FEAR OF INTIMACY IN YOUNG WOMEN: THE ROLE OF ATTACHMENT
STYLES, REJECTION SENSITIVITY, AND EXPERIENTIAL AVOIDANCE

A THESIS SUBMITTED TO
THE GRADUATE SCHOOL OF SOCIAL SCIENCES
OF
MIDDLE EAST TECHNICAL UNIVERSITY

BY

SELIN ALTUN

IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS
FOR
THE DEGREE OF MASTER OF SCIENCE
IN
THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL SCIENCE, GUIDANCE AND
PSYCHOLOGICAL COUNSELING

JANUARY 2026






Approval of the thesis:

FEAR OF INTIMACY IN YOUNG WOMEN: THE ROLE OF
ATTACHMENT STYLES, REJECTION SENSITIVITY, AND
EXPERIENTIAL AVOIDANCE

submitted by SELIN ALTUN in partial fulfillment of the requirement for the
degree of Master of Science in Educational Sciences, Guidance and
Psychological Counseling, the Graduate School of Social Sciences of Middle
East Technical University by,

Prof. Dr. Sadettin KIRAZCI
Dean
Graduate School of Social Sciences

Prof. Dr. Zeynep SUMER
Head of Department
Department of Educational Sciences

Prof. Dr. Zeynep SUMER
Supervisor
Department of Educational Sciences

Examining Committee Members:

Assoc. Prof. Dr. Kadriye Funda BARUTCU YILDIRIM
(Head of the Examining Committee)

Middle East Technical University

Department of Educational Sciences

Prof. Dr. Zeynep SUMER (Supervisor)
Middle East Technical University
Department of Educational Sciences

Assist Prof. Dr. Begiim SERIM YILDIZ
TED University
Department of Educational Sciences







I hereby declare that all information in this document has been obtained and
presented in accordance with academic rules and ethical conduct. I also declare
that, as required by these rules and conduct, | have fully cited and referenced
all material and results that are not original to this work.

Name, Last Name: Selin ALTUN

Signature:



ABSTRACT

FEAR OF INTIMACY IN YOUNG WOMEN: THE ROLE OF ATTACHMENT
STYLES, REJECTION SENSITIVITY, AND EXPERIENTIAL AVOIDANCE

ALTUN, Selin
M.S. The Department of Educational Sciences, Guidance and Psychological
Counseling
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Zeynep SUMER

January 2026, 110 pages,

The current study examined the role of attachment styles, rejection sensitivity, and
experiential avoidance in predicting fear of intimacy among young adult women,
after controlling for age and relationship status. A total of 385 Turkish women
participated in the study. The Demographic and Romantic Relational Information
Form, the Three-Dimensional Attachment Styles Scale, the Multidimensional
Experiential Avoidance Scale, and the Rejection Sensitivity Scale were used to
collect data from the participants. A hierarchical multiple regression analysis was
conducted to analyse data in this correlational research design. Overall, the final
model demonstrated significant explanatory power, accounting for a considerable
proportion of variance in fear of intimacy and confirming the significance of the
proposed predictors. Parallel to the empirical evidence obtained from past studies, it
was found that anxious/ambivalent attachment style, two subdimensions of
experiential avoidance (repression/denial and distress endurance), and rejection
sensitivity, along with relationship status, were significant predictors of the fear of

intimacy. It was also observed that age and relationship status became a predictive
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factor along with other variables in the final stage of the analysis. The findings have
been explicated by examining the existing empirical evidence. Based on the findings,

theoretical and practical implications and recommendations for further research were
presented.

Keywords: fear of intimacy, attachment styles, rejection sensitivity, experiential
avoidance, young adulthood.



0z

GENC KADINLARDA YAKINLIK KORKUSU: BAGLANMA STILLERININ,
REDDEDILME DUYARLILIGININ VE DENEYIMSEL KACINMANIN ROLU

ALTUN, Selin
Yiiksek Lisans, Egitim Bilimleri, Rehberlik ve Psikolojik Danigmanlik Boliimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Zeynep SUMER

Ocak 2026, 110 sayfa

Bu caligmada, yas ve iliski durumu kontrol edildikten sonra, geng yetiskin kadinlarda
yakinlik korkusunu yordamada baglanma stillerinin, reddedilme duyarliligmin ve
deneyimsel kaginmanin rolii incelenmistir. Calismaya toplam 385 Tiirk kadini
katilmistir. Katilimeilardan veri toplamak igin Demografik ve Romantik iliski Bilgi
Formu, Ug¢ Boyutlu Baglanma Stilleri Olgegi, Cok Boyutlu Deneyimsel Kaginma
Olgegi ve Reddedilme Duyarhiligi Olgegi kullanilmistir. Bu iliskisel arastirma
tasariminda, ¢alismadaki verilerin analiz edilme silirecinde kullanilan yontem
hiyerarsik ¢oklu regresyon analizidir. Genel olarak, nihai model anlamli bir
aciklayicr giice sahip oldugunu gostermis, yakinlik korkusu varyansinin kayda deger
bir boliimiinii acgiklamis ve Onerilen yordayicilarin anlamliligint dogrulamstir.
Gecmis calismalardan elde edilen ampirik bulgulara paralel olarakkaygili/kararsiz
baglanma stilinin, deneyimsel kaginmanin iki alt boyutu olan bastirma/inkar ve
sikinttya dayaniklilik ile reddedilme duyarliliginin, iliski durumuyla birlikte, yakinlik
korkusunun anlamli yordayicilari oldugu bulunmustur. Ayrica, yasin ve iliski
durumunun da analizin son asamasinda diger degiskenlerle birlikte yordayici faktor

haline geldigi goriilmistiir. Bulgular, mevcut ampirik bulgular g6z Oniinde
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bulundurularak agiklanmigtir. Bulgular 15181nda, teorik ve pratik ¢ikarimlar ile daha

sonraki arastirmalar i¢in 6neriler sunulmustur.

Anahtar Kelimeler: yakinlik korkusu, baglanma stilleri, reddedilme duyarliligr,

deneyimsel kaginma, geng yetiskinlik.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1. Background to the Study

Fear of intimacy refers to an individual’s anxiety-driven difficulty in sharing
personally meaningful thoughts and emotions with someone who is perceived as
highly significant (Descutner & Thelen, 1991). Descutner and Thelen (1991)
conceptualized this construct through three interrelated dimensions: the content of
self-disclosure, the emotional significance attributed to the shared material, and the
perceived importance of the relationship partner. Genuine intimacy emerges from the
interaction among these dimensions and is reflected in emotional openness, depth,
and reciprocal respect. Disruptions in these processes may limit individuals’ capacity
to engage in close relationships and contribute to persistent fear of emotional

closeness (Descutner & Thelen, 1991).

The experience of fear of intimacy does not emerge in isolation but is shaped by
broader developmental and relational contexts. Age constitutes a fundamental
background factor influencing individuals’ capacity for intimacy. Drawing on
Erikson’s (1959) psychosocial framework, early and young adulthood represent a
developmental period characterized by the central conflict between intimacy and
isolation. Successful progression through this stage depends on the consolidation of
identity, which enables individuals to form stable and enduring interpersonal bonds
(Erikson, 1959). During this period, individuals navigate key psychosocial tasks such
as establishing autonomy, pursuing educational and occupational goals, and
cultivating intimate partnerships (Olsson et al., 2023). Emerging adulthood, generally
spanning ages 18 to 29, is marked by heightened identity exploration, increased self-

directed decision-making, and uncertainty regarding adult roles (Arnett & Mitra,
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2020). Recent demographic trends further indicate that remaining single well into the
thirties and forties has become increasingly common, reflecting broader societal
shifts toward individual autonomy and delayed relational commitments (Apostolou
& Tekes, 2024; Beckmeyer & Jamison, 2023, 2024). These developmental dynamics
suggest that age-related transitions may shape individuals’ experiences of intimacy

and vulnerability to fear of closeness.

Closely related to age, relationship status represents another contextual factor
associated with fear of intimacy. Empirical evidence indicates that individuals’
romantic relationship trajectories across early and middle adulthood are closely
linked to later psychological well-being (Grundstrom et al., 2021). Patterns of
partnership stability and change have been shown to predict depressive symptoms
and self-esteem in midlife (Grundstrom et al., 2021). Moreover, individuals engaged
in enduring and satisfying romantic relationships tend to report lower psychological
distress, more positive self-concepts, enhanced emotion regulation capacities, and
stronger self-esteem (Sagone & Commodari, 2023). In contrast, periods of
relationship initiation, transition, or dissolution may be accompanied by heightened
intimacy-related anxiety, particularly in dating or early partnership contexts
(Descutner & Thelen, 1991; Montesi et al., 2013). Accordingly, age and relationship
status constitute important control variables when examining psychological

predictors of fear of intimacy.

Beyond these contextual influences, attachment theory provides a central framework
for understanding individual differences in intimacy-related functioning. The
extension of attachment theory to romantic relationships by Hazan and Shaver
(1987), grounded in Bowlby’s (1982) work, conceptualizes romantic love as
involving not only positive emotional experiences but also defensive responses,
including fear of intimacy. Empirical findings consistently indicate that individuals
with insecure attachment styles exhibit ambivalent, demanding, or avoidant
behaviors in close relationships, accompanied by heightened anxiety and
apprehension regarding emotional closeness (Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Thorberg &
Lyvers, 2006). Mikulincer et al. (2016) identified attachment anxiety and attachment

avoidance as two fundamental dimensions underlying these relational tendencies.
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Securely attached individuals typically regulate stress by seeking emotional
connection and expressing feelings openly, thereby fostering relational stability and
adaptive coping (Bowlby, 1982; Clark & Beck, 2011). In contrast, insecure
attachment orientations are characterized by fears of rejection, abandonment, or loss
of autonomy, which interfere with the ability to initiate or sustain emotional
closeness and increase vulnerability to fear of intimacy. Psychodynamic perspectives
further conceptualize fear of intimacy as a defensive mechanism aimed at regulating
unconscious anxiety (Freud, 1920). Individuals with histories of relational trauma
may unconsciously distance themselves from emotional closeness to avoid re-
experiencing psychological pain. Attachment theory complements this view by
emphasizing the enduring impact of early caregiver—child interactions on internal
working models of relationships that persist into adulthood (Mikulincer & Shaver,
2020). In particular, individuals with avoidant attachment orientations are prone to
perceive intimacy as threatening, leading to distancing behaviors that reinforce
relational fears and maintain fear of intimacy (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991;
Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016, 2020).

Attachment-related vulnerabilities are further shaped by interpersonal-cognitive
processes such as rejection sensitivity. Individuals high in rejection sensitivity tend
to anxiously expect and readily perceive rejection, responding with heightened
emotional reactivity in close relationships. Within romantic contexts, this sensitivity
may intensify concerns about emotional closeness, particularly among individuals
who desire intimacy but simultaneously fear rejection. Pepping et al. (2015) reported
that some individuals actively pursue emotional closeness while remaining highly
sensitive to rejection cues, whereas others deliberately maintain emotional distance
to preserve autonomy. These patterns suggest that rejection sensitivity may amplify
attachment-related fears and contribute to avoidance or withdrawal from intimacy,

thereby reinforcing fear of emotional closeness.

From a cognitive-behavioral perspective, experiential avoidance represents an
additional mechanism through which fear of intimacy may be maintained.
Experiential avoidance refers to attempts to evade or alter unpleasant internal
experiences, such as distressing emotions or thoughts (Hayes et al., 1996). Although

3



avoidance-based strategies may temporarily reduce relational anxiety, they often
limit genuine emotional engagement and reinforce interpersonal distance over time
(Clark & Beck, 2011). Empirical studies have identified experiential avoidance as a
key factor restricting emotional closeness in romantic relationships (Boulanger et al.,
2010; Kashdan et al., 2006). In this context, avoidance-based coping strategies, while
providing short-term protection, may ultimately perpetuate fear of intimacy and
reduce opportunities for satisfying, emotionally connected partnerships (Pepping et
al., 2015).

Previous research has shown that women are more likely to report heightened
relational sensitivity, greater responsiveness to rejection cues, and stronger emotional
investment in close relationships, factors that may intensify the associations between
attachment orientations and fear of intimacy (Fischer & Good, 1997; Tolmacz &
Mikulincer, 2011). Women typically prioritize emotional disclosure and relational
closeness to a greater extent than men (Descutner & Thelen, 1991; Fischer & Good,
1997). Nonetheless, these gender-related patterns are not uniform and can vary
according to the relational context. Women undergoing marital strain, particularly
those in the process of divorce, tend to experience higher levels of fear of intimacy
compared to women in ongoing marriages, reflecting increased attachment insecurity

and relational dissatisfaction (Koolaee et al., 2013).

Moreover, dependency-oriented attachment, defined by low self-esteem and
excessive emotional reliance on partners, has been associated with interpersonal
difficulties among both divorced and non-divorced women (Koolaee et al., 2013).
Hence, focusing specifically on women provides a better understanding of their
romantic relationship patterns. Moreover, evidence suggests that the psychological
mechanisms linking attachment, rejection-related processes, and intimacy behaviors
may operate differently for women and men (Cross & Madson, 1997; Rose &
Rudolph, 2006).

Examining the fear of intimacy among young adult women, therefore, offers an
opportunity to better understand how relational vulnerabilities and expectations
converge during a developmentally salient life stage.
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Despite extensive theoretical and empirical contributions, important gaps remain in
the literature. Prior studies have often examined attachment styles, rejection
sensitivity, and experiential avoidance as separate predictors of intimacy-related
difficulties, with limited integration of these constructs within a single explanatory
framework. Furthermore, much of the existing research has been conducted in
Western contexts, predominantly with university student samples, limiting the
generalizability of findings to non-Western populations. Consequently, little is
known about how these psychological mechanisms collectively contribute to fear of

intimacy among young women in Tiirkiye.

Against this backdrop, the present study aims to examine the extent to which
attachment styles, rejection sensitivity, and experiential avoidance predict fear of
intimacy among Turkish young women aged 19 to 42, while controlling for age and
relationship status. Consistent with prior evidence, it was hypothesized that anxious
and avoidant attachment styles, heightened rejection sensitivity, and avoidance-based
coping strategies would be positively associated with fear of intimacy, whereas
secure attachment and more adaptive coping tendencies would be associated with
lower levels of fear of intimacy. By integrating these variables within a hierarchical
regression framework, the study seeks to provide a more coherent and
comprehensive understanding of the mechanisms underlying intimacy-related

anxiety of women in emerging and young adulthood.

1.2. Purpose of the Study

The current study aims to investigate the role of attachment styles, rejection
sensitivity, and experiential avoidance in predicting fear of intimacy after controlling
for age and relationship status among young women (19-42) in Tiirkiye. In line with
this aim, the study seeks to determine the relative contribution of these psychological
factors to intimacy-related difficulties and to clarify how they interact in shaping
individuals’ capacity for emotional closeness. By identifying which variables serve
as the strongest predictors of fear of intimacy, the research aims to contribute to a
more nuanced understanding of the mechanisms underlying relational anxiety and

avoidance.



1.3. Research Question

The research question of the current study was as follows:

To what extent do secure attachment style, avoidant attachment style,
anxious/ambivalent  attachment style, rejection  sensitivity, avoidance,
suppression/denial, procrastination, distress endurance, and repression/distraction
predict fear of intimacy among young adult women after controlling for age and

relationship status?

1.4. Significance of the Study

Understanding fear of intimacy carries both theoretical and practical importance,
particularly within young adulthood, a developmental stage characterized by identity
exploration, relational commitment, and the tension between autonomy and closeness
(Erikson, 1959). Although intimacy, attachment, and related relational constructs
have been widely examined, much of the existing literature has relied predominantly
on Western university samples, limiting the cultural and developmental scope of
these findings. As a result, how intimacy-related processes operate within different
cultural contexts and among diverse young adult populations remain insufficiently
understood. Within this body of research, psychological factors associated with fear
of intimacy have often been examined in isolation. Attachment styles, rejection
sensitivity, and experiential avoidance have each been shown to play an important
role in intimacy-related difficulties, yet these constructs have typically been explored
separately rather than within an integrated explanatory framework. By bringing
together attachment styles, rejection sensitivity, and experiential avoidance into a
single model, the present study aims to provide a more comprehensive account of
how cognitive, affective, and behavioral processes jointly contribute to intimacy
avoidance in women. This integrative perspective advances theoretical understanding
of relational functioning by illustrating how attachment insecurity and difficulties in
emotion regulation may converge to shape patterns of closeness, vulnerability, and
withdrawal. Previous research has demonstrated that fear of intimacy is associated

with a range of adverse psychological outcomes, including depressive symptoms,
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anxiety, and dissatisfaction in close relationships (Descutner & Thelen, 1991).
Attachment insecurity, particularly anxious and avoidant orientations, has been
consistently linked to heightened intimacy-related fears and difficulties in emotional
closeness (Hazan & Shaver, 1987). Similarly, rejection sensitivity has been shown to
intensify concerns about intimacy by increasing vigilance toward interpersonal threat
and anticipated rejection (Downey & Feldman, 1996). From a cognitive-behavioral
perspective, experiential avoidance has also been implicated in the maintenance of
emotional distancing and relational avoidance (Hayes et al., 1996). Together, these
findings suggest that fear of intimacy is maintained through the interaction of
attachment-related vulnerabilities, heightened sensitivity to rejection, and avoidance-

based coping strategies.

