame-
and guilt-proneness (see Figure A.2. 8). Results of the analysis revealed that
paternal indifference/neglect was significantly associated with conscientiousness
domain of personality (b = -.10, SE = .03, t=-3.37, p < .001), suggesting a
significant total effect for paternal indifference/neglect. Further, paternal
indifference/neglect was significantly associated with shame-proneness (b =.12, SE

=.04 t= 3.03, p < .01) and guilt-proneness (b =-.09 SE = .02, t=-4.08, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of paternal indifference/neglect on conscientiousness
indicated that there was a significant indirect effect through guilt-proneness (b = -
.023, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.043 to -.011). Shame was not found
to be a significant mediator as evidenced by the 95% bootstrap confidence interval
including zero. Results showed a significant differential effect between shame-
proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that guilt-proneness had a more
powerful effect than shame-proneness on the path from paternal
indifference/neglect to conscientiousness (b = .021, 95% bootstrap confidence

interval (CI) .007 to .040).
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Figure A.2. 8. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Paternal Indifference/Neglect and Conscientiousness

A.2.9. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Undifferentiated Rejection and Conscientiousness

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between paternal undifferentiated rejection and conscientiousness via shame- and
guilt-proneness (see Figure A.2. 9). Results of the analysis revealed that paternal
undifferentiated rejection was significantly associated with conscientiousness
domain of personality (b = -.18, SE = .05, t=-3.76, p < .001), suggesting a
significant total effect for paternal undifferentiated rejection. Further, paternal
undifferentiated rejection was significantly associated with shame-proneness (b =
.30, SE = .07, t=4.38, p < .001) and guilt-proneness (b =-.16, SE= .04, t=-4.18, p
< .001).

Analysis of effect of paternal undifferentiated rejection on conscientiousness
indicated that there was a significant indirect effect through guilt-proneness (b = -
.040, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.076 to -.018). Shame was not found
to be a significant mediator as evidenced by the 95% bootstrap confidence interval
including zero. Results showed a significant differential effect between shame-
proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that guilt-proneness had a more
powerful effect than shame-proneness on the path from paternal undifferentiated
rejection to conscientiousness (b = .037, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI)

.008 to .073).
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Figure A.2. 9. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Paternal Undifferentiated Rejection and Conscientiousness

A.2.10. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Control and Conscientiousness

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between paternal control and conscientiousness via shame- and guilt-proneness
(see Figure A.2. 10). Results of the analysis revealed that paternal control was
significantly associated with conscientiousness domain of personality (b = -.02, SE
= .03, t=-.63, p < .53), suggesting a significant total effect for paternal control.
Further, paternal control was significantly associated with shame-proneness (b =
.09, SE = .04, t= 2.05, p < .05).

Analysis of effect of paternal control on conscientiousness indicated that
neither shame nor guilt was not found to be a significant mediator as evidenced by

the 95% bootstrap confidence intervals including zero.
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Figure A.2. 10. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Paternal Control and Conscientiousness

A.2.11. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Warmth/Affection and Agreeableness

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between paternal warmth/affection and agreeableness via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure A.2. 11). Results of the analysis revealed that paternal
warmth/affection was significantly associated with agreeableness domain of
personality (b = -.08, SE = .01, t=-7.18, p < .001), suggesting a significant total
effect for paternal warmth/affection. Further, paternal warmth/affection was
significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .07, SE = .02, t=3.04, p < .01)
and guilt-proneness (b = -.06, SE = .01, t=-4.08, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of paternal warmth/affection on agreeableness indicated
that there was a significant indirect effect through guilt-proneness (b = -.018, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.028 to -.009). Shame was not found to be a
significant mediator as evidenced by the 95% bootstrap confidence interval
including zero. Results showed a significant differential effect between shame-
proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that guilt-proneness had a more
powerful effect than shame-proneness on the path paternal warmth/affection to

agreeableness (b = .017, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .007 to .027).
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Figure A.2. 11. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Paternal Warmth/Affection (Coldness) and Agreeableness

A.2.12. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Hostility/Aggression and Agreeableness

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between paternal hostility/aggression and agreeableness via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure A.2. 12). Results of the analysis revealed that paternal
hostility/aggression was significantly associated with agreeableness domain of
personality (b =-.10, SE = .02, t=-4.78, p < .001), suggesting a significant total
effect for paternal hostility/aggression. Further, paternal hostility/aggression was
significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .20, SE = .04, t=4.55, p < .001)
and guilt-proneness (b =-.11, SE= .03, t=-4.47, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of paternal hostility/aggression on agreeableness indicated
that there was a significant indirect effect through guilt-proneness (b = -.037, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.059 to -.019). Shame was not found to be a
significant mediator as evidenced by the 95% bootstrap confidence interval
including zero. Results showed a significant differential effect between shame-
proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that guilt-proneness had a more
powerful effect than shame-proneness on the path from paternal
hostility/aggression to agreeableness (b = .032, 95% bootstrap confidence interval

(CI) .012 to .055).
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Figure A.2. 12. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Paternal Hostility/Aggression and Agreeableness

A.2.13. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Indifference/Neglect and Agreeableness

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between paternal indifference/neglect and agreeableness via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure A.2. 13). Results of the analysis revealed that paternal
indifference/neglect was significantly associated with agreeableness domain of
personality (b= -.13, SE = .02, t=-6.69, p < .001), suggesting a significant total
effect for paternal indifference/neglect. Further, paternal indifference/neglect was
significantly associated with shame-proneness (b =.12, SE= .04 t= 3.03, p <.01)
and guilt-proneness (b =-.09 SE = .02, t=-4.08, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of paternal indifference/neglect on agreeableness indicated
that there was a significant indirect effect through guilt-proneness (b = -.029, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.047 to -.015). Shame was not found to be a
significant mediator as evidenced by the 95% bootstrap confidence interval
including zero. Results showed a significant differential effect between shame-
proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that guilt-proneness had a more
powerful effect than shame-proneness on the path from paternal
indifference/neglect to agreeableness (b = .027, 95% bootstrap confidence interval
(CI) .012 to .045.
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Figure A.2. 13. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Paternal Indifference/Neglect and Agreeableness

A.2.14. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Undifferentiated Rejection and Agreeableness

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between paternal undifferentiated rejection and agreeableness via shame- and
guilt-proneness (see Figure A.2. 14). Results of the analysis revealed that paternal
undifferentiated rejection was significantly associated with agreeableness domain of
personality (b =-.15, SE = .03, t=-4.50, p < .001), suggesting a significant total
effect for paternal undifferentiated rejection. Further, paternal undifferentiated
rejection was significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .30, SE = .07, t=

4.38, p < .001) and guilt-proneness (b =-.16, SE = .04, t = -4.18, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of paternal undifferentiated rejection on agreeableness
indicated that there was a significant indirect effect through guilt-proneness (b = -
.054, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.087 to -.026). Shame was not found
to be a significant mediator as evidenced by the 95% bootstrap confidence interval
including zero. Results showed a significant differential effect between shame-
proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that guilt-proneness had a more
powerful effect than shame-proneness on the path from paternal undifferentiated
rejection on agreeableness (b = .047, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .017 to

.081).
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Figure A.2. 14. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Paternal Undifferentiated Rejection and Agreeableness

A.2.15. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Control and Agreeableness

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between paternal control and agreeableness via shame- and guilt-proneness (see
Figure A.2. 15). Results of the analysis revealed that an insignificant association
between paternal control and agreeableness domain of personality (b = .01, SE =
.02, t= .33, p <.74). Further, paternal control was significantly associated with

shame-proneness (b = .09, SE = .04, t = 2.05, p < .05).

Analysis of effect of paternal control on agreeableness indicated that neither
shame nor guilt was not found to be a significant mediator as evidenced by the 95%

bootstrap confidence interval including zero.
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Figure A.2. 15. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Paternal Control and Agreeableness

A.2.16. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Warmth/Affection and Neuroticism

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between paternal warmth /affection and neuroticism via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure A.2. 16). Results of the analysis revealed that paternal
warmth/affection was significantly associated with neuroticism domain of
personality (b = .06, SE = .02, t= 3.29, p < .01), suggesting a significant total effect
for paternal warmth/affection. Further, paternal warmth/affection was significantly
associated with shame-proneness (b = .07, SE= .02, t=3.04, p < .01) and guilt-
proneness (b =-.06, SE = .01, t=-4.08, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of paternal warmth /affection on neuroticism indicated that
there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b =.015, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .005 to .027) and guilt-proneness (b = .012, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .005 to .023). Results did not reveal a significant
differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that
shame-proneness and guilt-proneness showed similar effects on the path from

paternal warmth/affection to neuroticism.
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Figure A.2. 16. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Paternal Warmth/Affection (Coldness) and Neuroticism

A.2.17. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Hostility/Aggression and Neuroticism

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between paternal hostility/aggression and neuroticism via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure A.2. 17). Results of the analysis revealed that paternal
hostility /aggression was significantly associated with neuroticism domain of
personality (b = .20, SE = .03, t= 6.08, p < .001), suggesting a significant total
effect for paternal hostility/aggression. Further, paternal hostility/aggression was
significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .20, SE = .04, t=4.55, p < .001)
and guilt-proneness (b =-.11, SE= .03, t=-4.47, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of paternal hostility /aggression on neuroticism indicated
that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b = .035, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .017 to .059) and guilt-proneness (b = .021, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .009 to .041). Results did not reveal a significant
differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that
shame-proneness and guilt-proneness showed similar effects on the path from

paternal hostility/aggression to neuroticism.
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Figure A.2. 17. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Paternal Hostility/Aggression and Neuroticism

A.2.18. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Indifference/Neglect and Neuroticism

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between paternal indifference/neglect and neuroticism via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure A.2. 18). Results of the analysis revealed that paternal
indifference/neglect was significantly associated with neuroticism domain of
personality (b = .15, SE= .03, t=5.17, p < .001), suggesting a significant total
effect for paternal indifference/neglect. Further, paternal indifference/neglect was
significantly associated with shame-proneness (b =.12, SE= .04 t= 3.03, p < .01)
and guilt-proneness (b =-.09 SE = .02, t=-4.08, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of paternal indifference/neglect on neuroticism indicated
that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b = .023, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .008 to .043) and guilt-proneness (b = .019, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .007 to .036). Results did not reveal a significant
differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that
shame-proneness and guilt-proneness showed similar effects on the path from

paternal indifference /neglect to neuroticism.
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Figure A.2. 18. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Paternal Indifference/Neglect and Neuroticism

A.2.19. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Undifferentiated Rejection and Neuroticism

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between paternal undifferentiated rejection and neuroticism via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure A.2. 19). Results of the analysis revealed that paternal
undifferentiated rejection was significantly associated with neuroticism domain of
personality (b = .32, SE = .05, t= 6.25, p < .001), suggesting a significant total
effect for paternal undifferentiated rejection. Further, paternal undifferentiated
rejection was significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .30, SE = .07, t=

4.38, p < .001) and guilt-proneness (b =-.16, SE = .04, t = -4.18, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of paternal undifferentiated rejection on neuroticism
indicated that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b =
.052, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .026 to .089) and guilt-proneness (b =
.031, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .012 to .062). Results did not reveal a
significant differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness,
suggesting that shame-proneness and guilt-proneness showed similar effects on

the path from paternal undifferentiated rejection to neuroticism.
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Figure A.2. 19. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Paternal Undifferentiated Rejection and Neuroticism

A.2.20. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Control and Neuroticism

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between paternal control and neuroticism via shame- and guilt-proneness (see
Figure A.2. 20). Results of the analysis revealed that paternal control was
significantly associated with neuroticism domain of personality (b = .07, SE = .03, t
= 2.07, p < .05), suggesting a significant total effect for paternal control. Further,
paternal control was significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .09, SE =
.04, t=2.05, p < .05).