Clarifying how specific attachment styles, rejection sensitivity, and experiential
avoidance contribute to fear of intimacy has important practical implications. A
clearer understanding of these mechanisms may assist psychological counselors and
mental health practitioners in developing interventions that are better tailored to the
relational needs of young adult women. Such knowledge is particularly relevant for
premarital counseling, couples therapy, and individual psychotherapy in Tiirkiye,
where changing social norms have diversified romantic relationship patterns.
Examining intimacy-related difficulties within this cultural context may inform
psychoeducational and therapeutic approaches aimed at fostering emotional
openness, self-acceptance, and trust in close relationships. Ultimately, the
significance of the present study lies in its potential to bridge theory and practice. By
providing empirical evidence from a non-Western context, the study contributes to
the broader literature on intimacy and attachment while offering clinically relevant
insights for professionals working to support healthier relational development among

young adult women.

1.5. Definition of Terms

To promote conceptual clarity and consistency, the key constructs employed in this

study are defined as follows:



Fear of Intimacy: This describes an individual’s limited ability to disclose personally
“meaningful thoughts and emotions” to another person, often driven by concerns
about closeness, rejection, or vulnerability (Descutner & Thelen, 1991). This
construct highlights difficulties in both initiating and sustaining emotional closeness

in interpersonal relationships.

Attachment Styles: It refers to enduring patterns of expectations, emotions, and
behaviors that develop through early interactions with primary caregivers and
continue to influence adult close relationships (Bowlby, 1982; Bartholomew &
Horowitz, 1991). Within this framework, three primary attachment orientations are

most relevant to the current study:

Secure attachment: Described by comfort with emotional closeness, trust in
others, and the capability of reaching for and providing support effectively
(Bowlby, 1982).

Anxious/Ambivalent attachment: Marked by fear of rejection, preoccupation
with abandonment, and heightened sensitivity to relationship threats
(Bowlby, 1982).

Avoidant attachment: Defined by discomfort with dependence, reluctance to
self-disclose, and a preference for emotional distance in close relationships
(Bowlby, 1982).

Rejection Sensitivity: This refers to an individual’s heightened tendency to anxiously
anticipate, detect, and respond strongly to actual or perceived instances of rejection
(Downey & Feldman, 1996). This cognitive-emotional vulnerability is considered a

key factor that can intensify fear of intimacy in close relationships.

Experiential Avoidance: It refers to an individual’s reluctance to stay in contact with
aversive internal experiences, such as distressing thoughts, emotions, or memories,
and the tendency to modify, suppress, or escape these experiences, even when such
efforts result in long-term psychological costs (Hayes et al., 1996). Within relational
contexts, this avoidance often presents as a reluctance to express vulnerability or
engage in emotional intimacy. The following five strategies were examined in the

current study:



Avoidance: Avoidance was explained as trying not to face certain situations
or feelings that may be upsetting, often by staying away from them altogether
(Gamez et al., 2011).

Suppression/Distraction: It was explained as pushing down or diverting

feelings or thoughts so they don’t come to the surface, even when they are
still there in the background (Gamez et al., 2011).

Distress Endurance: Distress endurance was explained as putting up with
difficult emotions or stress without really dealing with them, almost like
carrying a heavy load instead of finding a way to lighten it (Gamez et al.,
2011).

Procrastination: It was explained as putting things off as a way to escape the
discomfort or anxiety that comes with doing them (Gamez et al., 2011).

Repression/Denial: Denial was explained as keeping unwanted feelings or
memories out of awareness, often without realizing them, so they do not have
to be confronted directly (Gamez et al., 2011).

Young Adulthood: This developmental span includes the phase of emerging
adulthood (approximately ages 18 to 29), which is typically marked by active
identity exploration and experimentation across life domains (Arnett & Mitra,
2020). It further extends into early and middle adulthood (ages 20 to 40), a
period often defined by the pursuit of career stability, enduring intimate
partnerships, and the assumption of family or societal responsibilities within
the stages of intimacy versus isolation and generativity versus stagnation
(Erikson, 1959).



CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The literature on study variables is presented in this chapter with the theoretical
framework. The sections presented are as follows: the fear of intimacy, attachment
styles and their relationship with the fear of intimacy, experiential avoidance and its
relationship with the fear of intimacy, rejection sensitivity and its relationship with
the fear of intimacy. The current chapter also provides information onprevious
studies regarding these concepts. Lastly, a summary of the literature review is

presented with an explanation of the reasons for studying all the mentioned variables.

2.1. Intimacy

Intimacy has long been recognized as a fundamental human need essential to
psychological, emotional, and social well-being (Erikson, 1959). Early theoretical
perspectives identified intimacy not just as a social skill but as a developmental
milestone critical for personal growth and relational functioning. Building on
developmental theories, Erikson (1959) conceptualized intimacy as a developmental
process that evolves alongside the formation of identity. According to their
perspective, the capacity to establish genuine closeness with others emerges only
after earlier developmental tasks have been successfully resolved. Intimacy, in this
sense, involves the willingness to disclose one’s inner world (i.e., emotions,
thoughts, and vulnerabilities) within a relationship grounded in trust and mutual
understanding (Erikson, 1959).

Empirical research indicates that early caregiving experiences play a crucial role in
shaping adult intimacy processes (Bowlby, 1982; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016).

Parental acceptance—rejection consistently predicts later patterns of relational
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closeness (Ali et al., 2019). In a cross-cultural investigation including 3,483 young
adults from 13 countries, Ali et al. (2019) found that childhood recollections of

maternal rejection were associated with increased fear of intimacy in adulthood.

Individuals with heightened rejection sensitivity frequently experience unease during
direct interpersonal interactions, demonstrate limited adaptive coping mechanisms,
and struggle to establish secure relational bonds (Mikulincer et al.,2013. These
cognitive and behavioral patterns are consistent with earlier frameworks that
conceptualize intimacy as a dynamic process, wherein the capacity to navigate
vulnerability and manage interpersonal anxiety is fundamental (Mikulincer et al.,
2013).

In summary, intimacy represents a multidimensional construct including emotional,
cognitive, and behavioral elements central to human connection. It develops through
early relational experiences and influences an individual’s capacity for closeness,
vulnerability, and trust (Bowlby, 1982; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016). When disrupted
through rejection, trauma, or maladaptive coping, it contributes to the emergence of
fear of intimacy and related psychological symptoms (Descutner & Thelen, 1991).
The cumulative evidence suggests that intimacy difficulties are not isolated
phenomena but rather interconnected with attachment insecurity, rejection
sensitivity, and avoidance tendencies (Downey & Feldman, 1996; Hayes et al.,
1996). This framework provides the theoretical foundation for the subsequent
section, which focuses on the concept of fear of intimacy as a distinct yet
developmentally related construct that significantly impacts relational and emotional
well-being (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016).

2.1.1. Fear of Intimacy

The concept of fear of intimacy originated from early psychological research
highlighting that difficulties in openness and emotional vulnerability can
significantly disrupt relational functioning (Descutner and Thelen, 1991). Descutner
and Thelen (1991) characterised fear of intimacy as a diminished capacity to share
personally meaningful thoughts and experiences with close others. Their findings
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indicated that individuals exhibiting high levels of fear of intimacy frequently
experience social isolation, emotional withdrawal, and limited closeness, not only
with romantic partners but also with family and friends. Moreover, fear of intimacy
and social desirability, a trait closely related to rejection sensitivity, were found to be
positively associated. This finding suggests that individuals who fear intimacy may
simultaneously seek social approval while avoiding deep emotional engagement
(Descutner & Thelen, 1991).

Extending previously mentioned research, a large-scale cross-cultural study
conducted by Ali et al. (2019) across 13 countries identified childhood rejection as a
consistent predictor of fear of intimacy in adulthood. The study revealed that
recollections of any one of the parents’ rejection were associated with increased fear
of intimacy; however, the rejection of the mother had a stronger predictive effect.
This finding underscores the significant role of early relational experiences in
shaping adult intimacy fears (Ali et al., 2019). Building on earlier evidence regarding
the influence of early parental behaviors, Araci-lyiaydim et al. (2023) observed that
greater recollections of maternal and paternal rejection in childhood were associated
with higher levels of psychological maladjustment, which in turn predicted increased
fear of intimacy in adulthood. These results further emphasize that early experiences
of parental rejection exert a lasting effect on adult relational patterns and highlight

the critical role of childhood family dynamics in shaping intimacy-related anxiety.

Furthermore, Obeid et al. (2020) identified a relationship between fear of intimacy
and early maladaptive schemas, including mistrust, emotional deprivation, and
abandonment, which often emerge from inconsistent or neglectful caregiving. These
schemas promote patterns of relational avoidance and self-protective withdrawal,
hindering the capacity to form or sustain emotionally close relationships in
adulthood. Beyond experiences of childhood rejection, challenges in forming
intimacy have also been associated with broader interpersonal and personality
factors. Faraji and Tezcan (2023) reported that individuals with borderline
personality traits, who exhibit a pronounced need for approval and validation often
rooted in early rejection, tend to display elevated fear of intimacy. This pattern,
characterized by a random desire for closeness and fear of vulnerability, contributes
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to relational instability and increased relational distress. In line with DSM-5 criteria
(American Psychiatric Association [APA], 2013), borderline personality disorder
involves emotional instability, heightened sensitivity to rejection, and fear of
abandonment, reflecting the central components of fear of intimacy. These
observations suggest that difficulties in intimacy frequently co-occur with
maladaptive coping strategies and emotion regulation deficits, thereby reinforcing
the connections between early rejection, avoidance behaviors, and psychological

distress.

Theoretical models have provided insight into these meshed mechanisms. For
example, the Multimotive Model presumes that perceived rejection reveals defensive
responses, including avoidance, withdrawal, and occasionally aggression, that may
support the fear of intimacy over time (Faraji & Tezcan, 2023). Furthermore, to
create an understanding of the relationship between rejection sensitivity and fear of
intimacy, the multimotive model helps the researchers. This framework presumes
that individuals’ perceptions of rejection activate defensive strategies such as
avoidance or hostility that reinforce both fear of intimacy and interpersonal anxiety.
As Faraji and Tezcan (2023) stated, people with high rejection sensitivity, often
limited in social coping and uncomfortable with direct social interactions, may adopt
behaviors that pursue social withdrawal. Consequently, fear of intimacy reflects not
just a personal vulnerability but a learned emotional regulation pattern that maintains
avoidance and constrains opportunities for supportive relational engagement (Faraji
& Tezcan, 2023).

Recent empirical studies have expanded the understanding of intimacy by linking it
to broader mental health outcomes. Maitland and Neilson (2023) presented a
conceptual model linking fear of intimacy to depressive symptoms through
mechanisms such as behavioral activation and social support. Their findings
indicated that individuals exhibiting high fear of intimacy levels tended to withdraw
from meaningful social interactions, report lower perceived social support, and
experience heightened depressive symptoms (Maitland & Neilson, 2023). Notably,
while fear of intimacy was associated with decreased interpersonal engagement, it
also correlated with increased perceived social support, suggesting that individuals
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may maintain superficial social connections while avoiding deeper emotional
involvement (Maitland & Neilson, 2023). The authors recommended integrating
Functional Analytic Psychotherapy (FAP) with Behavioral Activation (BA)
approaches to directly address fear of intimacy and enhance clients’ emotional

openness and relational functioning.

Research on adverse childhood experiences (ACEs) provides insight into the
developmental origins of intimacy difficulties. Evidence suggests that early
experiences of emotional neglect, abuse, or household dysfunction are significant
predictors of fear of intimacy in young adulthood (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016).
Specifically, Aggarwal and Dutt (2024) demonstrated that individuals reporting
higher levels of ACEs experience higher fear of intimacy, highlighting the long-term
impact of early relational adversity on the capacity to form close, trusting
relationships. The need for preventive studies aimed at fostering healthy relational
patterns during childhood and adolescence comes to light more with these findings.
Maitland and Neilson (2023) also reported that fear of intimacy was inversely related
to behavioral activation, with both variables independently and collectively
predicting depressive outcomes. While individuals with elevated fear of intimacy
tended to engage less in meaningful social activities, the construct also demonstrated
a modest positive association with perceived social support (Maitland & Neilson,
2023). This pattern implies that such individuals may sustain superficial social
interactions that mask an avoidance of genuine emotional closeness. Overall, the
findings highlight that fear of intimacy constrains the quality rather than the quantity
of social relationships (Descutner & Thelen, 1991). Moreover, since fear of intimacy
can act as an early barrier in BA treatment by inhibiting the initiation of new,
reinforcing behaviors, targeting fear of intimacy directly may increase treatment

efficacy and engagement.

Anxious and avoidant attachment styles have also been linked to depressive
symptoms, especially among women in clinical settings. Empirical findings indicate
that women experiencing major depressive disorder exhibit elevated levels of fearful
attachment and diminished secure attachment compared to non-clinical counterparts.

This pattern suggests that the tendency to withdraw from emotional closeness, often
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driven by fear of rejection, may exacerbate depressive symptomatology (Reis &
Grenyer, 2004). Because women tend to engage more frequently in ruminative
processing of negative emotions, rumination has been proposed as one factor
contributing to the higher prevalence of depressive symptoms observed among
women compared to men (Nolen-Hoeksema et al., 1999). Rumination involves
repetitive and passive focus on distress and its causes and consequences, and is
associated with greater severity and persistence of depressive symptoms (Nolen-
Hoeksema et al., 1999). Although this work does not directly test attachment
processes, it highlights rumination as a cognitive vulnerability that may interact with
interpersonal stress and maladaptive relational patterns to increase susceptibility to
depressive symptoms. Mohan and Mathew (2024) investigated how attachment
styles and gender relate to relationship satisfaction and reported that both attachment
anxiety and avoidance were positively linked to fear of intimacy. Additionally,
women exhibiting higher levels of fear of intimacy were more prone to initiating the
end of relationships, indicating that mismatched intimacy needs can contribute to
instability in romantic partnerships (Mohan & Mathew, 2024). Moreover, clinical
findings underscore the emotional and relational consequences of fear of intimacy. In
a comparative study, Koolaee et al. (2013) observed that women who had initiated
divorce proceedings exhibited significantly greater fear of intimacy, along with
elevated attachment anxiety and avoidance, relative to women who remained
married. These results point to the central role of intimacy difficulties in marital
distress and dissolution (Koolaee et al.,2013). In a similar vein, Sherman and Thelen
(1996) found that individuals with high levels of fear of intimacy tended to report
lower self-esteem, greater difficulties in regulating emotions, and increased
depressive symptoms. These results underscore fear of intimacy as a notable obstacle
to relationship satisfaction, as individuals may simultaneously seek closeness while
fearing vulnerability, thereby perpetuating cycles of avoidance and relational
instability (Sherman & Thelen, 1996).

Overall, the literature positions fear of intimacy as a multifaceted construct shaped
by developmental, cognitive, and personality factors. It functions as both a
consequence of early relational experiences and a mediator between attachment

insecurity, rejection sensitivity, and emotional maladjustment. Fear of intimacy
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restricts the capacity for emotional disclosure and mutual support, thereby
perpetuating cycles of loneliness, avoidance, and interpersonal distress. Recognizing
the developmental and cognitive underpinnings of fear of intimacy provides a
foundation for understanding broader attachment processes. The next section will
therefore examine attachment styles, which offer critical insight into how early
caregiving experiences shape intimacy patterns, avoidance behaviors, and relational

functioning across the lifespan.

2.2. Attachment Styles

Attachment theory provides a broader conceptual basis for explaining how early
bonds with caregivers influence later intimacy and relationship patterns. Bowlby
(1979, 1982) described attachment as a deep emotional connection between a child
and their primary caregiver, emphasizing that the quality of these early interactions
shapes enduring internal models of self and others that guide behavior across the
lifespan. Secure attachment emerges from early caregiving characterized by warmth,
consistency, and emotional responsiveness, which enables children to develop trust
in others and confidence in their own worth. Conversely, when caregiving is
inconsistent, rejecting, or emotionally unavailable, insecure attachment tends to
form, fostering doubts about the dependability of others and one’s lovability
(Ainsworth, 1978; Main & Solomon, 1990).