Analysis of effect of paternal control on neuroticism indicated that there was a
significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b = .018, 95% bootstrap
confidence interval (CI) .001 to .039). Guilt was not found to be a significant
mediator as evidenced by the 95% bootstrap confidence interval including zero.
Results did not reveal a significant differential effect between shame-proneness and
guilt-proneness, suggesting that shame-proneness and guilt-proneness showed

similar effects on the path from paternal control to neuroticism.
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Figure A.2. 20. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Paternal Control and Neuroticism

A.2.21. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Warmth/Affection and Openness to Experience

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between paternal warmth/affection and openness to experience via shame- and
guilt-proneness (see Figure A.2. 21). Results of the analysis revealed that paternal
warmth/affection was significantly associated with openness to experience domain
of personality (b =-.06, SE = .01, t=-4.53 p < .001), suggesting a significant total
effect for paternal warmth/affection. Further, paternal warmth/affection was
significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .07, SE = .02, t= 3.04, p < .01)
and guilt-proneness (b = -.06, SE = .01, t=-4.08, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of paternal warmth/affection on openness to experience
indicated that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b =
-.013, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.023 to -.005) and guilt-proneness (b
=-.005, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.012 to -.002). Results did not
reveal a significant differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-
proneness, suggesting that shame-proneness and guilt-proneness showed similar

effects on the path from paternal warmth/affection to openness to experience.
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Figure A.2. 21. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Paternal Warmth/Affection (Coldness) and Openness to Experience

A.2.22. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Hostility/Aggression and Openness to Experience

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between paternal hostility/aggression and openness to experience via shame- and
guilt-proneness (see Figure A.2. 22). Results of the analysis revealed that paternal
hostility/aggression was significantly associated with openness to experience
domain of personality (b = -.07, SE = .02, t=-3.10, p < .01), suggesting a significant
total effect for paternal hostility/aggression. Further, paternal hostility/aggression
was significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .20, SE = .04, t=4.55, p <

.001) and guilt-proneness (b =-.11, SE= .03, t=-4.47, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of paternal hostility /aggression on openness to experience
indicated that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b =
-.035, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.056 to -.019) and guilt-proneness (b
=-.012, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.025 to -.004). Results showed a
significant differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness,
suggesting that shame-proneness had a more powerful effect than guilt-proneness
on the path from paternal hostility /aggression to openness to experience (b = -.023,

95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.046 to -.002).
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Figure A.2. 22. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Paternal Hostility/Aggression and Openness to Experience

A.2.23. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Indifference/Neglect and Openness to Experience

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between paternal indifference/neglect and openness to experience via shame- and
guilt-proneness (see Figure A.2. 23). Results of the analysis revealed that paternal
indifference/neglect was significantly associated with openness to experience
domain of personality (b = -.07, SE = .02, t=-3.60, p < .001), suggesting a
significant total effect for paternal indifference/neglect. Further, paternal
indifference/neglect was significantly associated with shame-proneness (b =.12, SE

=.04 t= 3.03, p < .01) and guilt-proneness (b =-.09 SE = .02, t=-4.08, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of paternal indifference/neglect on openness to experience
indicated that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b =
-.021, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.039 to -.007) and guilt-proneness (b
=-.009, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.020 to -.003). Results did not
reveal a significant differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-
proneness, suggesting that shame-proneness and guilt-proneness showed similar

effects on the path from paternal indifference/neglect to openness to experience.
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Figure A.2. 23. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Paternal Indifference/Neglect and Openness to Experience

A.2.24. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Undifferentiated Rejection and Openness to Experience

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between paternal undifferentiated rejection and openness to experience via shame-
and guilt-proneness (see Figure A.2. 24). Results of the analysis revealed that
paternal undifferentiated rejection was significantly associated with openness to
experience domain of personality (b =-.09, SE = .03, t=-2.68 p < .01), suggesting a
significant total effect for paternal undifferentiated rejection. Further, paternal
undifferentiated rejection was significantly associated with shame-proneness (b =
.30, SE = .07, t=4.38, p < .001) and guilt-proneness (b =-.16, SE= .04, t=-4.18, p
< .001).

Analysis of effect of paternal undifferentiated rejection on openness to
experience indicated that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-
proneness (b = -.053, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.086 to -.028) and
guilt-proneness (b = -.018, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.039 to -.006).
Results showed a significant differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-
proneness, suggesting that shame-proneness had a more powerful effect than guilt-
proneness on the path from paternal undifferentiated rejection to openness to

experience (b = -.035, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.071 to -.004).
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Figure A.2. 24. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Paternal Undifferentiated Rejection and Openness to Experience

A.2.25. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Control and Openness to Experience

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between paternal control and openness to experience via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure A.2. 25). Results of the analysis revealed that an insignificant
association between paternal control and openness to experience domain of
personality (b =-.01, SE = .02, t=-.51, p = .61). Further, paternal control was
significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .09, SE = .04, t=2.05, p < .05).

Analysis of effect of paternal control on openness to experience indicated that
there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b = -.016, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.033 to -.001). Guilt was not found to be a
significant mediator as evidenced by the 95% bootstrap confidence interval
including zero. Results did not reveal a significant differential effect between
shame-proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that shame-proneness and guilt-
proneness showed similar effects on the path from paternal control to openness to

experience.
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Figure A.2. 25. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Paternal Control and Openness to Experience

A.2.26. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Warmth/Affection and Negative Valence

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between paternal warmth/affection and negative valence via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure A.2. 26). Results of the analysis revealed that paternal
warmth/affection was significantly associated with negative valence domain of
personality (b = .06, SE = .01, t=6.77, p < .001), suggesting a significant total
effect for paternal warmth/affection. Further, paternal warmth /affection was
significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .07, SE = .02, t= 3.04, p < .01)
and guilt-proneness (b = -.06, SE = .01, t=-4.08, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of paternal warmth/affection on negative valence indicated
that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b = .005, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .002 to .009) and guilt-proneness (b = .013, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .007 to .021). Results showed a significant
differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that
guilt-proneness had a more powerful effect than shame-proneness on the path from
paternal warmth/affection to negative valence (b = -.008, 95% bootstrap confidence

interval (CI) -.017 to -.001).
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Figure A.2. 26. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Paternal Warmth/Affection (Coldness) and Negative Valence

A.2.27. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Hostility/Aggression and Negative Valence

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between paternal hostility/aggression and negative valence via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure A.2. 27). Results of the analysis revealed that paternal
hostility /aggression was significantly associated with negative valence domain of
personality (b= .12, SE= .02, t=7.76, p < .001), suggesting a significant total
effect for paternal hostility/aggression. Further, paternal hostility/aggression was
significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .20, SE = .04, t=4.55, p < .001)
and guilt-proneness (b =-.11, SE= .03, t=-4.47, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of paternal hostility /aggression on negative valence
indicated that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b =
.011, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .005 to .019) and guilt-proneness (b =
.024, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .012 to .040). Results did not reveal a
significant differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness,
suggesting that shame-proneness and guilt-proneness showed similar effects on

the path from paternal hostility/aggression to negative valence.
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Figure A.2. 27. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Paternal Hostility/Aggression and Negative Valence

A.2.28. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Indifference/Neglect and Negative Valence

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between paternal indifference/neglect and negative valence via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure A.2. 28). Results of the analysis revealed that paternal
indifference/neglect was significantly associated with negative valence domain of
personality (b= .11, SE= .01, t="7.77, p < .001), suggesting a significant total
effect for paternal indifference/neglect. Further, paternal indifference/neglect was
significantly associated with shame-proneness (b =.12, SE= .04 t= 3.03, p <.01)
and guilt-proneness (b =-.09 SE = .02, t=-4.08, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of paternal indifference/neglect on negative valence
indicated that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b =
.007, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .003 to .014) and guilt-proneness (b =
.020, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .010 to .033). Results showed a
significant differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness,
suggesting that guilt-proneness had a more powerful effect than shame-proneness
on the path from paternal indifference/neglect to negative valence (b = -.013, 95%

bootstrap confidence interval (CI) -.026 to -.001).
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Figure A.2. 28. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Paternal Indifference/Neglect and Negative Valence

A.2.29. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Undifferentiated Rejection and Negative Valence

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between paternal undifferentiated rejection and negative valence via shame- and
guilt-proneness (see Figure A.2. 29). Results of the analysis revealed that paternal
undifferentiated rejection was significantly associated with negative valence domain
of personality (b = .20, SE = .03, t=8.02, p < .001), suggesting a significant total
effect for paternal undifferentiated rejection. Further, paternal undifferentiated
rejection was significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .30, SE = .07, t=

4.38, p < .001) and guilt-proneness (b =-.16, SE = .04, t = -4.18, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of paternal undifferentiated rejection on negative valence
indicated that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b =
.016, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .008 to .029) and guilt-proneness (b =
.035, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .016 to .059). Results did not reveal a
significant differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness,
suggesting that shame-proneness and guilt-proneness showed similar effects on

the path from paternal undifferentiated rejection to negative valence.
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Figure A.2. 29. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Paternal Undifferentiated Rejection and Negative Valence

A.2.30. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Control and Negative Valence

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between paternal control and negative valence via shame- and guilt-proneness (see
Figure A.2. 30). Results of the analysis revealed that paternal control was
significantly associated with negative valence domain of personality (b = .03, SE =
.02, t=2.00, p < .05), suggesting a significant total effect for paternal control.
Further, paternal control was significantly associated with shame-proneness (b =
.09, SE = .04, t=2.05, p < .05).

Analysis of effect of paternal control on negative valence indicated that there
was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b = .006, 95% bootstrap
confidence interval (CI) .001 to .014). Guilt was not found to be a significant
mediator as evidenced by the 95% bootstrap confidence interval including zero.
Results did not reveal a significant differential effect between shame-proneness and
guilt-proneness, suggesting that shame-proneness and guilt-proneness showed

similar effects on the path from paternal control to negative valence.
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Shame-Proneness

b=.09, SE = .04, b=.07, SE= .01
p< .05 p<.001
Paternal Control - Negative Valence

b=.02, SE=.02,
p=.11

b=-.01, SE = .02, b=-.24, SE = .03,
p=.71 Guilt-Proneness p<.001

Figure A.2. 30. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Paternal Control and Negative Valence

A.2.31. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Warmth/Affection and Psychopathology

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between paternal warmth/affection and psychopathology via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure A.2. 31). Results of the analysis revealed that paternal
warmth/affection was significantly associated with psychopathology (b = .45, SE =
.10, t=4.48, p < .001), suggesting a significant total effect for paternal
warmth/affection. Further, paternal warmth/affection was significantly associated
with shame-proneness (b = .07, SE = .02, t = 3.04, p < .01) and guilt-proneness (b =
-.06, SE = .01, t=-4.08, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of paternal warmth/affection on psychopathology indicated
that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b =.102, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .036 to .182) and guilt-proneness (b = .053, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .018 to .111). Results did not reveal a significant
differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness, suggesting that
shame-proneness and guilt-proneness showed similar effects on the path from

paternal warmth /affection to psychopathology.
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Shame-Proneness

b=.07, SE = .02, b=1.38, SE= .16
p<.01 p<.001
Paternal - Psychopathology
Coldness g
b= .30, SE = .10,
p<.01
b=-.06, SE= .01, b=-.93, SE = .28,
p<.001 Guilt-Proneness p< .01

Figure A.2. 31. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Paternal Warmth/Affection (Coldness) and Psychopathology

A.2.32. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Hostility/Aggression and Psychopathology

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between paternal hostility/aggression and psychopathology via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure A.2. 32). Results of the analysis revealed that paternal
hostility /aggression was significantly associated with psychopathology (b = 1.42, SE
=.17, t=8.16, p < .001), suggesting a significant total effect for paternal
hostility/aggression. Further, paternal hostility/aggression was significantly
associated with shame-proneness (b = .20, SE = .04, t=4.55, p < .001) and guilt-
proneness (b=-.11, SE= .03, t=-4.47, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of paternal hostility /aggression on psychopathology
indicated that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b =
.244, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .134 to .383) and guilt-proneness (b =
.080, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .017 to .181). Results showed a
significant differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness,
suggesting that shame-proneness had a more powerful effect than guilt-proneness
on the path from paternal hostility/aggression to psychopathology (b = .163, 95%
bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .014 to .315).
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Shame-Proneness
b= .20, SE = .04, b=1.24, SE= .16
p<.001 p<.001
Paternal - Psychopathology
Hostility /Aggression g
b=1.10, SE= .17,
p<.001
b=-.11, SE = .03, b=-72, SE= .28,
p < .001 Guilt-Proneness p<.01

Figure A.2. 32. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Paternal Hostility/Aggression and Psychopathology

A.2.33. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Indifference/Neglect and Psychopathology

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between paternal indifference/neglect and psychopathology via shame- and guilt-
proneness (see Figure A.2. 33). Results of the analysis revealed that paternal
indifference/neglect was significantly associated with psychopathology domain of
personality (b = .89, SE = .16, t= 5.43, p < .001), suggesting a significant total
effect for paternal indifference/neglect. Further, paternal indifference/neglect was
significantly associated with shame-proneness (b =.12, SE= .04 t= 3.03, p < .01)
and guilt-proneness (b =-.09 SE = .02, t=-4.08, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of paternal indifference/neglect on psychopathology
indicated that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b =
.163, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .055 to .289) and guilt-proneness (b =
.081, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .025 to .171). Results did not reveal a
significant differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness,
suggesting that shame-proneness and guilt-proneness showed similar effects on

the path from paternal indifference/neglect to psychopathology.
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Shame-Proneness

b=.12, SE = .04, b=1.36, SE=.16
p<.01 p<.001
Paternal - Psychopathology
Indifference/Neglect g
b= .64, SE= .16,
p<.001
b=-.09, SE= .02, b=-.88, SE = .28,
p < .001 Guilt-Proneness p< .01

Figure A.2. 33. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Paternal Indifference/Neglect and Psychopathology

A.2.34. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Undifferentiated Rejection and Psychopathology

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between paternal undifferentiated rejection and psychopathology via shame- and
guilt-proneness (see Figure A.2. 34). Results of the analysis revealed that paternal
undifferentiated rejection was significantly associated with psychopathology (b =
2.16, SE= .27, t="7.91, p < .001), suggesting a significant total effect for paternal
undifferentiated rejection. Further, paternal undifferentiated rejection was
significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .30, SE = .07, t=4.38, p < .001)
and guilt-proneness (b =-.16, SE = .04, t=-4.18, p < .001).