The initial years of life constitute a pivotal phase of development marked by rapid
growth in cognitive, emotional, and biological domains. Beyond the fulfilment of
basic physical needs, infants rely on caregivers’ emotional sensitivity and consistent
responsiveness to support healthy psychological development (Bowlby, 1982). When
caregivers respond sensitively to an infant’s needs, they provide a secure emotional
base that fosters confidence in the caregiver’s reliability and support. In contrast,
emotionally distant, inconsistent, or rejecting caregiving may foster feelings of
insecurity, contributing to the emergence of anxious or avoidant attachment
orientations (Finzi-Dottan & Abadi, 2024; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2020). These early
experiences form enduring internal models that shape how individuals view

themselves and engage in relationships across the lifespan.
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Green-Hennessy and Reis (1998) provided early empirical evidence indicating that
individuals with secure attachment tend to demonstrate higher cognitive flexibility
and openness than those exhibiting avoidant attachment. These findings suggest that
attachment security not only promotes emotional stability but also enhances the
capacity to process relational information with curiosity and adaptability. Building
upon earlier attachment research, Mikulincer and Arad (1999) found that infants with
secure attachment demonstrated confidence in their caregivers’ reliability, which
allowed them to explore their surroundings more freely. In contrast, those with
insecure attachment tended to limit their exploration, reflecting doubts about the
caregiver’s emotional availability. These observations further substantiated Bowlby’s
(1982) proposition that attachment orientations are established in early development
and tend to show relative stability over time. Bowlby (1982) highlighted that the
quality of early attachment relationships not only shapes socioemotional
development but also serves as a potential risk or protective factor for subsequent

psychological outcomes.

As attachment theory evolved, researchers extended its principles to adult romantic
relationships (Hazan & Shaver, 1987). Adults with secure attachment typically
demonstrate a healthy balance between emotional closeness and independence,
fostering mutual trust and adaptive interdependence in their relationships (Mikulincer
et al.,, 2010). In contrast, individuals with insecure attachment often experience
discomfort with intimacy, driven by underlying fears of rejection, abandonment, or
excessive reliance on others. Such insecurity may manifest as emotional distancing,
defensive reactions, or heightened attachment behaviors, which can ultimately

undermine relationship satisfaction (Mikulincer et al., 2010; Timm & Keiley, 2011).

Building upon earlier attachment research, Ainsworth (1978) demonstrated that the
emotional patterns established through early caregiving extend into adult relational
life. Individuals who experienced consistent and sensitive caregiving in childhood
tend to develop adaptive emotion regulation and comfort with closeness in intimate
partnerships whereas inconsistent or neglectful caregiving fosters defensive and
avoidant tendencies in emotional expression. In line with previous empirical

evidence, securely attached individuals tend to exhibit greater emotional balance,
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utilize constructive approaches to managing conflict, and report higher levels of
satisfaction within their romantic relationships (Laurenceau et al., 1998). These
patterns suggest that secure attachment promotes both emotional regulation and
adaptive relational functioning. Conversely, individuals with insecure attachment
tend to exhibit greater challenges in managing emotions, engage more frequently in
maladaptive or conflictual interaction patterns, and report reduced levels of
satisfaction within their romantic relationships (Mikulincer et al., 2010; Timm &
Keiley, 2011).

Fear of intimacy is often rooted in early adverse experiences that disrupt the
development of secure attachment bonds. Individuals with avoidant or anxious
attachment styles commonly display heightened apprehension toward vulnerability
and emotional closeness, resulting in behaviors characterized by withdrawal and self-
protection. These patterns can significantly impair relationship satisfaction and
intimacy (Descutner & Thelen, 1991). Mohan and Mathew (2024) further
highlighted that fear of intimacy functions as the most influential predictor of
relationship outcomes, even exceeding the predictive power of attachment styles.
These findings indicate that fear of intimacy serves as a mediating mechanism
between attachment insecurity and relationship dissatisfaction, playing a central role

in sustaining relational difficulties.

From a developmental standpoint, attachment theory supposes that relational patterns
and emotional regulation strategies are transmitted across generations. In line with
this framework, Olsson et al. (2023) reported that mothers who exhibited higher
levels of fear of intimacy were up to 70% more likely to have infants classified as
insecurely or anxiously/ambivalently attached, even after controlling for variables
such as parental psychological health and relationship quality. These findings suggest
that unresolved intimacy-related anxieties may undermine sensitive caregiving,
thereby reinforcing intergenerational cycles of attachment insecurity (Olsson et al.,
2023). Interventions that foster open emotional communication and reflective
parenting could help disrupt these patterns and promote secure relational

development in both parents and children.
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Attachment orientations interact with personality traits to influence interpersonal
behavior. Ramazanoglu and Cicerali (2025) reported that vulnerable narcissism, a
form marked by heightened sensitivity to rejection, proneness to shame, and fear of
intimacy, is closely linked with insecure attachment patterns. Individuals exhibiting
high levels of vulnerable narcissism often fluctuate between desiring emotional
closeness and fearing exposure or relational rejection. As a result, they may hide
aspects of their authentic self and experience persistent anxiety in close relationships
(Ramazanoglu & Cicerali, 2025).

Li and Chan (2012) conducted a meta-analysis to explore how attachment anxiety
and avoidance relate to overall relationship quality. Their results indicated that both
insecure attachment dimensions were associated with lower satisfaction, reduced
perceived support, and increased interpersonal conflict. Individuals with anxious
attachment experienced a push-pull dynamic, seeking closeness while simultaneously
fearing rejection, whereas those with avoidant attachment maintained emotional
distance to protect themselves from dependency (Li & Chan, 2012). Each attachment
style contributed to fear of intimacy via distinct pathways, highlighting the complex

ways in which attachment insecurity can affect relational functioning.

Fraley and Shaver (2000) advanced attachment theory by differentiating between
dismissive and fearful avoidant patterns. Fearful avoidance, marked by a
simultaneous longing for closeness and discomfort with dependency, has particular
relevance for explaining fear of intimacy. The authors noted that while attachment
orientations exhibit moderate stability, they can vary across relationships and
developmental stages. This adaptability implies that fear of intimacy encompasses
both trait-like predispositions and contextually driven fluctuations in attachment
behavior. Furthermore, they argued that a comprehensive understanding of adult
intimacy requires integrating the attachment, caregiving, and sexual behavior
systems, as neglecting their interdependence leaves attachment theory theoretically

incomplete.

When the need for intimacy is fulfilled through secure attachment bonds, individuals
experience emotional balance and a greater sense of meaning (Bowlby, 1982).
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However, disruptions in intimacy can contribute to the development of insecure
attachment patterns. Supporting this view, Koolaee et al. (2013) found that women
who had filed for divorce exhibited significantly higher levels of fear of intimacy and
both anxious and avoidant attachment compared to their married counterparts,
suggesting that elevated intimacy fears may undermine marital stability and
satisfaction.

Supporting previous research, Thorberg and Lyvers (2006) identified a positive
association between fear of intimacy and both anxious and avoidant attachment
styles, highlighting the discomfort these individuals experience with emotional
openness. No notable differences emerged in dependent attachment, indicating that
both groups may contend with similar challenges regarding autonomy and self-
esteem. These results emphasize the impact of attachment-related intimacy concerns
on marital satisfaction and suggest that interventions targeting attachment insecurity

may strengthen relational functioning.

2.2.1. Anxious/Ambivalent Attachment Style

Among the insecure attachment styles, the anxious or ambivalent type tends to be
associated with heightened emotional reactivity, fear of rejection, and dependency
within close relationships (Ainsworth et al., 1978) Consistent with this, research in
Turkish samples demonstrated that rejection sensitivity is most strongly related to
both anxious and avoidant attachment dimensions, indicating that attachment
orientations influence not only relational behaviors but also the cognitive and
emotional processes through which individuals interpret intimacy and social
feedback (Goncii Kose et al., 2017).

Anxious attachment often arises from inconsistent caregiving, where emotional
availability is unpredictable. In adulthood, individuals with this attachment style
commonly fear abandonment, exhibit dependency, and frequently seek reassurance
from romantic partners (Ramazanoglu & Cicerali, 2025). They may also experience
self-doubt, heightened jealousy, and emotional instability, interpreting others’

hesitations toward intimacy as signs of potential rejection (Ramazanoglu & Cicerali,
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2025). Finzi-Dottan and Abadi (2024) demonstrated that both anxious and avoidant
attachment styles are associated with reduced expectation of acceptance and elevated

expectation of rejection, which in turn predicts fear of intimacy.

Avoidant attachment typically develops in the context of persistent emotional
neglect, leading individuals to suppress attachment needs, avoid vulnerability, and
emphasize self-reliance as a strategy to protect against emotional distress (Ainsworth
et al., 1978; Bowlby, 1982; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016). Despite presenting as self-
sufficient, those with avoidant attachment often experience difficulties with empathy
and struggle to establish emotionally reciprocal relationships, which can negatively

impact overall relationship quality (Ramazanoglu & Cicerali, 2025).

From a cognitive perspective, anxious individuals exhibit hyperactivation of the
attachment system, amplifying distress and limiting their ability to process new
experiences (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016). Their heightened emotional arousal
interferes with cognitive flexibility, leading them to misinterpret neutral cues as
rejection (Downey & Feldman, 1996). Avoidant individuals, by contrast, deactivate
attachment needs by suppressing distressing emotions and avoiding contradictory
information. This defensive detachment reinforces rigid beliefs about self-reliance
and distrust in others. Securely attached individuals, on the other hand, show greater
adaptability, adjusting perceptions of their partners based on new experiences and
emphasizing positive relational changes (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016). These
mechanisms demonstrate how attachment security underpins resilience and healthy

emotional functioning.

Fraley and Shaver (2000) critically evaluated key assumptions in attachment theory,
particularly the notion that all romantic relationships uniformly activate the
attachment system. They argued that attachment involvement differs across
relationships depending on emotional investment and perceived security.
Furthermore, they contended that the traditional tripartite classification of
attachment, secure, anxious, and avoidant, oversimplifies the complexity of adult
relational experiences, calling for a more multidimensional understanding of

intimacy and dependency patterns. Drawing on Ainsworth’s (1978) early typology of
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infant—caregiver attachment and the adult attachment framework proposed by
Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991), the two-dimensional model conceptualizes
attachment patterns along the axes of anxiety and avoidance. This model provides a
more refined understanding of how individuals navigate closeness and dependence in
intimate relationships. Particularly, the fearful-avoidant orientation, defined by the
coexistence of a strong desire for connection and a simultaneous fear of emotional
vulnerability, closely parallels characteristics of the anxious—ambivalent attachment

style.

Fraley and Shaver (2000) emphasized that although attachment orientations show
moderate stability, they remain open to change through corrective relational
experiences. This flexibility carries important therapeutic implications, indicating
that individuals with insecure patterns, particularly those marked by anxiety, can
cultivate greater attachment security within consistent and supportive relationships.
Moreover, Fraley and Shaver (2000) proposed that understanding intimacy and
rejection requires viewing attachment alongside the caregiving and sexual behavioral

systems, forming a more integrated model of adult relational functioning.

In summary, the anxious/ambivalent attachment style reflects a persistent internal
conflict between the desire for closeness and the fear of rejection (Ainsworth et al.,
1978; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991). This paradoxical pattern contributes to
heightened emotional reactivity, dependence, and relational instability. The next
section explores rejection sensitivity, a construct that further elucidates how these
attachment-related fears shape cognitive, emotional, and behavioral patterns in

intimate relationships (Downey & Feldman, 1996).

2.3. Rejection Sensitivity

Rejection sensitivity is characterized by a cognitive-emotional tendency in which
individuals anticipate rejection, interpret ambiguous cues as indicative of potential
rejection, and respond with heightened emotional intensity (Downey et al., 1996).
According to the rejection sensitivity Model, early relational experiences, especially
those involving caregivers, play a critical role in shaping internalized schemas that
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predispose individuals to expect rejection in subsequent relationships (Downey et al.,
1996). These schemas are further reinforced through both direct interactions and
observational learning within the family context, influencing interpersonal
perceptions and reactions throughout development. Early caregiving experiences
characterized by warmth, sensitivity, and consistent responsiveness are associated
with stronger emotional regulation capacities and lower susceptibility to rejection
sensitivity. In contrast, environments marked by parental neglect, hostility, or
psychological control tend to foster hypervigilance to rejection cues and reinforce
anxious or defensive relational expectations (Godleski et al., 2019). Research
indicates that maternal behaviors play a uniquely influential role in shaping schemas

related to fear of intimacy.

Research indicates that individuals exhibiting elevated rejection sensitivity tend to
interpret ambiguous interpersonal cues as deliberate signs of rejection, which can
provoke intensified emotional reactions such as anxiety, anger, jealousy, withdrawal,
or attempts to control the situation (Downey et al., 1996). Although these behaviors
are often intended as protective strategies against perceived relational threats, they
may unintentionally be the cause of continuing rejection, which is feared by oneself,
generating a self-reinforcing cycle of interpersonal difficulties (Downey et al., 1996).
Rejection sensitivity has been shown to undermine interpersonal functioning across
various relational domains,including peer, academic, and romantic contexts,
emerging early in childhood and persisting throughout adolescence and adulthood
(Godleski et al., 2019). In romantic relationships, people who are highly sensitive to
rejection often interpret unclear or inconsiderate behaviors from their partners as
signs of rejection. This perception can lead them to act in controlling or hostile ways,

which may reduce overall relationship satisfaction (Downey & Feldman, 1996).

Attachment theory also offers insight into rejection sensitivity, as Bowlby (1979,
1982) proposed that early interactions with caregivers create internal cognitive-
emotional representations of self and others, which subsequently shape individuals’
expectations and behaviors in interpersonal relationships. Caregiving that is
inconsistent, emotionally unresponsive, or rejecting tends to contribute to the

development of insecure attachment orientations such as anxious, avoidant, or
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disorganized patterns, which subsequently heighten susceptibility to rejection
sensitivity (Hazan & Shaver, 1994; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016). Individuals
exhibiting anxious attachment tendencies typically seek heightened emotional
closeness and reassurance from their partners, while simultaneously harboring
persistent worries about rejection and doubts regarding their partner’s affection.
These patterns collectively contribute to an increased sensitivity to rejection (Elibol
& Tok, 2019). Although avoidant attachment is linked with tendencies toward
emotional suppression and relational distancing, these strategies may lead individuals
to expect less acceptance and heighten their fear of intimacy. This interpretation is
supported in part by Finzi-Dottan et al. (2024) and related literature (e.g.,
Ramazanoglu & Cicerali, 2025; Wright et al., 2010).

Research consistently highlights the significant role of parental rejection in shaping
both rejection sensitivity and fear of intimacy. Parental rejection, manifested through
maternal or paternal coldness, neglect, hostility, or emotional unavailability,
contributes to the formation of maladaptive cognitive-affective schemas, such as
heightened personalization, vigilant monitoring for potential rejection, and increased
emotional reactivity (Ali et al., 2019; Rohner & Lansford, 2017). These patterns can
persist into adulthood, influencing relational expectations and behaviors. Such
behavioral and emotional patterns are associated with psychological maladjustment,
heightened relationship-related anxiety, and challenges in developing and sustaining
intimacy (Descutner & Thelen, 1991; Sherman & Thelen, 1996).

Rejection sensitivity emerges through intricate interactions between early caregiving
practices, emotional experiences, and family conflict. Empirical findings by Godleski
et al. (2019) indicate that maternal harshness fosters anxious expectations of
rejection, whereas maternal psychological control contributes to angry rejection
expectations during adolescence. Exposure to interparental aggression further
intensifies these processes, amplifying adolescents’ emotional reactivity to perceived
rejection. Conversely, maternal warmth and sensitivity serve as protective
mechanisms that mitigate the development of rejection sensitivity, underscoring the
enduring influence of caregiving consistency. Additionally, parental
psychopathology, particularly maternal depression, heightens family tension and
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unpredictability, thereby reinforcing emotional insecurity and rejection sensitivity in
offspring. Collectively, these findings emphasize that both proximal caregiver
behaviors and broader familial dynamics shape the developmental trajectory of

rejection sensitivity and its later interpersonal manifestations.

Fear of intimacy is closely related to rejection sensitivity, as individuals who
anticipate rejection often avoid vulnerability and emotional disclosure in
relationships. (Descutner & Thelen, 1991; Giovazolias & Paschalidi, 2022). High
levels of rejection sensitivity may intensify fear of intimacy via psychological
pathways such as maladaptive emotion regulation strategies, deliberate self-
concealment, and heightened attentional bias toward relational threats (Elibol & Tok,
2019; Finzi-Dottan et al., 2024). Individuals with heightened rejection sensitivity
often employ avoidance strategies as a means of protecting self-esteem, minimizing
perceived vulnerability, and mitigating the potential for relational harm
(Ramazanoglu & Cicerali, 2025; Wright et al, 2010). Empirical findings
demonstrate that fear of intimacy tends to co-occur with insecure attachment
orientations—particularly anxious and avoidant patterns—and is inversely related to
acceptance expectancy. Moreover, acceptance expectancy appears to mediate the link
between attachment insecurity and individuals’ comfort with emotional closeness
(Finzi-Dottan & Abadi, 2024). Early experiences of rejection and inconsistent
caregiving contribute to the development of internal schemas that influence rejection
sensitivity and fear of intimacy, leading to challenges in forming secure and
emotionally fulfilling relationships in adulthood (Giovazolias & Paschalidi, 2022;
Obeid et al., 2020).

Individuals with high rejection sensitivity often place great importance on social
acceptance, which can trigger strong emotional reactions when they perceive signs of
rejection (Downey & Feldman, 1996). Longitudinal research demonstrates that
rejection sensitivity contributes to maladaptive patterns of emotion regulation,
including heightened emotional instability, suppression of emotional expression, and
tendencies toward social withdrawal. These regulatory difficulties, in turn, have been
found to mediate the onset and persistence of depressive and anxiety symptoms
(Gardner et al., 2020). Although gender variations emerge with women typically
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exhibiting greater interpersonal sensitivity and emotional responsiveness, and men
showing stronger associations between rejection sensitivity and dysregulated
affectrejection sensitivity consistently predicts relational and psychological
maladjustment across both genders (Gardner et al., 2020; Nolen-Hoeksema & Aldao,
2011; Pepping et al., 2015).

In summary, rejection sensitivity emerges from early relational experiences,
particularly parental rejection and inconsistent caregiving, and is reinforced by
maladaptive internal schemas, family conflict, and attachment insecurity. Rejection
sensitivity predisposes individuals to heightened fear of intimacy, maladaptive
emotion regulation, and impaired relational functioning in adulthood. The interplay
between insecure attachment, fear of intimacy, and rejection sensitivity illustrates
how early adverse experiences can shape long-term patterns of emotional
vulnerability, interpersonal anxiety, and relational avoidance. This framework
naturally leads to the concept of experiential avoidance, which encompasses broader
behavioral and cognitive strategies that individuals employ to manage distressing
internal experiences, including those arising from rejection sensitivity and fear of
intimacy. Investigating experiential avoidanceprovides further insight into the
mechanisms through which early relational experiences and sensitivity to rejection

influence emotional and interpersonal functioning across the lifespan.

2.4. Experiential Avoidance

Experiential avoidance describes a process in which individuals attempt to regulate
or escape unwanted internal states such as distressing emotions, thoughts, sensations,
or memories even when these efforts paradoxically sustain or intensify long-term
psychological distress (Hayes et al., 1996). Although early psychoanalytic theories,
notably Freud’s (1920, 1966, as cited in Hayes et al., 1996) work, acknowledged the
significance of internal experience, it was within the emergence of behavioral and
cognitive-behavioral traditions that avoidance was reconceptualized as a modifiable
process. This shift allowed therapists to focus not only on the presence of avoided
experiences but also on cultivating psychological flexibility to respond to them more
adaptively. Freud (1920, 1966) underscored that the repression of distressing
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experiences lies at the core of psychological dysfunction. He posited that when
painful or threatening emotions are avoided rather than acknowledged, they remain
active within the unconscious and manifest through neurotic or relational difficulties.
Thus, avoidance functions as both a defensive and pathogenic mechanism, impeding
emotional awareness and adaptive interpersonal engagement. Hayes and Gifford
(1997) emphasized that experiential avoidance may evolve into a self-perpetuating
behavioral cycle in which short-term attempts to alleviate discomfort paradoxically
intensify long-term distress. They argued that when individuals consistently avoid
internal experiences, both the avoided emotions and the avoidance responses
themselves can become maladaptive. Moreover, such avoidance can restrict self-
awareness and diminish access to internal cues essential for effective and flexible

decision-making.

Experiential avoidance operates across cognitive, emotional, and behavioral
domains. As described by Hayes et al. (1996), individuals often attempt to modify or
suppress their internal experiences to minimize distress or discomfort. For instance,
an employee who experiences irritation during workplace discussions may
consciously inhibit expressions of anger or refrain from voicing disagreement,
perceiving emotional restraint as a sign of professionalism. Although such avoidance
may momentarily reduce tension, it ultimately undermines emotional adaptability
and the development of effective coping strategies. Rogers (2000) emphasized that
genuine personal development depends on an individual’s willingness to remain
open to both pleasant and painful experiences, as this openness nurtures

psychological flexibility and facilitates adaptation to change.

Maitland (2020) identified experiential avoidance as a significant antecedent of fear
of intimacy and related emotional difficulties. Individuals who habitually suppress or
avoid distressing internal experiences were found to exhibit stronger intimacy fears,
which in turn contributed to feelings of loneliness and greater psychological strain.
These findings underscore the maladaptive nature of avoidance in sustaining
relational and emotional dysfunction (Maitland, 2020). Avoidant strategies can
initially play a protective role, helping individuals cope with intense grief by
temporarily withdrawing from emotionally challenging situations (Shear, 2010). This
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selective disengagement offers short-term psychological relief and facilitates gradual
emotional processing. Nevertheless, if avoidance becomes persistent or inflexible, it
may hinder adaptive adjustment and contribute to prolonged difficulties, such as the

development of complicated grief (Shear, 2010).

Attachment theory offers a foundational lens through which the interpersonal
dimensions of experiential avoidance can be understood. A secure attachment
orientation supports psychological well-being by enhancing emotional regulation,
cognitive openness, coherent self-concept, and effective interpersonal functioning,
capacities shaped by the internal working models that emerge from early caregiver-
child interactions (Cassidy, 1994; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2003). In contrast,
caregiving that is inconsistent, neglectful, or emotionally unresponsive tends to foster
insecure attachment formations. Such early relational environments can give rise to
ambivalent/resistant, avoidant, or disorganized attachment styles, each reflecting
distinct patterns of coping with unreliable or distressing caregiving experiences
(Ainsworth et al., 1978; Carlson et al., 1989; Lyons-Ruth et al., 1993; Main &
Solomon, 1990).

Ambivalent or resistant attachment is marked by a simultaneous desire for closeness
and uncertainty about caregiver responsiveness, often expressed through dependency
mixed with passive or ambivalent behavior (Ainsworth et al., 1978). In contrast,
avoidant attachment stems from early experiences of emotional rejection, leading
individuals to suppress closeness needs and minimize expressions of vulnerability
(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016). Disorganized attachment, frequently observed in
contexts of trauma, neglect, or abuse, is reflected in contradictory, unpredictable, or
difficult-to-classify patterns of interaction (Carlson et al., 1989; Lyons-Ruth et al.,
1989).

Empirical research consistently demonstrates that both insecure and disorganized
attachment patterns are linked to difficulties in emotion regulation, a higher
incidence of behavioral disturbances, and an elevated susceptibility to anxiety and
depressive symptoms (Brenning & Braet, 2013; Colonnesi et al., 2011). In Turkish
samples, studies have demonstrated that insecure attachment established during early
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childhood is associated with elevated internalizing symptoms, including anxiety and
somatic complaints (i.e., somatic difficulties) (Stimer & Sendag, 2009), while
adolescents exhibiting insecure attachment patterns tend to experience greater
emotional instability and attentional problems, accompanied by diminished prosocial

behaviors toward peers and family members (Keskin & Cam, 2010).

Avoidantly attached individuals tend to rely on strategies that involve emotional
suppression and psychological distancing as a means of coping with the perceived
threat of rejection or dependency. This attachment pattern reflects an internalized
expectation that others are unavailable or unresponsive, prompting the person to
downplay emotional needs and emphasize self-sufficiency (Ainsworth et al., 1978;
Main & Solomon, 1990). Avoidant tendencies often generalize to close relationships,
where individuals may struggle to express emotions openly, respond sensitively to
partners, or sustain meaningful interpersonal bonds (Kashdan et al., 2009). Gerhart et
al. (2014) demonstrated that attachment anxiety serves as a mediator between
experiential avoidance and tendencies toward social withdrawal or emotionally
distant behaviors. In contrast, hostility mediated the association between avoidance
and controlling or vindictive interpersonal strategies. These findings highlight how
experiential avoidance promotes inflexible relational patterns, offering temporary

emotional relief at the expense of sustained interpersonal functioning.

Maternal attachment styles play a critical role in shaping both children’s attachment
security and their later tendencies toward experiential avoidance. Tasel-Gunal and
Arikan (2024) investigated mother—toddler dyads from low socioeconomic
backgrounds in Tirkiye and reported that mothers with higher attachment avoidance
in romantic relationships tended to have children with lower attachment security.
This pattern suggests that emotionally distant or disengaged maternal behaviors may
undermine sensitive caregiving, thereby fostering insecure attachment patterns in the
children (Tasel-Gunal & Arikan, 2024). Conversely, maternal attachment anxiety
appeared unrelated to children’s attachment outcomes, possibly because
hyperactivating strategies enable mothers to preserve emotional proximity even when
regulation difficulties are present (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2008; Mills-Koonce et al.,
2011). Overall, these results underscore the lasting influence of parental attachment
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patterns on children’s relational trajectories and their tendency toward experiential

avoidance.

Experiential avoidance also interacts with broader social and emotional domains,
including loneliness, perceived social support, and fear of intimacy. Maitland (2020)
developed and empirically validated a sequential mediation framework
demonstrating that experiential avoidance indirectly fosters psychological distress
through its impact on fear of intimacy, diminished perceived social support, and
heightened loneliness. This model highlights how avoidance-based coping
progressively undermines relational connectedness, contributing to broader

psychopathological outcomes.

Individuals exhibiting high levels of experiential avoidance tend to shy away from
vulnerable interpersonal exchanges, which can amplify fear of intimacy (Descutner
& Thelen, 1991) and reduce perceived social support. This combination may
heighten feelings of loneliness, which is identified as a proximal predictor of
psychological distress in relational models (Maitland, 2020). These results
underscore that intrapersonal avoidance behaviors can indirectly compromise both
relational functioning and mental health, highlighting the clinical relevance of
interventions aimed at reducing experiential avoidance and fostering emotional

openness.

In summary, experiential avoidance represents a multifaceted cognitive—behavioral
phenomenon that disrupts both individual well-being and interpersonal functioning.
Rooted in attachment experiences and reinforced by maladaptive coping strategies,
experiential avoidance fosters fear of intimacy, reduces social support, and heightens
loneliness, ultimately contributing to psychopathological symptoms. Its relational
and emotional consequences underscore the critical importance of early attachment
experiences, parental caregiving patterns, and the development of psychological
flexibility. Interventions aimed at reducing experiential avoidance, enhancing
openness to internal experiences, and fostering secure attachment may be particularly
effective in promoting relational and psychological health across the lifespan. This

understanding of experiential avoidance establishes a foundation for examining
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related constructs such as rejection sensitivity and anticipatory relational anxieties,
which are central to the development of maladaptive relational patterns and fear of

intimacy.

2.5. Summary of the Literature Review

The reviewed literature underscores the intricate interplay among fear of intimacy,
attachment styles, rejection sensitivity, and experiential avoidance constructs that
collectively shape relational and emotional functioning. Intimacy emerges as a core
developmental process essential for psychological well-being, grounded in
Eriksonian theory and elaborated by Descutner and Thelen (1991), who identified
fear of intimacy as an enduring difficulty in emotional openness and vulnerability.
Empirical findings demonstrate that early caregiving experiences—particularly
parental rejection—serve as critical antecedents of intimacy-related anxiety, thereby

influencing adult relational patterns (Ali et al., 2019; Araci-lyiaydin et al., 2023).

Fear of intimacy represents not only an interpersonal challenge but also a
manifestation of broader developmental vulnerabilities. It is closely linked to
attachment insecurity, emotion regulation difficulties, and maladaptive cognitive
schemas (Obeid et al., 2020). Individuals with anxious or avoidant attachment
orientations tend to experience discomfort with vulnerability, oscillating between the
desire for closeness and fear of rejection (Fraley & Shaver, 2000; Mikulincer &
Shaver, 2020). These attachment-based insecurities often sustain cycles of emotional
withdrawal, dependency, or conflict, thereby undermining relationship satisfaction
(Mohan & Mathew, 2024).

Rejection sensitivity further elucidates the cognitive—emotional mechanisms
underlying fear of intimacy. Rooted in early experiences of parental rejection and
inconsistent caregiving (Downey & Feldman, 1996; Godleski et al., 2019), rejection
sensitivity predisposes individuals to interpret ambiguous social cues as evidence of
potential rejection. This bias evokes heightened emotional arousal and defensive
behaviors such as withdrawal or hostility, which reinforce both interpersonal distance
and emotional distress (Elibol & Tok, 2019; Finzi-Dottan & Abadi, 2024). Empirical

31



studies demonstrate that rejection sensitivity and fear of intimacy are mutually
reinforcing: heightened rejection expectations amplify intimacy fears, while
avoidance of vulnerability ensures continuity of perceptions about rejection and
isolation (Giovazolias & Paschalidi, 2022; Ramazanoglu & Cicerali, 2025).

Experiential avoidance provides a broader behavioral framework that connects these
constructs. Defined as the tendency to evade unwanted internal experiences,
experiential avoidance contributes to emotional inflexibility and relational
disengagement (Hayes et al., 1996; Maitland, 2020). Individuals high in experiential
avoidance tend to suppress distressing emotions and avoid interpersonal exposure,
which exacerbates fear of intimacy and reduces perceived social support. The
resulting loneliness and detachment have been identified as significant mediators
between avoidance-based coping and psychological distress (Cacioppo et al., 2015;
Maitland, 2020). Attachment theory offers a unifying foundation for understanding
these processes: insecure or disorganized attachment, stemming from inconsistent or
rejecting caregiving, fosters both experiential avoidance and rejection sensitivity,
which in turn heighten intimacy fears and relational anxiety (Ainsworth, 1978;
Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016).

Overall, the literature converges on the view that fear of intimacy is a multifactorial
construct shaped by early attachment dynamics, maladaptive emotion regulation
strategies, and cognitive biases toward rejection and avoidance. These mechanisms
operate in a reciprocal manner, reinforcing cycles of emotional inhibition,
interpersonal distance, and psychological distress. Interventions that target
experiential avoidance and attachment insecurity, through approaches such as
Functional Analytic Psychotherapy or emotion-focused therapies, may therefore
enhance emotional openness, reduce rejection sensitivity, and promote healthier
intimacy patterns (Maitland & Neilson, 2023). The synthesis of these findings
highlights the developmental and psychological complexity of intimacy, emphasizing
the importance of early relational experiences in shaping adult emotional and

relational functioning.
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CHAPTER 3

METHOD

Firstly, the current study’s research design is stated primarily in this chapter.
Secondly, the participants' age and relationship status are specified, along with other
detailed demographic information. In the next section, the instruments used in the
current study are explained. Fourthly, the methods for collecting data and obtaining
ethical approvals are presented. In the fifth section, the description of the variables is
explained. The statistical analysis of the current study is presented in the following
section. Finally, a detailed representation of the limitations of the current research is
stated.

3.1. Research Design

This study employed a quantitative and correlational research design to examine the
role of attachment styles, experiential avoidance, and rejection sensitivity in
predicting fear of intimacy, while controlling for age and relationship status among
young women in Tiirkiye. Instead of seeking to infer causality, the analysis aimed to
determine the distinct and additive effects of each predictor variable, controlling for
the influence of covariates (Cohen et al., 2013). The correlational design was
considered appropriate given the study’s focus on examining patterns of association

among the variables as they naturally occur, without experimental manipulation.

3.2. Participants of the Study

A total of 385 women participated in the study. Participants ranged in age from 19 to
42 years (M = 26.03, SD = 4.62). The majority of participants were between the ages
of 23 and 27, with smaller groups represented at the younger (19-21) and older (35

and above) ends of the spectrum.

33



In terms of educational attainment, 21 participants held a doctoral degree, 94
completed a master’s degree, 226 held a bachelor’s degree, 26 had an associate’s
degree, 17 completed high school, and 1 completed primary school. At the time of
data collection, 224 participants were continuing their studies, while 161 were not
enrolled in any academic program. Among those currently studying, 30 were
doctoral students, 71 were master’s students, 116 were undergraduate students, and

12 were enrolled in associate degree programs.

Participants resided in various provinces of Tiirkiye, representing all seven
geographical regions. The regional distribution was as follows: Central Anatolia
(46.49%), Marmara (27.01%), Aegean (7.53%), Mediterranean (7.27%), Black Sea
(4.94%), Southeastern Anatolia (3.38%), and Eastern Anatolia (3.12%). The
provinces with the highest number of participants within each region were Ankara
(Central Anatolia; n = 148), Istanbul (Marmara; n = 71), Izmir (Aegean; n = 15),
Antalya (Mediterranean; n = 13), Samsun (Black Sea; n = 3), Gaziantep

(Southeastern Anatolia; n = 5), and Erzurum (Eastern Anatolia; n = 4).