Analysis of effect of paternal undifferentiated rejection on psychopathology
indicated that there was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b =
.371, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .199 to .589) and guilt-proneness (b =
.123, 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .029 to .282). Results showed a
significant differential effect between shame-proneness and guilt-proneness,
suggesting that shame-proneness had a more powerful effect than guilt-proneness
on the path from paternal undifferentiated rejection on psychopathology (b = .248,
95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) .024 to .484).
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Shame-Proneness
b= .30, SE = .07, b=1.25, SE= .16
p<.001 p<.001
Paternal
Undifferentiated R Psychopathology
Rejection g
b=1.67, SE= .27,
p<.001
b=-.16, SE = .04, b=-.75, SE = .28,
p < .001 Guilt-Proneness p< .01

Figure A.2. 34. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Paternal Undifferentiated Rejection and Psychopathology

A.2.35. The Mediator Role of Shame-Proneness and Guilt-Proneness between

Paternal Control and Psychopathology

A mediation analysis using PROCESS was conducted to test the relationship
between paternal control and psychopathology via shame- and guilt-proneness (see
Figure A.2. 35). Results of the analysis revealed that paternal control was
significantly associated with psychopathology (b = .65, SE = .18, t= 3.65, p < .001),
suggesting a significant total effect for paternal control. Further, paternal control
was significantly associated with shame-proneness (b = .09, SE = .04, t=2.05, p <
.05).

Analysis of effect of paternal control on psychopathology indicated that there
was a significant indirect effect through shame-proneness (b = .124, 95% bootstrap
confidence interval (CI) .006 to .252). Guilt was not found to be a significant
mediator as evidenced by the 95% bootstrap confidence interval including zero.
Results did not reveal a significant differential effect between shame-proneness and
guilt-proneness, suggesting that shame-proneness and guilt-proneness showed

similar effects on the path from paternal control to psychopathology.
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Shame-Proneness

b=.09, SE = .04, b=1.41, SE=.16
p< .05 p<.001
Paternal Control R Psychopathology

b=.51, SE=.17,
p<.01

b=-.01, SE = .02,
p=.71 Guilt-Proneness =-1.07, SE = .28,
p<.001

Figure A.2. 35. The Mediator Roles of Shame- and Guilt-Proneness between
Paternal Control and Psychopathology
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Appendix B: Informed Consent Form

GoOniilii Katilim Formu
Bu calisma, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Psikoloji Béliimii yiiksek lisans

o6grencisi Pelin Deniz’in Prof. Dr. Faruk Genc¢éz danismanligindaki tezi kapsaminda
yurtttlen bir calismadir. Calismanin amaci, katilimcilarin ¢cocukluk dénemi
yasantilarinin ruh saghg ile iliskisi tizerine bilgi toplamaktir. Bu calismada anne-
babaniz, su anki saglik durumunuz, kisiliginiz ve olaylar: degerlendirmeyle ilgili
sorular sorulacaktir. Calismaya katilim tamamaiyla génulltulik temelinde olmalidir.
Ankette, sizden kimlik belirleyici hicbir bilgi istenmemektedir. Cevaplariniz
tamamuyla gizli tutulacak ve sadece arastirmacilar tarafindan degerlendirilecektir;
elde edilecek bilgiler bilimsel yayimlarda kullanilacaktir.

Anket, genel olarak kisisel rahatsizlik verecek sorular: icermemektedir.
Ancak, katilim sirasinda sorulardan ya da herhangi baska bir nedenden 6ttra
kendinizi rahatsiz hissederseniz cevaplama isini yarida birakmakta serbestsiniz.
Boyle bir durumda anketi uygulayan kisiye, anketi tamamlamadiginizi séylemek
yeterli olacaktir. Anket sonunda, bu calismayla ilgili sorulariniz cevaplanacaktir.
Bu calismaya katildiginiz icin simdiden tesekkur ederiz. Calisma hakkinda daha
fazla bilgi almak ic¢in Psikoloji B6liimu 6gretim Uyelerinden Prof. Dr. Faruk Geng¢oz

(Oda: B240; Tel: 210 31 25; E-posta: fgencoz@metu.edu.tr) ya da Psk. Pelin Deniz

(E-posta: pelin.deniz@metu.edu.tr) ile iletisim kurabilirsiniz.

Bu calismaya katildiginiz icin cok tesekkiir ederiz.

Bu calismaya tamamen goniillii olarak katiliyorum ve istedigim
zaman yarida kesip cikabilecegimi biliyorum. Verdigim bilgilerin bilimsel
amaclt yayimlarda kullanilmasint kabul ediyorum. (Formu doldurup

imzaladiktan sonra uygulayiciya geri veriniz).

Tarih Imza
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Appendix C: Demographic Information Form

Demografik Bilgi Formu

Yas
Cinsiyet
Boliim /Sinif : /
Asama : Lisans [ Yuksek Lisans [J Doktora [

Medeni durum

Algilanan Gelir Diizeyi: Alt [ Ortanin Alt1 [J Orta [J
Ortanin Ustii [ Yiiksek [
Kardesiniz Var m1? : Var [J Yok [J

Varsa Kac¢ Tane?:

Anneniz : Hayatta [ Hayatta Degil [
Oz O Uvey [

Babaniz : Hayatta [ Hayatta Degil [
Oz 0 Uvey [

Anne ve Babaniz Hayatta ise;
Anne ve Babaniz : Birlikte [ Ayr1 [
Ayr ise Ne Kadar Siiredir?

Calisiyor musunuz? : Evet Hayir
Anne ve/veya Babanizla Birlikte mi Yasiyorsunuz? : Evet [ Hayir [

Cevabiniz Hayir ise ne kadar siiredir ailenizden ayr:1 yasiyorsunuz?
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Appendix D: Parental Acceptance — Rejection/Control Scale (Mother Form)

Asagida annelerin cocuklarina kars: sergiledikleri davranislarla ilgili bazi ctimleler
var. Her ctimleyi dikkatle okuyun ve okudugunuz ctimlenin siz cocukken annenizin
size karsi gostermis oldugu davranislari ne kadar iyi anlattigini diéstnin.

Cevaplarinizt cocukken annenizden beklediginiz davranislara gore degil,

annenizin size gercekte gosterdiqgi davranislara gore verin.

Hemen Hicbir
Her Bazen Nadiren Zaman
ANNEM Zaman Dogru Dogru Dogru
Dogru Degil
1. Benim hakkimda gtizel seyler
soylerdi. 0 0 0 0
2. Kotu davrandigimda bana soylenir
veya beni azarlardi. 0 0 0 0
3. Sanki ben hi¢c yokmusum gibi
davranirdi. 0 0 0 0
4. Beni gercekten sevmezdi. D . . .
5. Neleri yapip, neleri yapamayacagimi
kesin olarak anladigimdan emin
. . 0 0 U U
olmak isterdi.
6. Planlarimiz hakkinda benimle
konusur ve benim séyleyeceklerimi
. . 0 0 U U
de dinlerdi.
7. Onun s6ztnu dinlemedigim zaman
beni baskalarina sikayet ederdi. 0 0 0 0
8. Benimle yakindan ilgilenirdi. . 0 . .

9. Daisariya cikacagim zaman, eve kesin
olarak saat kacta dénmem O O 0 0
gerektigini bana sdylerdi.

10. Arkadaslarimi eve cagirmam icin
beni cesaretlendirir ve onlarin giizel

vakit gecirmesi icin elinden geleni N 0 0 0
yapardi.
11. Benimle al 1 i.
enimle alay eder ve dalga gecerdi . . . .
12. Onu rahatsiz etmedigim stirece . . . .

benimle ilgilenmezdi.
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

ANNEM

Kizdig1 zaman bana bagirirds.

Bana stirekli olarak nasil
davranmam gerektigini séylerdi.

Benim icin 6nemli olan seyleri ona
anlatabilmemi kolaylastirirdi.

Bana karsi1 sert davranirdi.

Onun etrafinda olmamdan
hoslanirda.

Bircok kuralin olmasi ve kurallara
uyulmasi gerektigine inanird.

. Bir seyi iyi yaptigimda, kendimle

gurur duymami saglardi.

Hak etmedigim zaman bile bana
vururdu.

Benim i¢in yapmas1 gereken seyleri
unuturdu.

Beni buiytik bir bag belasi olarak
gorurdu.

Bana diledigim kadar 6zgtrluk
tanirdi.

Beni baskalarina 6verdi.

Kizdig1 zaman beni ¢ok kot
cezalandirirdi.

Saglikli ve dogru seyleri yememe cok
dikkat ederdi.

Bir seyi nasil yapmam gerektigini
bana en ince ayrintisina kadar

soylerdi.

Benimle sicak ve sevgi dolu bir
sekilde konusurdu.

Bana hemen kizardai.

Sorularimi cevaplayamayacak kadar
mesguldi.

Benden hoslanmiyor gibiydi.
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32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

ANNEM

Istedigim her yere, ona sormadan
gitmeme izin verirdi.

Hak ettigim zaman bana glizel seyler
soylerdi.

Cabuk parlar ve 6fkesini benden
cikarirdi.

Arkadaslarimin kim olduguyla
yakindan ilgilenirdi.

Bana ne sOylendiyse, aynen oyle
davranmamda israr ederdi.

Yaptigim seylerle gercekten
ilgilenirdi.

Bana bir strt kirici sey sdylerdi.

Ondan yardim istedigimde benimle
ilgilenmezdi.

Basim derde girdiginde, hatanin
bende oldugunu distntrdu.

Diledigim her aksam disari citkmama
izin verirdi.

Bana istenilen ve ihtiya¢c duyulan
biri oldugumu hissettirirdi.

. Onun sinirine dokundugumu

soylerdi.
Bana ¢ok ilgi gosterirdi.
Yaptigim her seye karigmak isterdi.

Iyi davrandigim zaman benimle ne
kadar gurur duydugunu séylerdi.

Beni kirmak icin elinden geleni
yapardi.

Hatirlamas: gerekir diye
distindtgim 6nemli seyleri

unuturdu.

Sayet k6t davranirsam, beni artik
sevmedigini hissettirirdi.
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50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

6l.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

ANNEM

Bana yapmam icin bazi isler verir ve
o isler bitene kadar baska hicbir sey
yapmama izin vermezdi.

Bana yaptigim seylerin 6nemli
oldugunu hissettirirdi.

Yanlis bir sey yaptigimda beni
korkutur veya tehdit ederdi.

Benimle zaman gecirmekten
hoslanirda.

Canim ne isterse yapmama izin
verirdi.

Korktugumda ya da bir seye canim
sikildiginda, bana yardim etmeye
calisirdi.

Ko6tt davrandigim zaman beni
arkadaslarimin éntinde utandirirdi.

Benden uzak durmaya calisirdi.
Benden sikayet ederdi.

Yaptigim her seyi kontrol etmek
isterdi.

Benim ne diisindtgime 6énem verir
ve distnduklerim hakkinda
konusmamdan hoslanirdi.

Ne yaparsam yapayim, diger
cocuklarin benden daha iyi
oldugunu dustntrdu.

Bir plan yaparken benim de ne
istedigime 6nem verirdi.

Benim i¢in 6nemli olan seyleri,
kendisine zorluk cikarsa da,
yapmama izin verirdi.

Diger ¢ocuklarin benden daha akilli
ve uslu oldugunu dtstntrdd.

Bakmalari i¢in beni hep baskalarina
birakirdi.

Bana istenmedigimi belli ederdi.
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67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

ANNEM

Yaptigim seylerle ilgilenirdi.
Canim yandiginda veya hasta
oldugumda kendimi daha iyi
hissetmem icin elinden geleni
yapardi.

Ko6tt davrandigim zaman benden ne
kadar utandigini soylerdi.

Beni sevdigini belli ederdi.
Bana karsi yumusak ve iyi kalpliydi.

K6t davrandigim zaman beni
utandirir veya suclu hissettirirdi.

Beni mutlu etmeye calisirdi.
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Appendix E: Parental Acceptance - Rejection/Control Scale (Father Form)

Asagida babalarin cocuklarina kars: sergiledikleri davranislarla ilgili bazi ctimleler
var. Her ctiimleyi dikkatle okuyun ve okudugunuz ctimlenin siz cocukken babanizin
size karsi gostermis oldugu davranislari ne kadar iyi anlattigini dtstntn.

Cevaplarinizt cocukken babanizdan beklediginiz davranislara gore degil,

babanizin size gercekte gosterdigi davranislara gore verin.

Hemen Hicbir
Her Bazen Nadiren Zaman
BABAM Zaman Dogru Dogru Dogru
Dogru Degil
1. Benim hakkimda gtizel seyler
soylerdi. 0 0 0 0
2. Kotu davrandigimda bana soylenir
veya beni azarlardi. 0 0 0 0
3. Sanki ben hi¢c yokmusum gibi
davranirdi. 0 0 0 0
4. Beni gercekten sevmezdi. 0 0 0 0
5. Neleri yapip, neleri yapamayacagimi
kesin olarak anladigimdan emin
. . 0 0 0 U
olmak isterdi.
6. Planlarimiz hakkinda benimle
konusur ve benim séyleyeceklerimi
. . 0 0 0 U
de dinlerdi.
7. Onun s6ztinu dinlemedigim zaman
beni baskalarina sikayet ederdi. 0 0 0 0
8. Benimle yakindan ilgilenirdi. 0 0 . D
9. Daisariya cikacagim zaman, eve kesin
olarak saat kacta donmem
N .. . 0 0 0 0
gerektigini bana sdylerdi.
10. Arkadaslarimi eve ¢cagirmam icin
beni cesaretlendirir ve onlarin giizel
vakit gecirmesi icin elinden geleni O 0 0 0
yapardi.
11. Benimle alay eder ve dalga gecerdi. 0 0 0 0
12. Onu rahatsiz etmedigim stirece . . . .

benimle ilgilenmezdi.
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

BABAM

Kizdig1 zaman bana bagirirds.

Bana stirekli olarak nasil
davranmam gerektigini séylerdi.

Benim icin 6nemli olan seyleri ona
anlatabilmemi kolaylastirirdi.

Bana karsi sert davranirdi.

Onun etrafinda olmamdan
hoslanirda.

Bircok kuralin olmasi ve kurallara
uyulmasi gerektigine inanird.

. Bir seyi iyi yaptigimda, kendimle

gurur duymami saglardi.

Hak etmedigim zaman bile bana
vururdu.

Benim i¢in yapmas1 gereken seyleri
unuturdu.

Beni buiytik bir bag belasi olarak
gorurdu.

Bana diledigim kadar 6zgtrlik
tanirdi.

Beni bagskalarina 6verdi.

Kizdig1 zaman beni ¢ok kot
cezalandirirdi.

Saglikli ve dogru seyleri yememe cok
dikkat ederdi.

Bir seyi nasil yapmam gerektigini
bana en ince ayrintisina kadar

soylerdi.

Benimle sicak ve sevgi dolu bir
sekilde konusurdu.

Bana hemen kizardai.

Sorularimi cevaplayamayacak kadar
mesguldi.

Benden hoslanmiyor gibiydi.
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32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

BABAM

Istedigim her yere, ona sormadan
gitmeme izin verirdi.

Hak ettigim zaman bana glizel seyler
soylerdi.

Cabuk parlar ve 6fkesini benden
cikarirdi.

Arkadaslarimin kim olduguyla
yakindan ilgilenirdi.

Bana ne sOylendiyse, aynen &yle
davranmamda israr ederdi.

Yaptigim seylerle gercekten
ilgilenirdi.

Bana bir strt kirici sey sdylerdi.

Ondan yardim istedigimde benimle
ilgilenmezdi.

Basim derde girdiginde, hatanin
bende oldugunu distntrdd.

Diledigim her aksam disari citkmama
izin verirdi.

Bana istenilen ve ihtiya¢c duyulan
biri oldugumu hissettirirdi.

. Onun sinirine dokundugumu

soylerdi.
Bana ¢ok ilgi gosterirdi.
Yaptigim her seye karismak isterdi.

Iyi davrandigim zaman benimle ne
kadar gurur duydugunu séylerdi.

Beni kirmak icin elinden geleni
yapardi.

Hatirlamas: gerekir diye
distindtgim 6nemli seyleri

unuturdu.

Sayet k6t davranirsam, beni artik
sevmedigini hissettirirdi.
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50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

6l.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

BABAM

Bana yapmam i¢in baz isler verir ve
o isler bitene kadar baska hicbir sey
yapmama izin vermezdi.

Bana yaptigim seylerin 6nemli
oldugunu hissettirirdi.

Yanlis bir sey yaptigimda beni
korkutur veya tehdit ederdi.

Benimle zaman gecirmekten
hoslanirda.

Canim ne isterse yapmama izin
verirdi.

Korktugumda ya da bir seye canim
sikildiginda, bana yardim etmeye
calisirdi.

Ko6tti davrandigim zaman beni
arkadaslarimin éntinde utandirirdi.

Benden uzak durmaya calisirdi.
Benden sikayet ederdi.

Yaptigim her seyi kontrol etmek
isterdi.

Benim ne diisindtgime 6énem verir
ve distnduklerim hakkinda
konusmamdan hoslanirdi.

Ne yaparsam yapayim, diger
cocuklarin benden daha iyi
oldugunu distntrdu.

Bir plan yaparken benim de ne
istedigime 6nem verirdi.

Benim i¢in 6nemli olan seyleri,
kendisine zorluk cikarsa da,
yapmama izin verirdi.

Diger ¢ocuklarin benden daha akilli
ve uslu oldugunu dtstntrdd.

Bakmalari i¢in beni hep baskalarina
birakirdi.

Bana istenmedigimi belli ederdi.
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67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

BABAM

Yaptigim seylerle ilgilenirdi.
Canim yandiginda veya hasta
oldugumda kendimi daha iyi
hissetmem icin elinden geleni
yapardi.

Ko6tti davrandigim zaman benden ne
kadar utandigini soylerdi.

Beni sevdigini belli ederdi.

Bana karsi yumusak ve iyi kalpliydi.
K6t davrandigim zaman beni
utandirir veya suclu hissettirirdi.

Beni mutlu etmeye calisirdi.
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Appendix F: Test of Self-Conscious Emotions (Short Form)

Asagida insanlarin ginltik yasamlarinda karsilasmalart mtimktn olaylar ve
bu olaylara verilen yaygin bazi tepkiler vardir. Her senaryoyu okurken, kendinizi o
durumda hayal etmeye calisin. Sonra, tanimlanan her durumda tepki verme
olasiliginizi belirtin. Sizden butin cevaplari degerlendirmenizi istiyoruz, ctunkt
insanlar ayni duruma kars: birden fazla sey hissedebilir veya birden fazla tepki

gosterebilir, ya da farkli zamanlarda farkli sekillerde tepki gosterebilirler.

Ornek: Bir cumartesi sabahi erkenden uyandiniz. Disarida hava soguk ve
yagmurlu.

Miimkiin Degil Cok Miimkiin

a) Havadlsler.1 glmak icin bir arkadasiniza 1 2 3 4 5
telefon ederdiniz.

b) Gazete okumak icin fazladan zaman 1 2 3 4 5
harcardiniz.

c)‘ Hava yggmurlu oldugu icin hayal kiriklig 1 2 3 4 5
hissederdiniz.

d) Nec:lep bu kadar erken kalktiginizi merak 1 2 3 4 5
ederdiniz.

Yukaridaki o6rnekte, butlin cevaplari, bir sayiyr yuvarlak icine alarak
degerlendirdim. (a) cevabi icin “1” i yuvarlak icine aldim c¢inkd bir cumartesi
sabahi arkadasimi cok erken uyandirmak istemezdim. Bu ylUzden, bunu yapma
olasiligim pek mumkin degil. (b) cevabi icin “5” i yuvarlak icine aldim, ¢ctinkd eger
sabah zaman varsa nerdeyse her zaman gazete okurum (cok mumkiin). (c) cevabi
icin “3” U1 yuvarlak icine aldim, ¢ctinkti benim icin bu cevap yar1 yariya bir olasilik.
Bazen yagmurla ilgili hayal kirikligi hissederim, bazen hissetmezdim; bu,
planladigim seye bagh olurdu. Ve (d) cevabi icin “4” 1 yuvarlak icine aldim, ¢ctinkt

buyuk olasilikla neden bu kadar erken kalktigimi merak ederdim.

Lutfen hicbir maddeyi atlamayin, buittin cevaplar: degerlendirin.
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1) Bir arkadasinizla 6gle yemeginde bulusmak icin plan yapiyorsunuz. Saat
5’te onu beklettiginizi fark ediyorsunuz.

Miimkiin Degil Cok Miimkiin
a) “Dustincesizim” diye diisintrdiniz. 1 2 3 4 5
b) “Beni anlayacaktir” diye distintirdiintiz. 1 2 3 4 5
c) Bu durumu olabildigince onun tizerine
e e 1 2 3 4
yikmaniz gerektigini diisintrdiniz.
d) “Patronum 06gle yemeginden az 6énce beni
o» s e e . 1 2 3 4 5

mesgul etti” diye distintrdiniz.
2) Isyerinde bir sey kiriyorsunuz ve sonra onu sakliyorsunuz.
Miimkiin Degil Cok Miimkiin
a) “Bu beni tedirgin ediyor. Onu ya kendim
tamir etmeliyim ya da birine tamir 1 2 3 4 S5
ettirmeliyim” diye diisintrdiinlz.
b) Isi birakmay: diistintirdiintiz. 1 2 3 4 5
¢) “Bu gunlerde bircok sey iyi yapilmiyor” diye

e o 1 2 3 4 5
distntrdiniz.
d)" ]%u “sad"ece" bir kazaydi1” diye 1 2 3 4 5
distntrdtniz.

3) (Isyerinde) Bir projeyi planlamak icin son dakikaya kadar bekliyorsunuz ve
kotii sonuclaniyor.

Miimkiin Degil Cok Miimkiin
a) Kendinizi yetersiz hissederdiniz. 1 2 3 4 5
b)" Gun 1@1“1'1d:3 asla yeterli zaman yok” diye 1 2 3 4 5
distintrdiniz.
c) “Projeyi kot yonettigim icin kinanmay: hak

. » ¢ - . 1 2 3 4 5
ediyorum” diye hissederdiniz.
d) “Yapilmis yapilmistir” diye diisintrdintiz. 1 2 3 4 5

4) (Isyerinde) Bir hata yapiyorsunuz ve bu hatadan dolay: bir (is)arkadasinizin
suclandigini1 6greniyorsunuz.

Miimkiin Degil Cok Miimkiin
a) Firmanin (is) arkadasinizdan

- PN 1 2 3 4 5
hoslanmadigini diistintirdiintiz.
b) “Hayat adil degil” diye diistintirdiintiz. 1 2 3 4 5
c) Sessiz kalirdiniz ve o (is) arkadasinizdan 1 2 3 4 5
kacinirdiniz.
d) Mutsuz hisseder ve durumu duiizeltmeye
gayret ederdiniz. 1 2 3 4 S5
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5) Oyun oynarken, bir top atiyorsunuz ve arkadasinizin suratina carpiyor.