Regarding employment status, 193 participants reported being employed, whereas
192 were not working at the time of the study. In terms of relationship status, 209
participants were in a romantic relationship, while 176 reported not having a partner.
The types of relationships reported included marriage (n = 80), engagement (n = 36),
dating (n = 46), having a boyfriend or girlfriend (n = 40), cohabiting (n = 2), and
serious relationships without cohabitation (n = 2). Four participants described their
relationship status as “other.” A total of 176 participants reported having no romantic

relationship.

3.3. Data Collection Instruments

For data gathering, an online survey prepared by the researcher which was containing
the Turkish version of the following form and five scales: Demographic and
Relational Information Form designed by the researcher, the Fear of Intimacy Scale
(Descutner & Thelen, 1991; Elibol & Tok, 2018), the Three Dimensional Attachment
Styles Scale (Erzen, 2016), the Multidimensional Experiential Avoidance Scale
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(Gémez, et al., 2011; Yildirim & Bahtiyar, 2020), and the Rejection Sensitivity Scale
(Downey & Feldman, 1996; Goncti Kose et al., 2017).

3.3.1. Demographic and Relational Information Form

The researcher developed the Demographic and Relational Information Form in this
study. It aims to collect demographic and relational information about the
participants’ age, educational level, status of studentship, ongoing academic
program, city of residence, job status, relationship status, relationship duration, and
relationship description.

3.3.2. Fear of Intimacy Scale

The Fear of Intimacy Scale (FIS) was developed by Descutner and Thelen in 1991.
The scale measures the individual’s anxiety about close, dating relationships, and
their relationship status with 35 items. The sample item includes “I would be afraid
that I might not always feel close to O” and “I would find it difficult being open with
O about my thoughts.” In these sentences, O refers to the partner of the participants.
A 5-point Likert-type scale was employed to assess participants’ responses, with
scores ranging from 1 (not at all characteristic of me) to 5 (extremely characteristic
of me). Higher scores indicate a higher fear of intimacy. Previous research by
Descutner et al. (1991) indicated the high reliability through the high test-retest
reliability (Cronbach’s o = .90), and with the internal consistency (Cronbach’s a =
.93). On the other hand, with a single-factor structure explaining 48% of the
variance, the scale also demonstrated strong construct validity. Lastly, even though
there is no research to the researchers' knowledge that applied only for the people
who are not experiencing a romantic relationship, Descutner et al. (1991) ensured
that the conceptual basis of the scale supports its use in evaluating individuals’ fear

of intimacy.

Although several measurement tools have been adapted into Turkish to examine
variables related to close relationships, none of them directly assesses the fear of
intimacy (Elibol & Tok, 2018). To address this gap, Elibol et al. (2018) adapted the
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Fear of Intimacy Scale into Turkish and reported evidence for its validity and
reliability in a Turkish sample. They conducted both internal consistency and test-
retest methods to be able to explain the reliability of the scale. The adaptation of the
scale was identified as a three-factor structure: imagined fear of intimacy, imagined
openness, and fear of past intimacy. However, consistent with the unidimensional
conceptualization of the original scale and in line with the purpose of the present
study, the total score was used to represent participants’ overall level of fear of
intimacy. Elibol et al. (2018) stated that in the internal consistency analysis results,
the total Cronbach's Alpha coefficient of the scale was calculated as .94. They also
applied the scale to 134 students with an interval of four weeks for the test-retest
reliability. The correlation coefficient between the two applications was found to be
0.76 (p<0.01). As a result of the validity examination, there appears to be a scale
with 35 items, which accounts for 58% of the variance. It states that the Turkish
version of the scale is consistent and decisive over time. These results indicate that

the scale is a reliable instrument for assessing total fear of intimacy in this sample.

The Fear of Intimacy Scale was assessed in the present study with a sample of 385
participants. The scale showed high internal consistency reliability with a Cronbach’s

alpha of .94 for 35 items (Nunnally, 1978).

3.3.3. Three-Dimensional Attachment Styles Scale

The Three-Dimensional Attachment Styles Scale used in the present study was
developed by Erzen (2016) to assess individuals’ attachment orientations in close
relationships. The scale aims to evaluate attachment styles within a multidimensional

framework grounded in attachment theory.

The scale consists of 18 items and is structured around three distinct subdimensions:
(1) secure attachment style, (2) avoidant attachment style, and (3) anxious-
ambivalent attachment style. Exploratory factor analysis conducted during the scale
development revealed a clear three-factor structure, with all 18 items loading
consistently on their respective dimensions (Erzen, 2016). Items are rated on a 5-

point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (“I strongly disagree”) to 5 (“I strongly
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agree”). Higher scores on a given subdimension indicate a stronger endorsement of
that particular attachment style. Based on the scoring procedure, individuals are
classified according to the attachment style on which they obtain the highest subscale

Score.

With respect to reliability, internal consistency analyses were performed for each
subdimension. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were reported as .80 for the avoidant
attachment style, .69 for the secure attachment style, and .71 for the anxious-
ambivalent attachment style, indicating acceptable reliability levels across subscales
(Erzen, 2016).

Evidence for the validity of the scale was obtained through several analyses. Item—
total correlation coefficients ranged between .53 and .75, and all correlations were
statistically significant. Pearson correlation analyses examining the relationships
among the subscales revealed correlation coefficients ranging from —39 to .39,
suggesting that the subdimensions are related yet conceptually distinct. Descriptive
statistics indicated mean scores of 15.83 (SD = 5.86) for the avoidant attachment
style, 19.82 (SD = 3.70) for the secure attachment style, and 15.56 (SD = 4.90) for

the anxious-ambivalent attachment style.

To further support the validity of the original factor structure, Erzen (2016)
conducted confirmatory factor analysis. The results demonstrated an adequate model
fit, with goodness-of-fit indices reported as GFI = .93, CFI = .90, AGFI = .90, and
RMSEA = .05. The chi-square value was statistically significant (> = 328.21, df =
132, p <.001), indicating that the proposed three-factor model was supported. In the
present study, the three subscale scores—secure, avoidant, and anxious-ambivalent
attachment styles—were used separately in the analyses to examine their distinct

contributions to fear of intimacy.

In the current study, the Three-Dimensional Attachment Styles Scale was assessed
with a sample of 385 participants. The scale showed moderate internal consistency
reliability for the secure attachment subdimension with a Cronbach’s alpha of .61,

high internal consistency reliability for the avoidant attachment subdimension with a
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Cronbach’s alpha of .82, and also high internal consistency reliability for the
anxious-ambivalent attachment subdimension with a Cronbach’s alpha of .84

(Nunnally, 1978).

3.3.4. Rejection Sensitivity Scale

The Rejection Sensitivity Scale used in the present study was originally developed
by Downey and Feldman (1996) to assess individuals’ tendency to anxiously expect,
readily perceive, and overreact to interpersonal rejection. The scale evaluates
rejection sensitivity through hypothetical social situations in which rejection is a

possible outcome.

The original scale consists of 18 items, each describing a scenario in which an
individual may experience rejection (e.g., “You ask someone you just met in class to
have coffee with you”). Participants are asked to respond to each scenario using a 6-
point Likert-type scale by rating two components: their level of anxiety regarding the
situation and their expectation of being accepted. Anxiety is rated from 1 (“not at all
worried/anxious”) to 6 (‘“very worried/anxious”), while expectation of acceptance is

rated from 1 (“very unlikely”) to 6 (“very likely™).

Rejection sensitivity scores are calculated by first reverse-coding the expectation of
acceptance ratings and then multiplying these values by the corresponding rejection
anxiety ratings. Higher scores indicate greater rejection sensitivity, reflecting a

stronger tendency to anxiously anticipate and react to perceived rejection.

Regarding reliability, Downey and Feldman (1996, Study 1) reported an internal
consistency coefficient of .83. The test-retest reliability was found to be .83 over a
three-week interval and .78 over a four-month interval, indicating adequate temporal

stability.

The scale was adapted into Turkish by Goncii Kose et al. (2017). The Turkish
version retained all 18 items and preserved the original response format, requiring

participants to rate both rejection-related anxiety and expectations of acceptance
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using the same 6-point Likert-type scales as in the original version. Internal
consistency analysis yielded a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .85 for the total scale.
Exploratory factor analysis supported a single-factor structure, which accounted for
30.82% of the total variance. In the present study, the total score of the Rejection
Sensitivity Scale was used to represent participants’ overall level of rejection

sensitivity.

The reliability analysis of the Rejection Sensitivity Scale was conducted with a
sample of 385 participants in the present study. The scale demonstrated high internal
consistency, with a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .91 for the total 36 items

(Nunnally, 1978).

3.3.5. Multidimensional Experiential Avoidance Scale

The Multidimensional Experiential Avoidance Scale was originally developed by
Gamez et al. (2011) to assess different experiential avoidance strategies. The scale
aims to evaluate individuals’ tendencies to avoid, control, or alter unwanted internal

experiences across multiple behavioral and cognitive dimensions.

The original version of the scale consists of 62 items and comprises Six
subdimensions. Items are rated on a 6-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1
(“strongly disagree”) to 6 (“strongly agree”), with higher scores indicating higher
levels of experiential avoidance. The behavioral avoidance subdimension consists of
11 items assessing behaviors aimed at avoiding distress and physical discomfort. The
distress endurance subdimension includes 11 items related to individuals’ negative
evaluations of distress and their difficulty accepting distress. The postponement
subdimension consists of 7 items assessing efforts to postpone anticipated distress.
The suppression/distraction subdimension includes 7 items focusing on ignoring or
suppressing distress. The repression/denial subdimension consists of 13 items
assessing detachment from distress, distancing from distress, and lack of awareness
of distress. Finally, the distress endurance subscale includes 11 items assessing
individuals’ ability to act effectively in the presence of distressing experiences. The

original validation study included both student and patient samples.
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Regarding validity, the six-factor solution explained 43.79% of the total variance in
the student sample and 43.80% of the total variance in the patient sample, indicating
highly similar item content and variance levels across groups (Gamez et al., 2011). In
terms of reliability, the internal consistency coefficient (Cronbach’s alpha) for the
total scale score ranged between .91 and .92, which was attributed in part to the large

number of items included in the scale (Gamez et al., 2011).

The scale was adapted into Turkish by Yildirim and Bahtiyar (2020). During the
adaptation process, three items were removed due to semantic and statistical
concerns, resulting in a Turkish version consisting of 59 items and five
subdimensions. Detailed validity and reliability analyses indicated that the Turkish
version of the scale was appropriate for use in Turkish samples. The Cronbach’s
alpha coefficient for the total scale score was reported as .93. Internal consistency
coefficients for the Turkish version subdimensions were .91 for avoidance, .87 for
suppression/distraction, .87 for distress endurance, .85 for procrastination, and .84
for repression/denial (Yildirim et al., 2020). Principal components analysis supported
a five-factor structure, explaining 46.4% of the total variance. Specifically, the 21-
item avoidance subdimension accounted for 20.89% of the variance, the 8-item
suppression/distraction subdimension accounted for 10.29%, the 11-item distress
endurance subdimension accounted for 6.25%, the 7-item procrastination
subdimension accounted for 4.91%, and the 12-item repression/denial subdimension
accounted for 4.22% of the total variance. In the present study, the total score and
relevant subdimension scores of the Multidimensional Experiential Avoidance Scale

were used to examine experiential avoidance as a predictor of fear of intimacy.

The Multidimensional Experiential Avoidance Scale (MEAS) was examined for its
internal consistency reliability with a sample size of 385. For the current study, the
21-item avoidance sub-dimension’s internal consistency was high with a Cronbach
alpha of .90; the 8-item suppression/distraction sub-dimension’s internal consistency
was high with a Cronbach alpha of .87; the 11-item distress endurance sub-
dimension’s internal consistency was high with a Cronbach alpha of .85; 7-item
procrastination sub-dimension’s internal consistency was high with a Cronbach alpha

of .84; and finally, the 12-item repression/denial sub-dimension’s internal
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consistency was high with a Cronbach alpha of .84. The overall scale demonstrated

strong reliability, with a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .90 across 59 items

(Nunnally, 1978).

3.4. Data Collection Procedure

Firstly, the authors of the Turkish instruments were contacted to get permission to
use the instruments in the current study. All of their approvals were collected via
email. The researcher obtained approval from the Middle East Technical University
Human Subjects Ethics Committee. After Ethics Committee approval, five different
instruments were transferred to Google Forms as an online survey. A QR code and a
hyperlink were developed for the participants to access the survey. The poster with
the QR code that had been prepared for the explanation of the study was shared
through various social media platforms, including LinkedIn, WhatsApp, and
Instagram, with a specific focus on the relevant age group and citizens of the
Republic of Tiirkiye. QR code and hyperlink facilitated access for prospective
participants to the Google Forms platform. Completing the survey took
approximately 20-25 minutes for each participant. The initial stage of the study
involved the presentation of a consent form to the participants. This document
provided details regarding the study, such as how long it would take to fill out the
survey, the voluntary nature of participation, what is the purpose of the study, the
right to participate anonymously, the freedom to withdraw from the study at any
point, and the aim of collecting all the information. To access the survey, participants
were required to confirm their consent by acknowledging and approving the related
area on the consent form. The data recorded in Google Forms was limited to only the
individuals who completed each item. The collection of the data lasted from the end
of April to the end of June 2025.

3.5. Definition of VVariables

In this part, the operational definitions of the variables are presented.

Fear of Intimacy: In the present study, fear of intimacy was measured by the total
score of 35 items of the Fear of Intimacy Scale (FIS; Descutner & Thelen, 1991;
Elibol et al, 2018).
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Age: One of the controlled variables of this study was the self-reported chronological
age of the participants, obtained from the demographic and relational information

form.

Romantic Relationship Status: One of the controlled variables in this study was the
self-reported romantic relationship status of the participants, as determined from the
demographic and relational information form completed by each participant. The
romantic relationship status was initially assessed using multiple categorical response
options reflecting their current relationship situations as living together, being
engaged, being married, being a couple, being single, being in a relationship for
years but not thinking about marriage, being in a relationship for months, and being
serious about each other for each participant. However, because the distribution
across categories was uneven and did not sufficiently represent group comparisons,
the variable was subsequently recoded into two broader categories. Accordingly,
romantic relationship status was dummy coded as 0 = not being in a romantic

relationship (N = 176) and 1 = being in a romantic relationship (N = 209).

Attachment Styles: Attachment styles were measured by the scores of all three
subdimensions collected from 18 items. As individuals’ characteristic patterns of
emotional bonding and relational behavior, total scores of all the subdimensions are
measured by the Three-Dimensional Attachment Styles Scale (Erzen, 2016). This
predictor variable was formed into three subdimensions- secure, avoidant, and
anxious-ambivalent attachment styles- each representing a distinct pattern of

relational approach.

Secure Attachment Style: This subdimension was measured by the total score of 6
specific items about secure attachment from the Three-Dimensional Attachment
Styles Scale (Erzen, 2016).

Avoidant Attachment Style: This subdimension was measured by the total score of 6
specific items about avoidant attachment from the Three-Dimensional Attachment

Styles Scale (Erzen, 2016).
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Anxious- Ambivalent Attachment Style: This subdimension was measured by the total
score of 6 specific items about anxious-ambivalent attachment from the Three-

Dimensional Attachment Styles Scale (Erzen, 2016).

Rejection Sensitivity: The rejection sensitivity score was measured by the total score
of 18 items of the Rejection Sensitivity Scale. The total score of the scale was
included with the two parts of the scale, as anxiety items and expectation items, in

the analysis.

Experiential Avoidance: It was measured by the Multidimensional Experiential
Avoidance Scale (MEAQ; Gamez et al., 2011; Yildinm & Bahtiyar, 2020), which
was formed into five subdimensions: avoidance, suppression/distraction, distress

endurance, procrastination, and repression/denial.

Avoidance: This subdimension was measured by using the total scores of 21 specific

items of the Multidimensional Experiential Avoidance Scale (Yildirim & Bahtiyar,

2020).

Suppression/Distraction: This subdimension was measured by using the total scores
of 8 specific items of the Multidimensional Experiential Avoidance Scale (Yildirim
& Bahtiyar, 2020).

Distress Endurance: This subdimension was measured by using the total scores of 11
specific items of the Multidimensional Experiential Avoidance Scale (Yildinm &
Bahtiyar, 2020).

Procrastination: This subdimension was measured by using the total scores of 12
specific items of the Multidimensional Experiential Avoidance Scale (Yildinm &
Bahtiyar, 2020).