Miimkiin Degil Cok Miimkiin
a) Bir topu bile atamadiginiz icin kendinizi
Lo . 1 2 3 4 5

yetersiz hissederdiniz.
b)Arkadasinizin belki de top yakalama
konusunda daha fazla pratige ihtiyaci 1 2 3 4 )
oldugunu dustntrdiniz.
c) “Bu sadece bir kazaydi” diye diistinirdiniz. 1 2 3 4 5
d) Ozuir dilerdiniz ve arkadasinizin daha iyi

. o . 1 3 4 5
hissettiginden emin olurdunuz.

6) Yolda araba siiriiyorsunuz ve kiiciik bir hayvana carpiyorsunuz.

Miimkiin Degil Cok Miimkiin
a)"H?y\.l‘amP Xolda olmamasi gerektigini 1 2 3 4 5
distntrdtniz.
b) “Rezil biriyim” diye distintrdintz. 1 2 3 4 5
c) “Bu bir kazayd1” diye hissederdiniz. 1 2 3 4 5
d) Arabay: daha dikkatli stirmediginiz icin kott

. .. 1 2 3 4 5
hissederdiniz.

7) Bir sinavdan son derece iyi yaptiginizi diisiinerek cikiyorsunuz. Sonra, daha
kotii yaptiginizi anliyorsunuz.

Miimkiin Degil Cok Miimkiin
a) “Sadece bir sinav” diye distintrdinutz. 1 2 3 4
b) “Hoca benden hoslanmiyor” diye
e e 1 1 2 3 4
distntrdtniz.
c)“ ]?al’ia fa}zla} calismaliydim” diye 1 2 3 4 5
distntrdtniz.
d) Kendinizi aptal gibi hissederdiniz. 1 2 3 4 5

8) Bir grup arkadasinizla disaridayken, orada olmayan bir arkadasinizla dalga
geciyorsunuz.

Miimkiin Degil Cok Miimkiin

a)"“S"adfece"eg.l.ence icindi, zararsiz bir sey” diye 1 2 3 4 5
dustntrdtniz.

b) Tipk: bir fare gibi ktictiik hissederdiniz. 1 2 3 4 5
c) O arkadasinizin belki de kendini savunmak

icin orada bulunmasi gerektigini 1 2 3 4 S5
distntrdtniz.

d) Oztir dilerdiniz ve o kisinin iyi yénleri 1 2 3 4 5
hakkinda konusurdunuz.
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9) isyerinde, 6nemli bir projede biiyiik bir hata yapiyorsunuz. Projede
calisanlar size bagliyd:1 ve patronunuz sizi elestiriyor.

Miimkiin Degil Cok Miimkiin

a) Patronunuzun sizden ne beklenildigiyle ilgili
S A 1 2 3 4
daha net olmasi gerektigini distintrdiniz.

b) Saklanmak istediginizi hissederdiniz. 1 2 3 4

c) “Sorunu anlamali ve daha iyi bir is
» s e e 1 2 3 4
cikarmaliydim” diye diistinurdiniz.

d) “Hi¢ kimse mtikemmel degildir ki” diye

dustntrdtniz. 1 2 3 4 5

10) Onlar tatildeyken, arkadasinizin kopegine bakiyorsunuz ve kopek kaciyor.

Miimkiin Degil Cok Miimkiin
a)" ]%en" sorumsuz ve yetersizim” diye 1 2 3 4 5
distntrdiniz.
b) Arkadasinizin képegine cok iyi bakmadigini
. 2 e 1o O 1 2 3 4 5

yoksa koépegin kacmayacagini diistinirdiniz.
o) Qelggek sefer daha dikkatli olmaya s6z 1 o 3 4 5
verirdiniz.
d) Arkadasinizin yeni bir kdopek alabilecegini

PR A 1 2 3 4 5
distntrdtniz.

11) (Is) arkadasinizin evindeki “Hos geldin” partisine katiliyorsunuz ve yeni,
krem rengi halilarina kirmizi sarap dokiiyorsunuz ama kimsenin fark
etmedigini diisiiniiyorsunuz.

Miimkiin Degil Cok Miimkiin

a) Arkadasinizin bdyle bir partide bazi

kazalarin olabilecegini beklemesi gerektigini 1 2 3 4 5
distntrdtniz.

b) Partiden sonra lekeyi temizlemeye yardim 1 2 3 4 5
icin gec vakte kadar kalirdiniz.

c) Bu parti disinda herhangi baska bir yerde 1 2 3 4 5

olmay1 dilerdiniz.

d) Arkadasinizin neden yeni, acik renkli bir
haliyla kirmizi sarap ikram etmeyi uygun 1 2 3 4 5
g6rdigini merak ederdiniz
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Appendix G: Basic Personality Traits Inventory

YONERGE:

Asagida size uyan ya da uymayan pek cok kisilik 6zelligi bulunmaktadir. Bu
Ozelliklerden her birinin sizin icin ne kadar uygun oldugunu ilgili rakami daire icine
alarak belirtiniz.

Ornegin;
Kendimi ........... biri olarak goriiyorum.

Hic uygun degil Uygun degil Kararsizzim Uygun Cok uygun

1 2 @ 4 5

5B
Q
© ED g =
=)
RS-
~g b c 2
535 537
O oL o D4
PN B >N O
T oM DO

1 Aceleci 24 Pasif

2  Yapmacik 25 Disiplinli

3 Duyarl 26 Acggozlu

4  Konuskan 27 Sinirli

5 Kendine glivenen 28 Canayakin

6 Soguk 29 Kizgin

7 Utangacg 30 Sabit fikirli

8 Paylasimci 31 Gorgltistiz

9 Genis / rahat 32 Durgun

10 Cesur 33 Kaygili

11 Agresif(Saldirgan)
12 Caliskan

34 Terbiyesiz

35 Sabirsiz
Yaratici

€9 (Uretken)

37 Kaprisli

38 Icine kapanik

Icten pazarlikh
14 Girisken
15 lyi niyetli

= b b b b b b b b b b b b b e e e
NNDNDNNDNDNDNDDND N NDNNNDNMNNNDNDNDNDDNDDNDDN
W WWWWWWWwWw W WwWwwwwwwwwwww
N N NN N N N N N N N N NN N N N N N
g o1 010101 Uttty 01 01O 0101 01Ol Ur gl gl gl gl g

16 Icten 39 Cekingen
17 Kendinden emin 40 Alingan

18 Huysuz 41 Hosgoralu
19 Yardimsever 42 Dtizenli

20 Kabiliyetli 43 Titiz

21 Usengec 44 Tedbirli
22  Sorumsuz 45 Azimli

e T o T e e e T T e T e T T o S T S S G e S e S S S S Sy nguygundegll

NNNNNNNNNN N NDNNNNNDNDNDDNDDNDNDDNDDN Uygundegll
WWWWWWWWWww W WWwwWwwWwwwwwwwww Kararsizim

B~ SR R SR BRSBTS RS RS B Uygun
(€000 NS BNO) NS BNO) BNG) IO BN IO NG ) IENE) IO IO ) INJ) BNO) BNO) BNO) BN ) IO NG ) BN N9 | Cokuygun

23 Sevecen
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Appendix H: Brief Symptom Inventory

Asagida, insanlarin bazen yasadiklar: belirtilerin ve yakinmalarin bir listesi
verilmistir. Listedeki her maddeyi lutfen dikkatle okuyun. Daha sonra o belirtinin
SiZDE BUGUN DAHIL, SON BIR HAFTADIR NE KADAR VAROLDUGUNU yandaki
bolmede uygun olan yerde isaretleyin. Her belirti icin sadece bir yeri isaretlemeye ve
hicbir maddeyi atlamamaya 6zen gosterin. Yanitlarinizi kursun kalemle isaretleyin.
Eger fikir degistirirseniz ilk yanitiniz: silin.

Yanitlarinizi asagidaki dlcege gore degerlendirin:
Bu belirtiler son bir haftadir sizde ne kadar var?

0. Hic¢ Yok 1.Biraz var 2.0rta derecede var
3.Epey var 4.Cok fazla var

Bu belirtiler son bir haftadir
sizde ne kadar var?

Cok
Hig fazla
[1 Icinizdeki sinirlilik ve titreme hali 0 1 2 3 4
2.  Bayginlik, bas dénmesi 0 1 2 3 4
3 Bir baska kisinin sizin dtistncelerinizi 0 1 2 3 4
kontrol edecegi fikri
4.  Basiniza gelen sikintilardan dolay: 0 1 2 3 4
baskalarinin suclu oldugu duygusu
| S. Olaylar1 hatirlamada gticliik 0 1 2 3 4
6. Cok kolayca kizip 6fkelenme 0 1 2 3 4
| 7. Gogus (kalp) bolgesinde agrilar 0 1 2 3 4
8. Meydanlik (a¢ik) yerlerden korkma 0 1 2 3 4
duygusu
| 9. Yasamaniza son verme duslinceleri 0 1 2 3 4
10. Insanlarin ¢oguna giivenilemeyecegi hissi 0 1 2 3 4
[11. istahta bozukluklar 0 1 2 3 4
12. Hig bir nedeni olmayan ani korkular 0 1 2 3 4
| 13. Kontrol edemediginiz duygu patlamalar: 0 1 2 3 4
14. Baska insanlarla beraberken bile 0 1 2 3 4
yalnizlik hissetmek
15. [Isleri bitirme konusunda kendini 0 1 2 3 4
engellenmis hissetmek
16. Yalnizlik hissetmek 0 1 2 3 4
[17. Huzanla, kederli hissetmek 0 1 2 3 4
18. Higbir seye ilgi duymamak 0 1 2 3 4
[19. Aglamakli hissetmek 0 1 2 3 4
20. Kolayca incinebilme, kirilmak 0 1 2 3 4
21. Insanlarin sizi sevmedigine, kot 0 1 2 3 4
davrandigina inanmak
22. Kendini digerlerinden daha asag gérme 0 1 2 3
[23. Mide bozuklugu, bulant: 0 1 2 3 4

24. Digerlerinin sizi gozledigi ya da 0 1 2
hakkinizda konustugu duygusu
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Cok

Hic fazla
25. Uykuya dalmada gucltik 0 1 2 3 4
26. Yaptiginiz seyleri tekrar tekrar dogru mu 0 1 2 3 4
diye kontrol etmek
[27. Karar vermede gticltikler 0 1 2 3 4
28. Otobts, tren, metro gibi umumi 0 1 2 3 4
vasitalarla seyahatlerden korkmak
| 29. Nefes darligi, nefessiz kalmak 0 1 2 3 4
30. Sicak soguk basmalar: 0 1 2 3 4
31. Sizi korkuttugu icin bazi esya, yer ya da 0 1 2 3 4
etkinliklerden uzak kalmaya calismak
32. Kafanizin "bombos" kalmasi 0 1 2 3 4
33. Bedeninizin bazi bélgelerinde uyusmalar, 0 1 2 3 4
karincalanmalar
34. Gunahlariniz icin cezalandirilmaniz 0 1 2 3 4
gerektigi
[35. Gelecekle ilgili umutsuzluk duygular: 0 1 2 3 4
36. Konsantrasyonda (dikkati bir sey 0 1 2 3 4
lizerinde toplama) gicliik/ zorlanmak
37. Bedenin bazi bélgelerinde zayiflik, 0 1 2 3 4
glicstizltik hissi
38. Kendini tedirgin ve gergin hissetmek 0 1 2 3 4
139. Olme ve 6ltim tizerine dusiinceler 0 1 2 3 4
40. Birini dévme, ona zara verme, yaralama 0 1 2 3 4
istegi
| 41. Bir seyleri kirma, dokme istegi 0 1 2 3 4
42. Digerlerinin yanindayken yanlis bir 0 1 2 3 4
seyler yapmamaya calismak
|43. Kalabaliklarda rahatsizlik duymak 0 1 2 3 4
44. Bir bagka insana hi¢ yakinlik duymamak 0 1 2 3 4
|45. Dehset ve panik ndbetleri 0 1 2 3 4
46. Sik sik tartismaya girmek 0 1 2 3 4
47. Yalnmiz birakildiginda/ kalindiginda 0 1 2 3 4
sinirlilik hissetmek
48. Basarilariniz icin digerlerinden yeterince 0 1 2 3 4
takdir gormemek
49. Yerinde duramayacak kadar tedirgin 0 1 2 3 4
hissetmek
50. Kendini degersiz gérmek/ degersizlik 0 1 2 3 4
duygulari
51. Eger izin verirseniz insanlarin sizi 0 1 2 3 4
sdmurecegi duygusu
52. Sucluluk duygulari 0 1 2 3 4
| 53. Aklinizda bir bozukluk oldugu fikri 0 1 2 3 4
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Appendix I: Turkish Summary

1. Literatiir Ozeti
1.1. Ebeveyn Kabul ve Reddi Kurami

Rohner (1986/2000) tarafindan gelistirilmis olan Ebeveyn Kabul ve Reddi
(EKAR) Kurami ebeveyninin kabul ve reddinin 6nctl ve sonuclarini arastiran ve
bunun bireyin cocukluk ve yetiskinlik donemlerindeki yansimalarini inceleyen bir
sosyallesme kuramidir. Kuram temel olarak ti¢c farkli alan tizerine

odaklanmaktadir:

Ik alt alan kisilik alanidir. Bu alan cocugun ve yetiskinin kisilik gelisimiyle
ilgilenir ve ebeveynden algilanan reddin kisilik gelisimi tizerindeki etkisini sorgular.
Duinya tzerindeki tim cocuklarin, kulttirel bilesenlerden bagimsiz olarak ebeveyn
reddine karsi nasil tepki verdikleri, cocukluk dénemindeki reddin etkilerinin
yetiskinlige ne 6lctide yansidig: ve yetiskinlikte hangi kisilik 6zelliklerinin degisime

ugrayacagi bu alt alanin sorguladigi konulardandir.

Ikinci alt alan bas etme alanidir. Bu alan, temel olarak, ebeveyn reddiyle bas
edebilen ve edemeyen bireyler arasindaki farklara odaklanir. Ebeveyn reddiyle bas
etmede etkili olan psikolojik dayaniklilik faktérleri bu alt alanin arastirma

konusunu olusturur.

Son olarak, sosyokultiirel alt alan, ebeveyn kabul ve reddinin ebeveynin
toplumsal durusuyla nasil odaklandigini arastirir. Ornegin, neden baz ebeveynlerin
daha kabul edici ve bazilarininsa daha reddedici olduklari, dini inanclar ya da
sanatsal davranislarin ebeveynlerin kabul edici ya da reddedici tutumlarini nasil

etkiledigi bu alt alanin baslica arastirma sorularidir.

1.1.1. Sicaklik Boyutu

Rohner’e (1986/2000) gore her birey anne ve babasindan belli bir 6l¢ctiye goére
sicaklik ve sefkat almaktadir. EKAR Kurami’nin sicaklik boyutunu olusturan bu
gortise gore boyutun bir ucunda sicaklik, sefkat, bakim, destek ve sevgi
bilesenlerinin olusturdugu kabul yer alir. Diger ucunda ise ebeveyn kabultint
olusturan bilesenlerin olmadig1 ya da cocugu, fiziksel ve psikolojik olarak inciten

davranis ve duygulanimlarin bulundugu ret yer alir. Ebeveyn reddi doért sekilde
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kendini gosterebilir: Duygusal sogukluk, dismanlik ve saldirganlik, ilgisizlik ve
ihmal, ayrismamis ret. Bunlardan dismanlik ile ilgisizlik ebeveynin i¢sel stireclerini
yansitirken, saldirganlik ve ihmal bu icsel stireclerin davranigsal boyutunu
olusturur. Ayrismamis ret ise gérintrde herhangi bir ret davranisi olmaksizin

cocugun istenmedigine ve sevilmedigine inanmasiyla iliskilidir.

1.1.2. Kisilik Altkurami

Daha 6nce de belirtildigi gibi bu alt alan ebeveyn reddine verilen evrensel
tepkileri arastirmaktadir. Bu alt alana gore ebeveynlerinden ret algilayan bireylerin

kisilik yapilarinda asagidaki yatkinliklar gézlemlenmektedir:

e Tutarl bir sekilde stiregelen ret sonucu birey, bagiml bir kisilik yapisi
gelistirebilir ya da tam tersi bir sekilde savunucu ve gostermelik bir

bagimsizlik sergileyebilir.

e Kendisini ret duygusundan korumak amaciyla birey, duygusal
ihtiyaclarinin farkinda olmayabilir ya da bu ihtiyac¢larini gérmezden gelip

inkar edebilir.
¢ Duismancil, saldirgan ya da pasif saldirgan bir gdérintt cizebilir.
e Oz saygilar1 dustik olup degersizlik hissini yogun olarak yasayabilir.
e Oz yeterlilikleri zarar gérmiis olabilir ve yetersizlik hissini yasayabilir.

e Dilnyaya ve yasama bakislar: zedelenmis olabilir, dlinyay1 ve yasami

guvensiz ve tehdit edici olarak algilayabilir.

e Duygusal dalgalanmalar yasayabilir; gtindelik streslere asir1 tepkiler
verebilir, bunlarla bas etmede zorluklar cekebilir ve tutarsiz bir ruh

durumu icinde olabilir.

1.1.3. Ebeveyn Kabul ve Reddi ve Psikopatolojik Belirtiler

Ebeveynlerle olan erken donem iligkileri, bireyin yasantisinda sonraki
doénemler icin, Ozellikle de psikopatolojik belirtiler acisindan 6énem arz etmektedir.
Ornegin, EKAR Kurami Ui¢ ruh sagligi alanina ézel bir vurgu yapmaktadir. Rohner
ve Britner’in (2002) sundugu verilere gére, depresyon, davranis problemleri ve
madde kottiye kullanimi ebeveyn reddi sonucu gelisen psikopatolojik belirti

grubunu olusturmaktadir.
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Son yillarda yapilan ¢calismalar ebeveynden algilanan reddin bireyleri yogun
bir 6z elestiriye yoneltebildiklerini géstermektedir (Campos, Besser, & Blatt, 2010;
Campos, Besser, & Blatt, 2013). Benzer sekilde, bu bireylerde depresyon ve intihar

riskinin artis gosterdigi bulunmustur.

Bireylerin ebeveynleri tarafindan utan¢ duygusuna maruz birakildiklarina
yonelik anilarinin ebeveynden algilanan sicaklik boyutuyla ilgili oldugu
distnuldiginde gecmise yonelik bu anilarin da psikopatolojik yatkinlikla iliskili
oldugu bulunmustur (Gilbert, Allan, & Goss, 1996; Gilbert & Gerlsma, 1999).
Ebeveyn reddiyle ilgili bir diger psikopatoloji belirti grubunu somatoform
bozukluklar (Naz & Kausar, 2012) ve sinir kisilik bozukluklari (Rohner & Brothers,
1999; Zweig-Frank & Paris, 1991) olusturmaktadir.

Sonuc olarak, anne-babalarindan ret algilayan bireyler kendilerini kusurlu,
degersiz ve sevilmeyen kisiler olarak algilamaktadirlar. Bu da beraberinde birtakim

psikopatolojik rahatsizliklar: beraberinde getirebilmektedir.

1.2. Sucluluk ve Utanc

Sucluluk ve utan¢ duygulari, temel duygulardan farkli olarak moral duygular
arasinda yer alir. Moral duygularin temel duygulardan farki, bu duygularin iki
yasindan itibaren olusmaya baslamasi, sucluluk ve utancg gibi daha karmasik
olanlarin ise insan yasaminin Uictinci yilinda goértilmesidir. Bunun sebebi ise bu
duygularin cocugun belli bir diizeyde 6z-farkindalik seviyesine erismesini ve benlik

degerlendirme sure¢lerinin etkin kullanimimi gerektirmesidir.

1.2.1. Utanc

Utanc duygusu kisinin diger insanlarla olan iligkisinde kendini daha asag,
degersiz ve yetersiz bir noktada konumlandirmasiyla karakterize olmus, benligin
tamamina iligkin olumsuz atifli bir duygudur. Bu nedenle bu duygu, bireyin

kendisini sosyal iliskilerden soyutlamasina ve yalnizlastirmasina iten bir duygudur.

Psikanalitik kuram cercevesinde, Freud (Thrane, 1979), utan¢ duygusunu
yetersizlik hissi ise aciklarken, Erik Erikson (1950) bu duyguya, psikososyal gelisim
basamaklarinin ikinci evresi olan ve 18. ve 36. aylar arasindaki dénemi kapsayan
“Utanc ve Kuskuya kars1 Ozerklik” déneminde yer verir. Kendi kararlarini verme ile
kontrol edebilme yetisinin kazanildig1 bu dénemde 6zellikle ebeveynlerden gelen

olumsuz tepkiler cocukta utan¢ duygusunun tohumlarini atabilmektedir. Utancg ve
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sucluluk literattirine 6nemli katkisi olan ve psikanalitik ¢alismalar: bulunan bir
baska arastirmaci Lewis (1971) ise utanci, karsiliksiz sevgiye verilen evrensel bir
tepki olarak degerlendirir. Lewis’e gore, cocugun yasaminda 6énemli bir yere sahip
olan, icsellestirilmis, hayranlik duyulan ve idealize edilen imajin beklentilerine
uymamak utanc¢ duygusunu dogurur. Bu gorts, Piers ve Singer’in (1953) s6ztint
ettigi benlik ve benlik ideali arasindaki calismanin beraberine utanci getirdigi
gorusuyle paralellik tasimaktadir. Bu baglamda, ebeveyn davranislarinin utang
duygusunun olusumunda etkili oldugu soylenebilir. Ebeveynin 6fkesi, cocugun
ihtiyaclarina yerinde ve zamaninda yanit verememesi ya da duyarsiz kalmasi,
cocugun sozel ve/veya sozel olmayan yollarla bir sekilde reddedilmesi gibi durumlar

utanc¢ duygusunun olusumunda rol oynamaktadir (Hahn, 2000; Kaufman, 1996).

1.2.2. Sucluluk

Utanc¢ duygusunun aksine sucluluk, benligin tamamina degil, davranisin
kendisine odaklidir (Lewis, 1971). Yani, olumsuz bir degerlendirme her iki duyguda
da mevcutken, bu degerlendirme suclulukta davranisla sinirlidir. Freud’a gore
sucluluk duygusu benlik ve stiperego arasindaki catismadan kaynaklanmaktadir.
Erik Erikson’un (1950) psikososyal gelisim kuramina gore sucluluk tictincti evre
olan Ug¢ ve alt1 yas arasindaki déonemi kapsayan “Sucluluga kars: Girisimcilik”
déneminde yer verir. Bu déonemde cocuk, kendine amaclar koyarak kendi hayatinin
aktif yonlendiricisi olma yolunda ilk adimlar atar. Bu girisimci davraniglara
tutarsiz ve Olctistiz engellemeler ve cezalandirmalar ¢cocukta sucluluk duygusunu

dogurabilir.

Suclulugu icsel bir stirec olarak ele alan dinamik kdkenli yaklasimlarin
yaninda bu duygunun kisilerarasi etkilesimle ilgili yanina vurgu yapan yaklasimlar
da son yillarda 6n plana ¢ikmaktadir. Bu yaklasimlara gore sucluluk, icsel
stireclerden cok sosyal etkilesimlerin bir sonucudur ve empatik bir yaklasimla diger
insanlarla iyi iliskilerin stirmesine yardimci, uyumlu bir duygudur (Baumeister,

Stillwell, & Heatherton, 1994; Tangney, 1991; Tangney & Dearing, 2002).

Yukarida da belirtildigi gibi sucluluk davranisin kendisine odaklidir ve daha
kontrol edilebilir bir duygudur. Bu anlamda, bu duygunun bireyi onarici ve

iyilestirici davranislara yonelttigi sdylenebilir (Lewis 1971; Tangney, 1992).
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1.2.3. Sucluluk, Utang¢ ve Psikopatolojik Belirtiler

Literattirde sucluluk ve utan¢ duygularinin psikopatolojiyle iligkisini gosteren
pek cok calisma mevcuttur. Bu calismalar, utancin psikopatolojik belirtilere sebep
oldugu konusunda tutarli sonuclar ortaya koymaktadir. Ancak sucluluk duygusu
icin ayni durumdan s6z edilememektedir. Bu, sucluluk duygusunu, olumlu ya da
olumsuz bir duygu olarak degerlendiren farkli yaklasimlarin bulunmasiyla ilgilidir.
Ornegin, utan¢ duygusu depresyonla baglantili bulunurken, depresyonun utanc
duygusuyla karismamis sucluluk duygusuyla iliskisinde bu baglanti gértillmemistir
(Webb, Heisler, Call, Chickering, & Colburn, 2007; Tangney, Wagner, & Gramzow,
1992). Ancak suclulugun uyumsuz bir duygu olduguna yoénelik sonuclar koyan

calismalar da bulunmaktadir (O’Connor, Berry, & Weiss, 1999).