Repression/Denial: This subdimension was measured by using the total score of 7

specific items of the Multidimensional Experiential Avoidance Scale (Yildirim &
Bahtiyar, 2020).
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3.6. Data Analysis

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between fear of intimacy
and other variables, including age, romantic relationship status, attachment styles,
experiential avoidance, and rejection sensitivity. First, the dataset was screened to

determine usable cases.

After data cleaning, age was analyzed as a continuous variable, relationship status
was dummy-coded, and all scale items were coded according to their names and
subdimensions. Reliability and descriptive statistics were then calculated, including
means, standard deviations, and range. Prior to conducting the hierarchical multiple
regression analysis, bivariate correlations were examined, and the relevant statistical
assumptions (i.e., normality, linearity, multicollinearity, and homoscedasticity) were
assessed to ensure the appropriateness of the analysis.

In line with the aim of the study, hierarchical multiple regression analysis was used
to assess how attachment styles, rejection sensitivity, and experiential avoidance
predict fear of intimacy after controlling for age and romantic relationship status. In
Model 1, age and relationship status were entered as control variables. In Model 2,
attachment styles (secure, avoidant, and anxious/ambivalent) were added. In Model
3, rejection sensitivity was entered. Finally, in Model 4, five subdimensions of
experiential avoidance (avoidance, suppression/distraction, procrastination,
repression/denial, and distress endurance) were included to examine their additional
contribution to the prediction of fear of intimacy among young adults. This
procedure provided clearer insights into the predictive power of the main variables

beyond the effects of controlled age and romantic relationship status variables.

3.7. Limitations

While the present study contributes meaningfully to the understanding of fear of
intimacy, rejection sensitivity, attachment styles, and experiential avoidance, several
limitations should be acknowledged, particularly concerning the methodology and

sampling processes.
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First, collecting data on emotion-based constructs presents unique challenges within
psychological counseling and clinical research. Constructs such as fear of intimacy
and rejection sensitivity often evoke discomfort, as they require participants to reflect
on potentially painful relational experiences. This emotional vulnerability may lead
to response distortions due to social desirability bias or defense mechanisms, which
can limit the authenticity of self-reports (Crowne & Marlowe, 1960; Paulhus, 2002).
Furthermore, such constructs are inherently subjective and introspective, and the
reliability of self-reported data is contingent upon the participants’ self-awareness
and willingness to disclose sensitive information (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Secondly,
the operationalization of the romantic relationship status was a limitation of the
present study. Although participants initially reported their relationship statuses
using multiple categorical options, reflecting varying levels of relational
commitment, these categories were collapsed into two broader groups due to uneven
distribution across categories. While this approach facilitated statistical analysis, it
may have reduced sensitivity to qualitative differences between distinct relationship
types (e.g., dating versus cohabitation or marriage). Consequently, potential
variations in fear of intimacy associated with different forms or stages of romantic

involvement may not have been fully captured.

Lastly, due to logistical and ethical constraints, data were collected entirely online.
While digital platforms enable broad accessibility, remote data collection may
compromise environmental control and participant engagement (Benfield &
Szlemko, 2006). Without the presence of a researcher, participants may misinterpret
items, experience distractions, or prematurely discontinue their participation.
Moreover, technical barriers and a lack of digital literacy in certain populations may

have further limited the inclusivity of the sample.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

In this part of the study, the results of the statistical analyses were presented.
Preliminary analyses’ results of the study were first explained. After that, the
descriptive statistics for the variables were presented. Then, the assumption checks of
the hierarchical multiple regression analysis and the results were explained. Finally, a

summary of the statistical findings was presented.

4.1. Preliminary Analyses of the Study

Given the complexity and sensitivity of hierarchical regression, the diagnostic checks
were essential for ensuring the integrity of the results. First, the dataset was screened
for missing values. In the Excel that was used for the categorization of the values,
there was no missing data. Still, the removed data from the collected answers were as
follows: women who are out of the required age group of 19- 42 (n=24), participants
who did not mention gender (n=1), and participants who filled out the form from
abroad (n=30).

4.2. Descriptive Statistics of the Variables

Descriptive statistics were computed to summarize the central tendency, dispersion,
and distributional properties of the variables included in the study. Table 4.1 presents
the means, standard deviations, range, minimum and maximum values, as well as

skewness and kurtosis values for each variable.

Participants' ages ranged from 19 to 42 years (M = 26.47, SD = 4.71). The fear of
intimacy scores ranged from 38 to 154 (M = 80.15, SD = 24.63). Secure attachment
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scores ranged from 7 to 25 (M = 19.78, SD = 3.23). In contrast, Avoidant attachment
(M = 13.73, SD = 5.38) showed a non-normal distribution. Anxious-ambivalent
attachment scores ranged from 6 to 30 (M = 16.21, SD = 6.02). Similarly, rejection
sensitivity (M = 149.44, SD = 65.92) demonstrated moderate normality, with a wide
range from 18 to 542. Experiential avoidance (M = 73.60, SD = 19.06) and its
subdimensions (Suppression/Distraction, Distress Endurance, Procrastination, and

Repression/Denial) also demonstrated broad variability across participants.

Table 4.1. Descriptive Statistics of Predictor and Criterion Variables (N= 385)

Variables M SD Skewness Kurtosis Actual Potential
Range Range

Age 26.47 4.71 0.72 0.11 19-42 19-42
Fear of Intimacy 80.15 24.63 0.53 -0.35 38-154 35-175
Secure Attachment  19.78 3.23 -0.56 033 7-25 6-30

Avoidant Attachment 13.73 5.38 1.09 112 7-25 6-30

Anxious-Ambivalent 16.21 6.02 0.39 -0.63 6-30 6-30

Attachment

Rejection Sensitivity 149.4465.92 1.53 564  18-542 18-648
Avoidance 73.60 19.06 -0.17 -0.25 23-121 21-126
Suppression/ 30.55 8.97 -0.24 -0.53 8-48 8-48

Distraction

Distress Endurance  43.84 9.69 -0.01 -0.30  14-66 11-66
Procrastination 25.40 7.80 0.05 -0.66  7-42 7-42

Repression/Denial 35.20 11.73 0.42 -0.24  13-69 12-72

4.3. Bivariate Correlation Matrices of the VVariables

Pearson Product-Moment Correlation analyses were conducted to examine the
associations between predictor variables (age, romantic relationship status,
attachment styles, experiential avoidance, rejection sensitivity) and the criterion

variable (fear of intimacy). The results are presented in Table 4.2.
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Table 4.2. Bivariate Pearson Correlation Matrix Among Study Variables (N = 385)

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1. Age — 19**  14** -.15%* -.12* -.10 .09 .10 - 17** .00 -.10 .04
2.Relationshi

P stanis (0= A5% .05  -05 -04 09 .02 -11*  -04  -11*  -04
1 =yes)

it'ticer‘]’r‘i]r:m o -30%% 25 6% 06 28%%  -18%F  -32%% 4%k pqnk
. Avoudant 3 07 3% 09 08  30% 07  -07
5. Anxious/

ambivalent — 25%* .10 .09 .38** AT .33** 59**
attachment

6. Avoidance — S7*x 217 36** 39%* A1 21%*
7.

Suppression/ — -50**  -36**  -49%* - 19*%* . 25%*
Distraction

8. Distress " A o o
Endurance — .50 49 .26 40
9.

Procrastinati — 49** 23** A46**
on

10.

Repression/ — .38%* 52%*
Denial

11. Rejection - 4g**
sensitivity ’

12. Fear of .
Intimacy

Note. Values are Pearson correlation coefficients. p <.05*, p <.01**,

Based on Cohen’s (1988) general guidelines for interpreting effect sizes—where
small, medium, and large correlations fall roughly around the .10, .30, and .50
ranges—the data indicated that the most pronounced positive association in the study
was between anxious—ambivalent attachment and fear of intimacy (r = .59, p < .01),
avoidance and suppression/distraction (r = .57, p < .01), suppression/distraction and
rejection sensitivity (r = .52, p <.01), suppression/distraction and fear of intimacy (r
= .52, p < .01), distress endurance and procrastination (r = .50, p < .01), and
repression/denial and fear of intimacy (r = .52, p < .01). On the other hand, the
strongest and negative correlations in the dataset were observed between
suppression/distraction and distress endurance (r = -50, p < .01) and
suppression/distraction and procrastination (r = -.49, p < .01). Relationship status
was positively and weakly associated with secure attachment (r = .15, p < .01).

Secure attachment was negatively and moderately related to avoidant (r = —.30, p <
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.01) and negatively and weakly related to anxious/ambivalent attachment (r = —.25, p
<.01), and positively and moderately correlated with suppression/distraction (r = .28,
p <.01).

However, relationship status has no significant correlation with the avoidance,
suppression/distraction, distress endurance and repression/denial, fear of intimacy,
anxious- ambivalent attachment style and avoidant attachment style. Also, age had
no significant correlation with avoidance, suppression/distraction, repression/denial,
fear of intimacy, and rejection sensitivity. On the other hand, age was positively and
weakly correlated with relationship status (r = .19, p < .01) and secure attachment (r
= .14, p < .01), and negatively, and weakly correlated with avoidant attachment (r =

—.15, p <.01) and anxious/ambivalent attachment (r = .12, p < .05).

Avoidant and anxious/ambivalent attachment were positively and moderately
correlated (r = .34, p < .01). Notably, anxious/ambivalent attachment was positively
and moderately correlated with rejection (r = .33, p < .01) and positively and strongly

correlated with fear of intimacy (r = .59, p <.01).

4.4. Testing Assumptions for Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis

Before conducting Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis to predict the
dependent variable, fear of intimacy score, it was essential to examine whether the
core assumptions of linear regression were met. Given the large size of the target
population, the determination of sample size was guided by statistical power

considerations rather than population-based proportion estimation.

The required sample size was calculated using “GPower 3.1.” (Faul et al., 2009) for a
hierarchical multiple regression analysis with five predictors. Assuming a medium
effect size (f> = 0.15), an alpha level of .05, and a desired statistical power of .95, the
analysis indicated that a minimum sample size of approximately 204 participants was
required (Faul et al., 2009). The final sample of 385 participants exceeded this
requirement, thereby ensuring sufficient statistical power, stable parameter estimates,
and enhanced generalizability of the findings within the target population. Also,
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skewness and kurtosis values were examined. According to Kline (2016), skewness
values greater than |2| and kurtosis values greater than |7| indicate severe deviations
from normality. The results showed that all variables remained within these limits,
suggesting no severe violations. For most constructs, skewness falls within +1 and
kurtosis within £2, which points to distributions that are generally consistent with

normality.

Other variables, such as Anxious-ambivalent attachment, Avoidance,
Suppression/Distraction, Distress Endurance, Procrastination, and Repression/Denial,
were approximately normally distributed, with skewness and kurtosis values falling
within acceptable limits (1 for skewness and +2 for kurtosis), except for slight
deviations in Suppression/Distraction and Repression/Denial. For regression analysis
where assumptions are more sensitive, further examination (e.g., histogram, Q-Q
plot, or transformation) was also conducted to verify that the assumptions were
reasonably met. Furthermore, the examination of the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF)
and tolerance values indicated no evidence of problematic multicollinearity. These
diagnostics ensure that the statistical inference drawn from the regression model is
valid, reliable, and generalizable (Cohen et al., 2013).

Histogram
Dependent Variable: fearofintimacy_total

Mean = 5 39E-16
N= 385

40

Frequency

-4 -d o ] 4

Regression Standardized Residual

Figure 4.1. Histogram showing the normality of residuals
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The normality assumption requires that the residuals of a regression model follow a
normal distribution. Meeting this condition ensures the accuracy of inferential
procedures, such as confidence intervals, significance testing, and parameter
estimation, since these rely on normally distributed errors for valid statistical
inference (Gel et al., 2005).

The histogram of regression shown in Figure 4.1 is standardized residuals displaying
a symmetric, bell-shaped curve, closely approximating the shape of a normal
distribution. The frequency of residuals is highest near the center (around zero) and
tapers off symmetrically towards both tails. This visual pattern is consistent with a
normal distribution. The statistical summary in the top-right of the graph further
supports this: the mean of the standardized residuals is virtually zero (M = 5.39 x
107¢), and the standard deviation is very close to 1 (SD = 0.986), which is expected
for standardized residuals in a well-fitting model (Cohen et al., 2013; Wilkinson et
al., 1999).

Maormal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual

. Dependent Variable: fearofintimacy_total
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Figure 4.2. Plot showing the distribution of the residuals

The normal probability plot of regression standardized residuals shows data points

closely aligned with the diagonal line representing the expected cumulative
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probability under a normal distribution, presented in Figure 4.2. Minor deviations are
present at the extremes, but the overall alignment suggests that the residuals are
approximately normally distributed. The linear trend indicates that the assumption of
normality is reasonably satisfied (Cortina, 1993; Wilkinson et al., 1999). The
combined evidence from these two plots suggests that the distribution of residuals
does not deviate significantly from normality, thereby supporting the use of

parametric tests and the overall validity of the regression analysis.

The independence of residuals was examined using the Durbin—Watson statistic.
Values close to 2 indicate no autocorrelation, whereas values approaching 0 or 4
reflect positive or negative autocorrelation, respectively (Benjamin et al., 2018;
Durbin & Watson, 1950). Across the four regression models, Durbin—-Watson values
ranged from 1.86 to 1.87, which falls within the acceptable range of 1.5-2.5,

suggesting that the assumption of independence of errors was met.

Additionally, model fit was evaluated through the Standard Error of the Estimate
(SEE). Lower SEE values indicate better model fit (Benjamin et al., 2018). In the
present analysis, SEE values progressively decreased across models, from 21.94 in
Model 1 to 16.53 in Model 4, demonstrating improved predictive accuracy with the

inclusion of additional predictors.

Scatterplot
Dependent Variable: fearofintimacy_total
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Figure 4.3. Distribution of the homoscedasticity of residuals
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Linearity and homoscedasticity were assessed by examining the scatterplot of
standardized residuals against standardized predicted values (Figure 4.3).

A key assumption of multiple linear regression is that there is a linear relationship
between each predictor and the dependent variable. While this is often tested through
partial regression plots or component-plus-residual plots, the scatterplot of residuals
versus predicted values can also provide indirect evidence. In the current analysis,
the absence of systematic curves or non-linear patterns in the residual plot suggests

that the linearity assumption is adequately met.

As Osborne and Waters (2002) stated, homoscedasticity refers to the assumption that
the variance of residuals is constant across all levels of the independent variables.
The scatterplot shows that the residuals are randomly dispersed around zero and form
a roughly horizontal band across the range of predicted values. There is no visible
funneling or clustering, which would indicate heteroscedasticity (Osborne & Waters,
2002).

Multicollinearity diagnostics for the final hierarchical regression model (Model 4)
revealed VIF values ranging from 1.038 (Age) to 1.976 (Repression/Denial),
corresponding to shared variance due to multicollinearity between 9.7% and 49.4%.
All VIF values were below the commonly cited cut-off of 5 (Hair et al., 2020),
suggesting that multicollinearity was not a severe concern. Thus, predictors operated

independently and did not pose estimation issues for the analysis.

4.5. Findings of the Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis

Hierarchical multiple regression analysis was conducted to examine whether age,
relationship status, attachment styles, rejection sensitivity, and experiential avoidance
predicted fear of intimacy. The variables were entered in four blocks as Model 1:
age, relationship status, Model 2: secure attachment, avoidant attachment,
anxious/ambivalent attachment, Model 3: rejection sensitivity, Model 4:
subdimensions of experiential avoidance as avoidance, distraction/suppression,

distress endurance, procrastination, and repression/denial. The criterion variable is
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fear of intimacy. The coefficients, standard errors, standardized beta values, and
significance levels for each model are reported below.

Table 4.3. The Results of Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis

Variables B SE B t R? AR?  Adjusted
R?
Model 1 210*  .210* .206*
Age -0.08 0.24 -0.01 -0.31
Relationship status -2251 229 -046  -9.84***
Model 2 468*  .258* A461*
Secure attachment -1.42 030 -0.19 -4.75%**
Avoidant attachment 0.24 0.19 0.05 1.28
Anxious/ambivalent 1.76 0.18 043 10.02***
attachment
Model 3 499*  .031* 491*
Rejection sensitivity 0.07 0.02 0.19  4.81***
Model 4 562*  .063* .550*
Avoidance -0.11 0.06 -0.09 -1.82
Suppression/Distraction 0.02 0.12 0.01 0.14
Distress Endurance -0.26 0.10 -010 -2.61**
Procrastination 0.15 0.14 0.05 1.12
Repression/Denial 0.55 0.10 026  5.48***
Note. B = unstandardized regression coefficient; SE = standard error; B =

standardized regression coefficient. Relationship status 0 = not having a romantic
relationship, 1= having a romantic relationship

p < .05%, p < .01**, p < .001***,

In this last part, all the models are represented together in Table 4.3. To investigate
the predictors of fear of intimacy, a four-step hierarchical multiple regression
analysis was conducted. The criterion variable in all models was the total fear of
intimacy score. Predictor variables were entered in a theoretically guided sequence.

Demographic variables (age and current romantic relationship status) were entered in
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Model 1; attachment dimensions (secure, avoidant, and anxious-ambivalent) in
Model 2; rejection sensitivity in Model 3; and multidimensional experiential
avoidance subdimensions (avoidance, suppression/distraction, distress endurance,

repression/denial, and procrastination) in Model 4.

In Model 1, age and relationship status were included in the analysis. This model
accounted for 21.0% of the variance in fear of intimacy, R> = .2/, and was
statistically significant, F(2, 382) = 50.92, p < .001. Relationship status was
asignificant negative predictor (# = —46, p < .001), indicating that individuals
currently in a romantic relationship reported lower levels of fear of intimacy

compared to those not in a relationship.

In Model 2, the increase in explained variance to 46.8% was significant (R? = .26).
The variables added to the analysis were secure, avoidant, and anxious/ambivalent
attachment styles. The model was significant, F(5, 379) = 66.75, p < .001. Secure
attachment negatively predicted fear of intimacy (8 = —.19, p < .001), avoidant
attachment was non-significant as a predictor for fear of intimacy (5 = .05, p <.001),
while anxious/ambivalent attachment positively predicted it (8 = .43, p < .001).
These results suggest that lower secure attachment and higher anxious/ambivalent

attachment are associated with greater fear of intimacy.

In Model 3, the change in explained variance was relatively small (R? = .03). The
variables introduced in this step of the analysis were rejection sensitivity, which
yielded an additional significant increase in explained variance, bringing the total to
49.9%. This model was significant, F(6, 378) = 62.72, p < .001. Rejection sensitivity
positively and significantly predicted fear of intimacy (# = .19, p < .001), indicating
that individuals who were more sensitive to rejection tended to report higher fear of

intimacy.

In Model 4, the change in explained variance was modest but statistically meaningful
(R? = .06). The variables added to the analysis included emotion regulation variables
(avoidance, suppression/distraction, distress endurance, procrastination, and

repression/denial). This final model explained 56.2% of the variance in fear of
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intimacy, and was significant, F(11, 373) = 43.59, p < .001. Significant predictors
included age (# = .10, p < .01), relationship status (4 = —30, p < .001), later
anxious/ambivalent attachment ( = .30, p < .001), rejection sensitivity (8 = .17, p <
.001), distress endurance (8 = —.10, p < .01), and repression/denial (8 = .26, p <
.001). Secure and avoidant attachment, avoidance, suppression/distraction, and
procrastination did not significantly predict fear of intimacy in the final model.

Taken together, these results indicated that fear of intimacy was primarily associated
with anxious/ambivalent attachment style, higher use of repression/denial strategies,
greater rejection sensitivity, not being in a romantic relationship, lower distress
endurance, and older age. The progressive increase in explained variance across
models highlights the increasing contribution of attachment styles, rejection

sensitivity, and emotion regulation processes in understanding fear of intimacy.

4.6. Summary of the Results

The present study examined the predictors of fear of intimacy using a four-step
hierarchical multiple regression analysis. Preliminary analyses indicated that the data
met the assumptions required for regression analysis, allowing the findings to be
interpreted with confidence. Overall, the final model was statistically meaningful and
demonstrated strong explanatory power, accounting for a substantial proportion of

the variance in fear of intimacy.

Across the models, several variables emerged as significant predictors of fear of
intimacy. Among attachment dimensions, anxious-ambivalent attachment
consistently showed the strongest association, indicating that individuals with
heightened attachment-related anxiety tend to experience greater discomfort and
apprehension in emotionally close relationships. Rejection sensitivity also remained
as a strong predictor, suggesting that a heightened expectation and concern about

rejection contribute meaningfully to fear of intimacy.

In terms of experiential avoidance, specific emotion regulation strategies played a
notable role. Repression and denial emerged as one of the most influential predictors,
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indicating that suppressing or distancing oneself from emotional experiences is
closely linked to greater fear of closeness. Distress endurance was also associated
with fear of intimacy, suggesting that individuals’ capacity to tolerate emotional

distress is relevant to how they navigate intimacy-related challenges.

Although age did not show a consistent effect in earlier models, it became a
meaningful predictor in the final model, pointing a tendency for increased self-
protectiveness in intimate contexts as individuals get older. Romantic relationship
status also contributed to the model, indicating that not being in a relationship may

intensify intimacy-related emotional processes for women.

Taken together, the findings highlight the combined importance of attachment styles,
rejection sensitivity, and experiential avoidance strategies in understanding fear of
intimacy. The results underscore that fear of intimacy is shaped not by a single
factor, but by the interplay of relational expectations and emotion regulation

processes.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

This chapter presents a comprehensive discussion of the study findings, situating
them within existing theoretical and empirical literature on attachment, rejection
sensitivity, experiential avoidance, and fear of intimacy. The discussion begins by
examining the predictive role of demographic factors and attachment dimensions in
shaping fear of intimacy, followed by an analysis of how rejection sensitivity and
multidimensional experiential avoidance contribute to intimacy-related difficulties.
The chapter further explores the theoretical and practical implications of these
findings, highlighting how cognitive, emotional, and behavioral processes interact to
influence relational functioning among young adult women in Tiirkiye. Finally,
directions for future research are proposed to guide subsequent investigations into the
psychological mechanisms underlying fear of intimacy and related interpersonal

challenges.

5.1. Discussion of the Findings

The present study was designed to explore how attachment styles, rejection
sensitivity, and experiential avoidance contribute to the fear of intimacy among
young women in Tiirkiye. Drawing upon attachment theory (Bartholomew &
Horowitz, 1991; Bowlby, 1982) and from a grounded perspective in the experiential
avoidance model proposed by Hayes et al, (1996), the study sought to examine how
early attachment experiences and individual coping mechanisms influence adults’
ability to engage in emotional intimacy. As outlined in the introduction, fear of
intimacy is defined as an inhibited ability to share personally significant thoughts and
feelings due to anxiety about closeness or rejection (Descutner & Thelen, 1991). This

study sought to understand the underlying mechanisms of this fear within a culturally
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relevant context, emphasizing how attachment dimensions (anxious, avoidant, and
secure), rejection sensitivity, and experiential avoidance predict intimacy-related
difficulties.

Overall, the results partially supported the theoretical propositions. Individuals with
higher levels of attachment anxiety, greater rejection sensitivity, and stronger
tendencies toward experiential avoidance were more likely to experience fear of
intimacy. Conversely, secure attachment and adaptive emotion regulation strategies
were generally associated with lower fear of intimacy, although some variables,
including secure and avoidant attachment, avoidance, suppression/distraction, and
procrastination, did not significantly predict fear of intimacy in the current sample.
This result might be related to the specific characteristics of the sample, which
consisted primarily of young adult women between 23 and 27, many of whom were
not currently in romantic relationships. Such demographic factors could influence the
expression of intimacy fears, as previous research indicates that fear of intimacy may
be particularly salient for individuals with limited recent romantic experience
(Olsson et al., 2023; Pepping et al., 2014).

Furthermore, these findings are largely consistent with prior empirical studies linking
attachment anxiety and avoidance-based coping to fear of intimacy (Hazan &
Shaver, 1987; Kashdan et al., 2006; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016 ), while also
highlighting nuanced discrepancies. For example, although avoidance-oriented
strategies such as suppression or procrastination have been associated with intimacy
difficulties in other contexts (Boulanger et al., 2010), they did not significantly
predict fear of intimacy in the present sample, suggesting that these mechanisms may
interact with contextual or demographic factors, such as age, relational history, or
cultural norms, which were emphasized in prior Turkish samples (Siimer et al.,
2009). By integrating these empirical comparisons, the discussion provides a more
comprehensive understanding of the cognitive, emotional, and behavioral

mechanisms underlying fear of intimacy among young adult women.

The results of this study offer a detailed perspective on the interplay between
attachment orientations and experiential avoidance in shaping fear of intimacy. As
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anticipated, anxious/ambivalent attachment style was identified as a significant
predictor. In line with Mikulincer and Shaver’s (2016, 2020) framework, individuals
with anxious attachment exhibit pronounced concerns about abandonment and
excessive reliance on others, which may amplify rejection sensitivity and hinder
authentic emotional closeness. These patterns are consistent with earlier research
indicating that insecure attachment can compromise trust, openness in self-
disclosure, and overall satisfaction within romantic partnerships (Hazan & Shaver,
1987; Pepping et al., 2014).

Rejection sensitivity refers to a cognitive-affective tendency in which individuals
anxiously anticipate, readily perceive, and intensely respond to perceived or actual
rejection from others. This heightened sensitivity has been shown to amplify fear of
intimacy, as individuals who expect rejection often adopt defensive or avoidant
behaviors that reinforce relational distancing, creating a self-perpetuating cycle of
social withdrawal and emotional inhibition (Downey & Feldman, 1996). Such
mechanisms may be particularly pronounced in cultural contexts like Tiirkiye, where
relational interdependence and familial expectations strongly influence romantic
attachment patterns (Siimer et al., 2009). Individuals who internalize rigid norms
about emotional expression or relational control may thus experience heightened

conflict between the desire for closeness and the fear of vulnerability.

Consistent with the theoretical framework of Acceptance and Commitment Therapy,
experiential avoidance has been identified as a significant antecedent of fear of
intimacy. Individuals who habitually suppress or avoid unwanted internal
experiences tend to exhibit greater discomfort with emotional closeness and
vulnerability (Boulanger et al., 2010; Hayes et al., 1996). Individuals who exhibit
high levels of experiential avoidance often attempt to inhibit or suppress distressing
thoughts and emotions. While such strategies may provide temporary relief, they
tend to limit emotional expressiveness and reduce the capacity for close interpersonal
connection (Gerhart et al., 2014; Kashdan et al., 2006). This pattern aligns with
avoidant coping observed in attachment theory, suggesting that avoidance operates
both as a protective defense and as a maladaptive regulatory strategy. These results
collectively indicate that fear of intimacy is not a singular construct but a multi-
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determined phenomenon influenced by attachment insecurities, cognitive distortions
about rejection, and avoidance-based emotional regulation. The convergence of these
dimensions underscores that difficulties in intimacy often stem not only from
external relational experiences but also from internalized beliefs and learned
avoidance patterns. In this sense, the study contributes to the growing body of
research that integrates attachment theory and third-wave behavioral approaches to

explain interpersonal dysfunction.

5.2. Implications for Theory and Practice

Theoretically, this study reinforces the relevance of attachment theory as a
framework for understanding adult intimacy. It extends the literature by empirically
linking attachment styles and experiential avoidance, concepts historically explored
in separate traditions. The integration of these constructs supports the notion that fear
of intimacy emerges from both early relational experiences and current cognitive-
affective processes. While attachment theory explains the origins of relational
insecurity, experiential avoidance clarifies how individuals maintain and reinforce

these patterns in adulthood.

Secondly, by demonstrating the combined predictive power of attachment insecurity,
rejection sensitivity, and experiential avoidance, the study refines theoretical models
of intimacy. It suggests that fear of intimacy is best understood as an interactional
process between relational expectations and internal emotion regulation tendencies.
This multidimensional model provides a more holistic framework for understanding

interpersonal difficulties and offers a foundation for future empirical testing.

From an applied standpoint, the findings offer meaningful guidance for clinical and
educational practices. For practitioners working with young adult women, it is
crucial to conceptualize fear of intimacy not simply as relational withdrawal but as
an interplay between attachment-related insecurity and avoidance-oriented coping
strategies. Incorporating therapeutic components that target experiential avoidance,
such as mindfulness-based, acceptance-based, and emotion-focused interventions can
strengthen individuals’ emotional openness and ability to form close, supportive

relationships (Hayes et al., 1996; Wong et al., 2018).
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In therapeutic contexts, fostering secure attachment representations can be a
corrective emotional experience. Therapists/counselors can intentionally model
consistent, empathetic, and attuned interactions, helping clients reframe beliefs about
rejection and develop greater tolerance for emotional exposure. These approaches
may be particularly beneficial for individuals exhibiting high attachment anxiety or
avoidance, as they address both the cognitive and affective dimensions of intimacy

fear.

5.3. Recommendations for Further Research

The current findings point to several promising directions for future investigation
into intimacy fears, attachment processes, and their underlying emotional-cognitive
mechanisms. Future studies should focus on how therapeutic modalities such as
Emotionally Focused Therapy (EFT; Greenman & Johnson, 2022) and Acceptance
and Commitment Therapy (ACT; Harris, 2007; Hayes, 2011) can be adapted for
individuals characterized by high experiential avoidance, emotional inhibition, or
rigid attributional patterns. Within the context of fear of intimacy, ACT may be
particularly suitable as it directly targets experiential avoidance by promoting
acceptance of internal experiences, reducing avoidance-based coping, and increasing
individuals’ capacity to remain in emotional contact with vulnerability-related
thoughts and feelings. By fostering psychological flexibility and cognitive defusion,
ACT may support individuals in engaging more openly in emotionally close
relationships despite discomfort (ACT; Harris, 2007; Hayes, 2011). Similarly, EFT
may address fear of intimacy by intervening in attachment-related emotional
processes, facilitating access to primary emotions, and restructuring maladaptive
relational patterns that maintain emotional distance and withdrawal (EFT; Greenman
& Johnson, 2022). Empirical exploration of interventions that enhance emotion
regulation, mentalization, and reflective functioning may clarify how such
approaches reduce fear-based avoidance and improve relational functioning among

young adult women (Santoro et al., 2021; Wang et al., 2024).

Another important area of the study looks at how our early relationships affect how
we interact with our current romantic partners (Andersen & Cole, 1990). According
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to adult attachment theory, individuals develop internal working models that extend
from broad relational expectations to beliefs specific to their romantic partners
(Brumbaugh & Fraley, 2006, 2007). However, the cognitive and emotional
mechanisms underlying the transfer of early attachment patterns to adult
relationships, particularly among those exhibiting high levels of rejection sensitivity
or experiential avoidance, remain insufficiently examined. Longitudinal and
experimental approaches could clarify how these internal representations persist, re-
emerge, and transform across developmental periods, thereby informing more

effective preventive and therapeutic practices.

Future research could also consider psychological processes that may complement
the variables examined in the present study. Although these constructs were not
included in the current model, factors such as self-regulation, affect regulation, and
cognitive flexibility might provide additional insight into how individuals manage
perceived rejection and intimacy-related concerns. Exploring these processes in
future work, without proposing a new model, could help clarify whether they play an
indirect or supportive role in relation to the patterns identified here. Similarly,
examining abilities such as mentalization and adaptive attributional tendencies may
further illuminate how individuals develop healthier relational functioning and

reduce reliance on avoidance-based coping strategies (Clarke et al., 2020).

Comparative studies represent another critical area for inquiry. Variations in
relational norms, emotional expression, and caregiving practices may shape the
development and maintenance of intimacy-related fears. Comparing individuals
across cultural contexts, as well as examining relational status (e.g., single versus
partnered), could identify moderating factors that either exacerbate or attenuate
attachment-related vulnerabilities.

Methodologically, future studies could draw on mixed-method approaches to obtain
a more nuanced understanding of the processes examined in this research. For
instance, qualitative tools such as in-depth interviews or observational methods may
help capture the experiential and relational dynamics underlying participants’

intimacy-related concerns, which are difficult to access through self-report alone.
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Likewise, physiological or behavioral indicators could offer complementary evidence
regarding the emotional and regulatory processes associated with fear of intimacy
and avoidance-based coping. Employing these methods, together with more
demographically diverse samples, would allow future work to assess these constructs

in a broader and more ecologically valid manner.

Finally, preventive and applied research targeting early relational contexts is
warranted. Educational initiatives for caregivers, attachment-informed assessment
tools in clinical and community settings, and structured interventions promoting
secure relational experiences could mitigate later vulnerability to intimacy fears.
Empirical evaluation of these programs would provide valuable evidence for the
design of interventions that foster emotional resilience, enhance interpersonal
competence, and support the development of secure, satisfying relationships across

the lifespan.
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B. INFORMED CONSENT FORM IN TURKISH

Bu arastirma, ODTU Egitim Bilimleri Béliimii Rehberlik ve Psikolojik Danismanlik
Program1 Yiiksek Lisans 6grencisi Selin Altun tarafindan Prof. Dr. Zeynep Hatipoglu
Stimer danismanligindaki yiiksek lisans tezi kapsaminda yiiriitilmektedir. Bu form

sizi arastirma kosullar1 hakkinda bilgilendirmek i¢in hazirlanmstir.