Utanc¢ duygusunun ise depresyon, obsesif-kompulsif bozukluk ve 6fke
(Harder, Cutler, & Rockart, 1992), yakinlik kurma korkusu (Lutwak, Panish, &
Ferrari, 2003), asagilik hissi (Cheung, Gilbert, & Irons, 2004), kayg: belirtileri
(Fergus, Valentiner, McGrath, & Jenius, 2010), travma sonrasi stres bozuklugu
(Lee, Scragg, & Turner, 2001), yeme bozukluklar: (Hayaki, Friedman, & Brownell,
2002), alkol ve madde koétiye kullanimi (Dearing, Stuewig, & Tangney, 2005) ve
sinir kisilik bozuklugu ile pozitif iliskili oldugu rapor edilmektedir.

1.3.  Kisilik

Bu calismada kisilik degiskeni icin Bes Faktér Kisilik Kurami esas alinmistir.
Bu kurama gore kisilik yapist Disadontikltik, Sorumluluk, Uyumluluk, Duygusal
Denge ve Deneyime Aciklik alt boyutlarindan olusmaktadir.

Disadoéntklik kisinin sosyallesmesine ve kisilerarasi etkilesimdeki
konumuna vurgu yapmaktadir. Bu boyutta ytiksek olan kisiler konuskan, coskulu,
hareket odakli, ortakliga dayal isler yapmaya daha cok yatkin insanlardir (Feist &
Feist, 2009). Adaptif basa ¢cikma yéntemlerini etkin kullanma (Panayiotou,
Kokkinos, & Kapsou, 2014) ve anlik mutlulugun (Oerlemans & Bakker, 2014) bu
boyutla iliskili oldugu rapor edilmistir.

Kisiligin Sorumluluk boyutu, bireyin ne 6l¢tide dlizenli ve organize olabildigi
ve gorev bilinciyle hareket ettigiyle ilgili bilgi verir. Yapilan calismalar, bu boyutta
yuksek skor olan bireylerin caliskan, dtizenli, dakik ve azimli olduklarini

gostermektedir (Feist & Feist, 2009).

Uyumluluk boyutu, bireyin sosyal iliskilerini stirdtirebilme yatkinligiyla ilgili
bilgi verir. Bu boyutta ytksek skor olan kisilerin gtivenilir, coémert, hoggdrulil ve
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kabul edici bir tutumda olduklarina yénelik sonuclar ortaya koyan calismalar

mevcuttur (Feist & Feist, 2009).

Duygusal Denge boyutu, bireyin duygusal olarak istikrar saglayip
saglamadigiyla ilgilenir. Yiksek skorlar, kisinin kaygili, strese yatkin ve kendine

odakl bir yap1 ortaya koydugunu gostermektedir (Feist & Feist, 2009).

Deneyime Aciklilik, bireyin yeni fikir ve dtistincelere, deneyimlere egilim
gosterme ve bunlara duydugu meraki ifade eder. Yuksek skorlar, kisinin hayal
gliclinlin ve yaraticiliginin yliksek oldugunu (Feist & Feist, 2009), degisimlere
kolayca ayak uydurabildigini (Le Pine, Colquitt, & Erez, 2000) ve strese karsi
dayanikli (Williams, Rau, Cribbet, & Gunn, 2009) oldugunu géstermektedir.

Bes Faktor Kisilik Kuramini test eden ve tlkemizde yturttilmus bir calisma
altinci bir boyutun varligindan séz etmektedir (Genc¢dz & Onctil, 2012). Olumsuz
Degerlilik adi verilen bu boyut, kisinin kendilik degeriyle ilgilidir. Gen¢éz ve Oncul
bu boyutu Duygusal Denge boyutundan ayirmaktadir. Duygusal Denge’de kaygi
bileseni yer alirken, Olumsuz Degerlilik kisinin kendi benligine verdigi degerle

ilgilidir.

1.4. Arastirmacinin Amact
Literatiirdeki bu bilgiler 1s181nda bu calismanin baslica hedefleri sunlardir:

e Ebeveyn kabul - reddi, sucluluk ve utanca yatkinlik, psikopatoloji ve

kisilik boyutlarina etki eden demografik degiskenleri belirlemek,

e Ilgili demografik degiskenler ile ebeveyn kabul - reddi, sucluluk ve utanca
yatkinlik, psikopatoloji ve kisilik boyutlar: arasindaki korelasyonel iliskiyi

incelemek,

e Ebeveyn kabul - reddinin psikopatoloji ve kisilik boyutlariyla olan

iliskisinde sucluluk ve utanca yatkinligin araci roliini incelemek.

Bu calismanin, sucluluk ve utan¢ duygularina yatkinligin dolayl etkisine

iliskin hipotezleri su sekildedir:

e Algilanan ebeveyn reddinin utanc duygusuna yatkinlig: artirmasiyla daha

cok psikopatolojik belirtiye yol acmas: beklenmektedir.

e Algilanan ebeveyn reddinin utan¢ duygusuna yatkinligi artirmasiyla
bireyin daha olumsuz bir benlik algis1 gelistirmesine yol agmasi

beklenmektedir.
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2. Yontem

2.1. Katilimcular

Bu calismada Utniversite 6grencisi olan 589 katilimci yer almistir.
Katilimcilarin %66.20’sini (390 kisi) kadinlar olustururken, %33.601 (198 kisi)
erkektir. Bir katilimci cinsiyet belirtmemistir. Yas araligi 17 ile 50 arasinda
degismektedir. Katilimcilarin yas ortalamasi 21.58 (Standart Sapma = 2.65) olarak

hesaplanmistir.

2.2. Olciim Araclart

Bu calismada katilimcilar demografik bilgi formu, Ebeveyn Kabul -
Reddi/Kontrolii Olcegi, Moral Duygulanim Testi, Temel Kisilik Ozellikleri Olcegi ve

Kisa Semptom Envanteri’nin bulundugu bir élcek bataryasi doldurmustur.

2.2.1. Demografik Bilgi Formu

Bu form arastirmaci tarafindan olusturulmus olup katilimcilarla ilgili temel
demografik bilgilerin alinmasi i¢in hazirlanmistir. Bu form, katilimcilarin yas,
cinsiyet, okuduklar faktilte ve derece ile sosyo-ekonomik durum bilgilerine iligkin
sorular icermektedir. Ayrica, katilimcilarin kardes sayilar: ile aileleriyle birlikte

yasayip yasamadiklarina iliskin sorular da bu formda yer almistir.

2.2.2. Ebeveyn Kabul - Reddi/Kontrolii Olcegi: Yetiskin Formu

Bu calismada ebeveyn kabul ve reddinin belirlenmesi amaciyla Ebeveyn Kabul
- Reddi/Kontrolti Olgegi’nin (EKRO/K) yetiskin formu kullanilmistir. EKRO, 1978
yilinda Rohner, Saavedra ve Granum tarafindan gelistirilmistir (Rohner, 2005).
EKRO dértla Likert tipi 6lcek tizerinde puanlanan 60 maddeden olusmakta olup
dort alt dlgege sahiptir: Sicaklik/Sefkat, Diismanlik/Saldirganlik, Kayitsizlik/Thmal

ve Ayrismamis Ret.

Ebeveyn Kontrol Olcegi ise 1987’de Rohner tarafindan gelistirilerek EKRO’ne
eklenmistir. 13 maddeden olusan bu 6lcek yetiskin bireyin ebeveyninin kontroltine

yonelik algisini degerlendirmektedir.
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2.2.3. Moral Duygulanim Testi

Bu calismada, sucluluk ve utan¢ duygularini degerlendirmek amaciyla
Tangney ve Dearing (2000) tarafindan gelistirilen Moral Duygulanim Testi
kullanilmistir. Olcek 11 adet olumsuz ve bes adet olumlu senaryodan ve bu
senaryolara yaygin olarak verilen dort tepkiden olusmaktadir. Katilimcidan istenen,
senaryoya verilen olasi tepkileri besli Likert tipi 6lcek tizerinde puanlamasidir. Alt1
alt 6lcekten olusan Moral Duygulanim Testi'nin sadece olumsuz senaryolari iceren
kisa formu da bulunmaktadir. Bu ¢alismada, calisma hedefleri dogrultusunda,
katilimcilara kisa form verilmis ve utanca yatkinlik ile sucluluga yatkinlik alt
olcekleri kullanilmistir. Bu 6lcek sucluluga yatkinhigin adaptif ve yapici yonlerini

ortaya koymaktadir. Bu nedenle, sonuglar bu bilgi gbzetilerek yorumlanmalidir.

2.2.4. Temel Kisilik Ozellikleri Olcegi

Katilimcilarin kisilik yapilarini degerlendirmek tizere Temel Kisilik Ozellikleri
Olcegi kullanilmistir (Gencdz & Onctil, 2012). Bes Faktér Kisilik Kurami’na
dayanilarak gelistirilen bu 6lcek besli Likert tipi 6lcek lizerine puanlanan 45
maddeden olusmaktadir. Orijinal 6lcekte yer alan Disadonuklik, Sorumluluk,
Uyumluluk, Duygusal Denge ve Aciklik alt dlceklerine ek olarak Temek Kisilik
Ozellikleri Olgegi’nde Olumsuz Degerlilik altinc alt élgek olarak yer almaktadir.
Disadonuklik, analizler sirasinda ters madde olarak isleme alinmistir. Bu nedenle

bu boyuta iliskin sonuclar, “icedéntikliik” ifadesiyle aktarilacaktir.

2.2.5. Kisa Semptom Envanteri

Derogatis (1992) tarafindan gelistirilen Kisa Semptom Envanteri'nden (KSE)
katilimcilarin psikopatolojik belirtileri degerlendirmek tizere yararlanilmistir. 53
maddeden olusan bu envanterin adaptasyon calismalari sonucunda bes alt 6lcek

bulunmustur: Kaygi, Depresyon, Olumsuz Benlik, Somatizasyon ve Hostilite.

2.3. Islem

Calismanin uygulama asamasindan énce Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi’nin
Uygulamali Etik Arastirma Merkezi’nden etik izinler alinmistir. Siralama etkisinin
en aza indirilmesi amaciyla calismada yer alan 6lceklerin éncelik ve sonralik sirasi
dengelenmistir. Olceklerin katilimciya ulagmasi icin basili ve internet tizerinden

olmak tizere iki ayr1 form hazirlanmistir. Basili form katilimcilara arastirmaci
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tarafindan ulastirilirken, internet tizerinden ulasmasi amaciyla 6lcek bataryasinin

baglant: adresleri katilimcilara e-posta araciligiyla yonlendirilmigtir. Her iki formda

da génullii katilim formu yer almistir. Olcek bataryasinin tamamlanmasi 30 — 40

dakika sGirmustur.

3. Bulgular ve Tartisma

Bu calismada elde edilen demografik degiskenlere goére temel degiskenlerdeki

farkliliklar su sekilde siralanabilir:

Ebeveyn Kabul — Ret/ Kontroltinde Gértilen Anlamli Farklliklar:

Erkek katilimcilar kadinlara gére hem anne hem de babalarindan daha az
sicaklik ve sefkat, annelerinden ise daha az kontrol algiladiklarini

belirtmektedir.

Gelir duizeyi artikca katilimcilar annelerinden daha az ret, daha cok
sicaklik ve kabul, daha az ihmal, daha az dismanlik ve saldirganlik, daha
az ayrismamis ret ve kontrol algilamislardir. Babalarindan ise, daha ¢cok

sicaklik ve kabul ve daha az ihmal algilamiglardir.

Birden fazla kardesi olan katilimcilar, anne ve babalarindan daha ¢ok ret,
daha az sicaklik ve sefkat ve daha cok ayrismamis ret algilamislardir.
Buna ek olarak, birden fazla kardesi olan katilimcilar babalarini daha

dtismancil ve saldirgan olarak rapor etmislerdir.

Sucluluk ve Utanca Yatkinlikta Goértilen Anlamli Farkliliklar:

Daha genc (17 — 21 yaslar1 arasi) olan katilimcilarin utanca yatkinlig

daha fazla bulunmustur.

Kadin katilimcilarin hem sugluluk hem de utan¢ duygularina yatkinhg:

erkek katilimcilardan daha ytksektir.

Psikopatolojik Belirtilerde Gdriilen Anlamli Farkliliklar:

Gelir diizeyinin distk oldugunu dustnen katilimcilar, orta ve ytiksek
seviyeden katilimcilara gore psikopatolojik belirti 6lcimutinde daha ytiksek

degerler almislardir.
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Kisilik Olctimtinde Goriilen Anlamli Farkliiklar:

e Kadin katilimcilar Uyumluluk 6l¢imtinde daha ytksek degerler
gosterirken, erkek katilimcilarin ytiksek oldugu kisilik boyutlar: Deneyime

Aciklik ve Olumsuz Degerlilik olarak bulunmustur.

¢ Kendisini ytksek bir gelir grubuna ait géren katilimcilar, Disadénuklik

O0lcimunden daha ytksek degerler almislardir.

Sucluluk ve utanca yatkinligin araci degisken olarak rollerine iliskin

analizlerin sonuclari su sekildedir:

Ebeveyn Kabul - Reddi ve Kisilik Arasindaki Iliskide Sucluluk ve Utanca
Yatkinligin Aract Rolii:

Anneden ve babadan ret algilayan katilimcilarin, utanca yatkinliklarinin
arttig ve sucluluga yatkinliklarinin azaldig gézlemlenmis ve bu da bu
katilimcilarin Icedéntikliik ve Duygusal Denge élctimlerinde daha diistik degerler
gdstermesine neden olmustur. icedéntikliik boyutuyla ilgili sonug¢ Abe’in (2004)
caligmastyla tutarhilik gostermektedir. Disadéntkltgin bireyin sosyalligiyle ilgili
oldugu ve bu boyuttan ytuksek skor alan bir kisinin sosyal iliskilerinde aktif bir rol
aldigr distunuldiginde bu calismanin sonuglari, sucluluk ve utancla iliskisi
bakimindan beklenen sonuclar: vermektedir. Duygusal Denge boyutuyla ilgili
olarak ise bireyin bu boyutta kendini daha tutarsiz olarak algilamasinda,
ebeveyninden algiladig: reddin ve bunun yol actig1 utancin zayiflatici etkisi ve

suclulugun yapici 6zelliklerinin baskilanmasinin etkisi oldugu séylenebilir.

Sorumluluk ve Uyumluluk boyutlarina bakildiginda, anneden ve babadan
algilanan ret azaldik¢a katilimcilarin sug¢luluga yatkinhklarinin arttig gézlemlenmis
ve bu da bu katilimcilarin Sorumluluk ve Uyumluluk 6lctimlerinde daha ytiksek
degerler elde etmesini saglamistir. Sorumluluk boyutuyla ilgili sonuglar Tracy ve
Robins’in (2004) énerdigi moral duygular modeliyle tutarlilik géstermektedir. Bu
modele gére moral duygularin olusmasinda bireyin hedeflerinin kimligiyle
uyumluluk ve baglantilik derecesi 6nem kazanir. Kisiligin Sorumluluk boyutu ise
bu anlamda sucluluk duygusu ile iligki icinde olabilir. Uyumlulukla ilgili olarak, bu
boyutta ytiksek skor alan kisilerin catismalarin ¢éztimlenmesi ve 6fke yonetiminde
etkin olduklar bilgisi mevcuttur (Jensen-Campbell, Gleason, Adams, & Malcolm,

2003). Bu bakimdan, sonugclar calismanin beklentileriyle uyumludur.

208



Bu calismanin bir diger sonucu, ebeveynden algilanan reddin, utanca
yatkinligin artmasi ve sucluluga yatkinligin azalmasiyla birlikte Deneyime Aciklik
boyutunun bilesenlerinde ketlenmelere yol actigini ortaya koymaktadir. Babadan
reddin test edildigi modelde utanc ve sucluluk araci degisken olarak birbirlerinden
farkli degilken, anneden reddin test edildigi modelde utanca yatkinligin artmassi,
sucluluga yatkinligin azalmasindan daha gticlti bir etki ortaya koymaktadir. EKAR
Kurami’na gore cocuklukta baglanma figiirleri tarafindan ihtiyaclar: karsilanmais ve
bu kisilerden olumlu geri bildirimler almis olmak, kisilik gelisimini olumlu y6nde
etkilemektedir. Bunun tersi bir tutum ise ret duygusunun ve merak, yaraticilik,
hayal glict gibi bilesenlerin ketlendigi bagimli bir kisilik yapisinin gelismesine

neden olabilmektedir.

Son olarak, ebeveyn reddi arttikca katilimcilar utanca yatkinlik 6lciimtinde
daha yuksek degerler gostermis, bu da 6z-degerlilikte azalmay: ve olumsuz bir
benlik anlayis1 beraberinde getirmistir. Diger taraftan, ebeveyn kabult arttikca
sucluluga yatkinligin adaptif etkisi kendisini gostererek daha olumlu bir benlik
algis1 olusmustur. Anneden reddin test edildigi modelde utancg ve sucluluk, araci
degisken olarak birbirlerinden farkli degilken, babadan reddin test edildigi modelde
sucluluga yatkinligin artmasinin, utanca yatkinligin azalmasindan daha gticlti bir
etkisinin oldugunu goéstermektedir. Bu sonuclar sucluluk duygusuna yatkinligin
iyilestirici etkisinin utanca yatkinligin zayiflatici etkisi kadar etkili oldugunu
gostermesi bakimindan énem tasimaktadir. Bunun yani sira sucluluk ve utancin
babadan reddin test edildigi modelde farklilik géstermesi, baba figlirtintin bireyin

kendine bakisinda ve 6z-degerliliginde belirleyici rol oynadigini gostermektedir.

Ebeveyn Kabul - Reddi ve Psikopatoloji Arasindaki Iliskide Sucluluk ve Utanca
Yatkinligin Aract Rolli:

Bu calismanin sonugclarina gore ebeveynlerinden ret algilayan katilimcilar
daha cok utanc ve daha az adaptif sucluluk hissetme egiliminde olup daha cok
psikopatolojik belirti gostermektedirler. Bu calisma kisilik boyutlarinda oldugu gibi
psikopatolojik belirtiler 6lcimuinde de sucluluk duygusuna yatkinligin iyilestirici
etkisini vurgulamaktadir. Calismanin ebeveyn kabul - reddi ve psikopatoloji
arasindaki iliskiye dair sonuclari, bu iliskinin altinda yatan olas1 degiskenler olarak

su¢luluk ve utanca yatkinlig vurgulamaktadir.
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3.1. Calismanin Stnirliliklart ve Gelecek Calismalar icin Oneriler

Calismanin ilk kisitliligi calismanin deseniyle ilgilidir. Kesitsel calisma
yontemiyle veri toplandigindan bu calisma icin nedensel bir iliskiden s6z
edilememektedir. Bu nedenle gelecekteki calismalarin boylamsal desenle

yurtttlmesi 6nerilmektedir.

Bu calismada onerilen modele gore ebeveyn reddi, sucluluk ve utanca
yatkinlik tizerinden kisilik boyutlar1 ve psikopatolojik tabloyu etkilemektedir. Ancak
bireyin sucluluk ve utanca yatkinlik derecesinin énctlleri, mevcut kisilik yapisi
ve /veya psikopatolojik durum da olabilir. Bu calisma degiskenler arasindaki bu
yonde bir iliskiyi incelememektedir. Dolayisiyla mevcut kisilik yapisi ve

psikopatolojik durumun araci rol oynadig: bir modelden s6z edilebilir.

Bir diger kisitlilik calismanin 6rneklemiyle ilgilidir. Calisma, tiniversite
ogrencileriyle yurtatilmustir. Bu da calismanin genel populasyona ve klinik gruba

genellenmesiyle ilgili soru isaretleri dogurmaktadair.

Dérdtnct kisithilik, calismanin 6lciim yontemleriyle ilgilidir. Calismanin
degiskenleri 6z bildirime dayali 6lceklerle degerlendirilmistir. Bu da katilimci

yanliligl sorununu beraberinde getirmektedir.

Bu calismada sucluluk ve utanc duygular: belli bir teorik yaklasima gore ele
alinmistir. Bu yaklasima gore utang psikolojik sorunlarla iligkiliyken, sucluluk
daha uyumlu ve daha islevsel bir duygudur. Ancak literattirde suclulugun da
olumsuz bir duygu olabilecegine y6nelik yaklasimlar da bulunmaktadir. Bu
calismanin sonuclar: suc¢luluk duygusunun olumlu oldugu varsayimiyla
degerlendirilmelidir. Gelecekte ise bu kavramlara iliskin farkli yaklasimlar dikkate

alinarak calismalar ytrttulebilir.

Son olarak, bu calismanin sonuclarina gore kisilik boyutlarini iceren
modellerin analizi anlaml bir farklilik ortaya koymasina ragmen standardize
edilmemis katsayilarin distk oldugu goértilmustir. Bu nedenle sonuclar bu durum

dikkate alinarak yorumlanmalidir.

Ayrica gelecekteki calismalarda anne ve babadan algilanan reddin
karsilastirmali olarak analiz edilmesinin de ebeveynler arasindaki benzerlik ya da

farkliliklar irdelemek bakimindan faydali olacag: distnulmektedir.
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3.2. Calismanin Katkilart

Bu calisma, kisilik boyutlari ve psikopatolojinin olasi 6nctilleri olarak ebeveyn
kabul - reddi ile sucluluk ve utanca yatkinlig: birlikte incelemektedir. Literatiirle
paralel bir sekilde ebeveyn reddinin sonuclarinin yaygin etkilerine yonelik sonuclar
ortaya koymaktadir. Bu calisma, ebeveyn reddiyle birlikte artan degersizlik ve
yetersizlik duygularinin altinda sucluluk ve utanc¢ duygularinin olabilecegine iliskin
ipuclari sunmaktadir. Bu sonuclar, terapistin seans sirasinda karsilasabilecegi
olas1 bir diren¢ durumunda bunun s6zd edilen duygular sonucu ortaya
cikabilecegini 6ngérmesi ve seans icinde ve terapi stirecinde gerekli adimlar:

atabilmesi acisindan 6énem tasimaktadir.

Buna ek olarak, bu ¢alisma suc¢luluk duygusunun iyilestirici yanina vurgu
yapmaktadir. Buna iligskin sonuclar, terapétik acidan, kisilerarasi iliskilerde
birtakim sorunlar yasayan danisanlarin harekete gecmesini saglamak tizere

sucluluk duygusundan yararlanilmasi acisindan énemlidir.

Bu calismada elde edilen sonuclar babadan algilanan reddin de en az
anneden algilanan ret kadar etkili oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Bu sonuclar, aile
icinde baba figirtintin de bireyin kisilik ve psikopatolojiye yatkinligini etkiledigini

gostermektedir.

Son olarak, Thrane (1979) utanc¢ duygusunun yarattigi olumsuz etkilerin
benligin yeniden sekillenmesiyle silinecegine vurgu yapar ve bunun affedicilikle
degil kabul gérme ile mtimkUin olacagini dile getirir. Bu anlamda terapinin bir kabul
etme/gbérme stireci oldugu goz éntinde bulunduruldugunda bu calismayla ortaya
konan sonuclarla, kabul edici terapétik iliskilerin erken dénemin olumsuz

yasantilar: Gizerinde iyilestirici etki yapacagi yorumu yapilabilmektedir.
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Appendix J: Tez Fotokopisi Izin Formu

TEZ FOTOKOPISI iZIN FORMU

ENSTITU

Fen Bilimleri Enstitist

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisti I:I

Uygulamali Matematik Enstittist

Enformatik Enstitiist I:I

Deniz Bilimleri Enstitiist

YAZARIN

Soyadi : Deniz
Adi : Pelin

Bolimu : Psikoloji

TEZIN ADI (ingilizce): The Effects of Parental Acceptance —
Rejection/Control on Personality and Psychopathology: Mediator Role of

Proneness to Shame and Guilt

TEZIN TURU: Yuksek Lisans Doktora

Tezimin tamamindan kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

Tezimin i¢indekiler sayfasi, 6zet, indeks sayfalarindan ve/veya bir

bolimuinden kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

Tezimden bir (1) yil stireyle fotokopi alinamaz.

TEZIN KUTUPHANEYE TESLIM TARIHI:

212