Calismanin Amaci Nedir?
Arastirmanin amaci, yasantisal kaginma, reddedilme duyarliligt ve baglanma
stillerinin Tirkiye’deki gen¢ yetiskin katilimcilarda yakinlik korkusunu ne Slgiide

yordadigini belirlemektir.

Bize Nasil Yardime1 Olmanizi Isteyecegiz?
Arastirmaya katilmay1 kabul ederseniz, sizden beklenen, anketlerde yer alan sorular
derecelendirme Olgegi lizerinde yanitlamanizdir. Bu calismaya katilim ortalama

olarak 20 - 25 dakika siirmektedir.

Sizden Topladigimiz Bilgileri Nasil Kullanacagiz?

Arastirmaya katilimimiz tamamen goniilliiliik temelinde olmalidir. Ankette, sizden
kimlik veya kurum belirleyici higbir bilgi istenmemektedir. Cevaplariniz tamamiyla
gizli tutulacak, sadece arastirmaci tarafindan degerlendirilecektir. Katilimcilardan
elde edilecek bilgiler toplu halde degerlendirilecek ve bilimsel yayimlarda

kullanilacaktir.

Katiliminizla ilgili bilmeniz gerekenler:

Anket, genel olarak kisisel rahatsizlik verecek sorular igermemektedir. Ancak,
katilim sirasinda sorulardan ya da herhangi baska bir nedenden otiirii kendinizi
rahatsiz hissederseniz cevaplama isini yarida birakip ¢ikmakta serbestsiniz. Boyle bir
durumda anketi uygulayan kisiye, anketi tamamlamadiginizi sdylemek yeterli

olacaktir.
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Arastirmayla ilgili daha fazla bilgi almak isterseniz:

Anket sonunda, bu caligmayla ilgili sorularmizi iletebileceginiz bir mail adresi
bulunacaktir. Bu c¢alismaya katildigimiz icin simdiden tesekkiir ederiz. Calisma
hakkinda daha fazla bilgi almak i¢in yliksek lisans 6grencisi Selin Altun’ (E-posta:

) ile iletisim kurabilirsiniz.

Yukaridaki bilgileri okudum ve bu ¢alismaya tamamen goniillii olarak katilryorum.
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C. DEMOGRAPHIC AND RELATIONAL INFORMATION FORM

Yas :

Cinsiyet : O Kadm O Erkek

Egitim durumu: [ flkokul ~ [JOrtaokul [JLise  [JUniversite

[ ] Yiiksek lisans/Doktora

Gelir Diizeyi: " | Diisiik | Orta ] Yiiksek

Mliski durumu : [] Tliskisi var ] Tliskisi yok
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D. FEAR OF INTIMACY SCALE IN TURKISH

1 2 3 4 5
Hig bana Bana biraz Orta derecede  Bana oldukga Kesinlikle
uygun bir uygun bir bana uygun bir uygun bir bana uygun bir
ozellik degil ozellik ozellik ozellik ozellik

A Boliimii i¢in Yonerge: Yakin bir duygusal iliskide oldugunuzu diisiiniin. Asagidaki
ifadeleri soz konusu yakin iliskideymigsiniz gibi cevaplayin. Her bir ifadenin size
uygun bir 6zellik olma derecesini yukarida belirtilen 1’den 5’e¢ kadar olan dlgek
tizerinden puanlayin ve yanitinizi cevap kagidina yazin.

Not: Her bir ifadedeki “O” sizinle yakin iliski i¢inde olan kisiyi ifade etmektedir.

____“O’na, benim ig¢in utan¢ verici olan ge¢misteki seyleri anlatirken
kendimi rahatsiz hissedebilirim.

__ “O’nunla, beni derinden yaralayan bir sey hakkinda konusmaktan
huzursuzluk duyabilirim.

____“O’na gercek duygularimi ifade etme konusunda kendimi rahat
hissedebilirim.

____Eger “O” {lizglinse, onu 6nemsedigimi gostermekten bazen korkabilirim.
_____“O’na en i¢ten duygularimi agmaktan korkabilirim.

B Bolimii i¢cin Yonerge: Asagidaki ifadeleri, gecmis iliskilerinizi g6z oOniinde
bulundurarak yanitlaymn. Her bir ifadenin size olan uygunlugunu A Bolimii’niin

yonergesinde anlatildig1 gibi 1’den 5’e kadar olan 6l¢ek lizerinden derecelendirin.

Biriyle yakin olmaya iliskin firsatlardan kagindim.
Onceki iligkilerimde duygularimi igimde tuttum.
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E. THREE DIMENSIONAL ATTACHMENT STYLES SCALE IN TURKISH

Asagida sizinle ilgili ifadeler bulunmaktadir. Liitfen her bir maddeyi dikkatlice okuyunuz ve
sizi en iyi tanimlayan segenegi isaretleyiniz. Dogru ya da yanlis cevap yoktur. Sizden beklenen
ictenlikle cevap vererek bilimsel bir ¢aligmaya yardimci olmaniz. Liitfen biitiin sorularla ilgili
goriislerinizi ifade ediniz. Katkilariniz i¢in tesekkiirler.

1= Kesinlikle katilmiyorum 2= Katilmiyorum 3=Kismen katihyorum 4=Katiliyorum
5=Kesinlikle katilyorum anlamina gelmektedir.

1. Karsimdaki insanlar benim kadar degerli degiller. 112|345

2. Birisiyle ¢ok fazla samimi oldugumda sorun ¢ikabileceginden 112 13lals
kaygilaniyorum.

3. Karar alirken kimseyi 6nemsemem. 1|12 |3[4]|5

4. Sorunu olan birisini gérdiigiimde kendimi onun yerine koyabiliyorum. 1|12 |3[4|5

5. Bagskalarinin benim kadar degerli olduklarii diistinmiiyorum. 1|12 |3[4]|5
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F. MULTIDIMENSIONAL EXPERIENTIAL AVOIDANCE SCALE IN
TURKISH

Liitfen asagidaki maddelere ne derecede katildiginizi ya da katilmadiginizi her
maddenin yaninda ayrilan alanda belirtiniz.

1. Hi¢ katilmryorum

2. Kismen katilmiyorum
3. Biraz katilmiyorum
4. Biraz katiliyorum

5. Kismen katiliyorum

6. Tamamen katiliyorum

1 2 3 4 5 6

) | Kis | Tama
Hic¢ | Kis Bir | Bir me | men

kat1 | men | az az n katily
Im1 | Katil | kat1 | kat1 | Kat | orum
yor | miyo | Im | hiyo iy
um rum yor ru oru
um m m

1. Aci verici anilarimin timiini sihirli bir
silebilecek olsaydim, bunu yapardim.

2. Uziicii bir sey oldugu zaman, onun
hakkinda diistinmemek icin ¢ok ¢abalarim.

3. Yapilmasi gereken hos olmayan seyleri
erteleme egilimindeyim.

4. Insanlar korkulartyla yiizlesmelidir.
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5. Mutluluk, hi¢bir zaman ac1 ya da hayal
kiriklig1 hissetmemek demektir.

6. Diisiik de olsa, zarar gorme ihtimalinin
oldugu aktivitelerden ka¢inirim.

7. Olumsuz diisiinceler aklima geldiginde,
zihnimi bagka seylerle mesgul etmeye
caligirim.

8. Insanlarin bana inkar i¢inde oldugumu
sOyledigi zamanlar oldu.

9. Bazen zorluklarla karsilasmaktan
kaginmak i¢in iglerimi ertelerim.

10. Rahatsiz hissetsem bile, deger verdigim
seyler i¢in ¢calismaktan vazgegcmem.
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G. REJECTION SENSITIVITY SCALE IN TURKISH

YONERGE. Asagidaki her bir madde genelde iiniversite Ogrencilerinin bazen diger
kisilerden talep ettigi seyleri tanimlamaktadir. Liitfen, her bir durumda/kosulda
bulundugunuzu diisiiniin ve cevaplarinizi ona gore verin. Her bir soruda, sizin i¢in uygun
olan numaray1 daire i¢ine alarak isaretlemeleri yapiniz.

Maddeleri degerlendirirken, karsinizdaki kisinin (6rnegin, bir hocaniz veya bir arkadasinizla
ilgili olan maddelerde) liitfen belirli bir kisiyi degil, ORTALAMA BIR KiSiYi

DUSUNEREK yanit veriniz.

Arastirma, 6zel kisilere karsi olan tutumlarimzi degil, GENEL TUTUMLARINIZI
incelemektedir.

Her bir maddenin ardindan gelen su sorular1 yamitlamaniz beklenmektedir:

1) Baskalarmin size tepkisi konusunda ne kadar endise eder veya kaygi
duyarsiniz?

2) [llgili durumda diger kisilerin ne tiir tepki verebilecegini diisiiniirsiiniiz?

1. Smmftaki birine notlarim édiin¢ alip alamayacagimz soruyorsunuz.
e  Kisinin notlarini vermek isteyip istemeyebilecegi ile ilgili olarak ne kadar
endise eder veya kaygi duyarsimz?

Hig endiselenmem / Kaygi duymam Cok endiselenirim / Kaygi duyarim
1 2 3 4 5 6

e Bu kisinin notlarini bana isteyerek vermesini beklerdim.

Cok kiigiik ihtimalle Cok biiyiik ihtimalle
1 2 3 4 5 6

2. Romantik partnerinizden sizinle ayn1 eve tasinmasini istiyorsunuz.
e Romantik partnerinizin sizinle ayni eve taginmayu isteyip istemeyecegi ile ilgili
ne kadar endise eder veya kaygi duyarsimz?

Hig¢ endigselenmem / Kaygi duymam Cok endigelenirim / Kaygi duyarim
1 2 3 4 5 6

e Romantik partnerimin benimle ayni eve taginmayi istemesini beklerdim.

Cok kiigiik ihtimalle Cok biiyiik ihtimalle
1 2 3 4 5 6

3. Yurtdis1 gezisine gitmek icin ebeveynlerinizden destek istiyorsunuz.
e Ebeveynlerinizin size yardimc1 olmayi isteyip istemeyebilecegi ile ilgili ne
kadar endise eder veya kaygi duyarsiniz?

Hic endigelenmem / Kaygi duymam Cok endiselenirim / Kaygi duyarim
1 2 3 4 5 6
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e Onlarin (Ebeveynlerimin) bana yardim etmek igin istekli olmalarint beklerdim.

Cok kiigiik ihtimalle Cok biiytik ihtimalle
1 2 3 4 5 6
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H. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

GENC KADINLARDA YAKINLIK KORKUSU: BAGLANMA
STILLERININ, REDDEDILME DUYARLILIGININ VE DENEYIMSEL
KACINMANIN ROLU

1. GIRIS

Yakinlik korkusu, bireyin kendisi i¢in kisisel anlam tasiyan diisiince ve duygularini,
kendisi acisindan olduk¢a Onemli olarak algilanan bir bagkasiyla paylasmada
yasadig1 kaygi temelli giicliik olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Descutner ve Thelen, 1991).
Descutner ve Thelen (1991), bu yapiyr birbiriyle iliskili {ic boyut iizerinden
kavramsallastirmistir: kendini agma, paylasilan materyale atfedilen duygusal 6nem
ve iligski partnerinin algilanan 6nemi. Ger¢ek yakinlik, bu boyutlarin etkilesimi
sonucunda ortaya cikmakta ve duygusal agiklik, derinlik ve karsilikli saygi ile
kendini gostermektedir. Bu siireclerde yasanan aksakliklar, bireylerin yakin iliskiler
kurma kapasitelerini sinirlayabilmekte ve duygusal yakinliga yonelik kalici bir

korkunun gelismesine katkida bulunabilmektedir (Descutner ve Thelen, 1991).

Yakinlik korkusu tek basina ortaya ¢ikan bir olgu degildir; daha genis gelisimsel ve
iliskisel baglamlar tarafindan sekillendirilmektedir. Yas, bireylerin yakinlik kurma
kapasitesini etkileyen temel arka plan faktorlerinden biridir. Erikson’un (1959)
psikososyal gelisim kuramina gore, erken ve geng yetiskinlik donemi, yakinlik ile
yalitilmighk arasindaki temel catismanin yasandigi bir gelisim evresini temsil
etmektedir. Bu evrede saglikli bir ilerleme, bireyin kimligini biitiinlestirebilmesine ve
bunun sonucunda istikrarl ve siirdiiriilebilir kisilerarasi1 baglar kurabilmesine baglidir
(Erikson, 1959). Genellikle 18-29 yas araligini kapsayan beliren yetiskinlik donemi,
yogun kimlik kesfi, artan 6z-yonelimli karar alma siiregleri ve yetigkin rollerine
iliskin belirsizliklerle karakterizedir (Arnett ve Mitra, 2020). Giincel demografik

egilimler, otuzlu ve kirkli yaslara kadar bekar kalmanin giderek yayginlastigini ve
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bunun bireysel Ozerklige verilen Onemin artmast ile iligkisel baglanmalarin
ertelenmesine yonelik daha genis toplumsal degisimleri yansittigini gostermektedir
(Apostolou ve Tekes, 2024; Beckmeyer ve Jamison, 2023, 2024). Bu gelisimsel
dinamikler, yasa bagli gegcislerin bireylerin yakinlik deneyimlerini ve duygusal

acikliga yonelik kirilganliklarini etkileyebilecegini diisiindiirmektedir.

Yas ile yakindan iliskili olan iliski durumu, yakinlik korkusuyla iliskili bir diger
baglamsal faktordiir. Ampirik bulgular, bireylerin erken ve orta yetiskinlik
donemlerindeki romantik iliski Oriintiilerinin, ilerleyen donemlerdeki psikolojik iyi
olusla yakindan baglantili oldugunu gostermektedir (Grundstrom ve ark., 2021).
Mliski istikrar1 ve degisim oriintiilerinin, orta yetiskinlikte depresif belirtiler ve benlik
saygisin1 yordadigi bulunmustur (Grundstrom ve ark., 2021). Ayrica, uzun siireli ve
doyumlu romantik iliskiler i¢inde olan bireylerin daha diisiik psikolojik sikinti, daha
olumlu benlik algisi, daha gelismis duygu diizenleme becerileri ve daha yiiksek
benlik saygisi bildirdikleri goriilmektedir (Sagone ve Commodari, 2023). Buna
karsilik, iliski baglatma, gecis ya da sonlanma donemleri, 6zellikle flort ya da
iligkinin erken evrelerinde, yakinlikla iligkili kayginin artmasiyla iligkili
olabilmektedir (Descutner ve Thelen, 1991; Montesi ve ark., 2013). Bu nedenle, yas
ve iliski durumu, yakinlik korkusunun psikolojik yordayicilarini incelerken 6nemli

kontrol degiskenleri olarak degerlendirilmektedir.

Bu baglamsal etkilerin otesinde, baglanma kurami yakinlikla iliskili bireysel
farkliliklar1 anlamada temel bir gerceve sunmaktadir. Giivenli baglanmaya sahip
bireyler, stresi duygusal yakinlik arayisi ve duygularini agik¢a ifade etme yoluyla
diizenleme egiliminde olup, bu durum iligkisel istikrar1 ve uyumlu basa ¢ikmay1
desteklemektedir (Bowlby, 1982; Clark ve Beck, 2011). Buna karsilik, gilivensiz
baglanma yonelimleri; reddedilme, terk edilme ya da Ozerklik kaybina iliskin
korkularla karakterizedir ve bu korkular duygusal yakinlik kurma ya da siirdiirme
kapasitesini zayiflatarak yakinlik korkusuna yonelik kirilganligr artirmaktadir.
Psikodinamik yaklasimlar da yakinlik korkusunu bilingdis1 kaygiyr diizenlemeye
yonelik savunmaci bir mekanizma olarak kavramsallastirmaktadir (Freud, 1920).
Iliskisel travma Oykiisii bulunan bireyler, psikolojik aciyr yeniden yasamamak

amaciyla bilin¢dis1 diizeyde duygusal yakinliktan uzak durabilmektedir. Baglanma
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kurami ise bu bakis agisin1 tamamlayarak, erken doénem bakimveren—¢ocuk
etkilesimlerinin yetigkinlikte de devam eden igsel ¢alisma modelleri lizerindeki kalici
etkisini vurgulamaktadir (Mikulincer ve Shaver, 2020). Ozellikle kacingan baglanma
yonelimlerine sahip bireyler, yakinligi tehdit edici olarak algilamaya daha yatkin
olup, bu durum mesafe koyma davraniglarini artirarak iliskisel korkular1 ve yakinlik

korkusunu siirdiirmektedir (Bartholomew ve Horowitz, 1991; Mikulincer ve Shaver,
2016, 2020).

Baglanmaya iliskin bu hassasiyetler, reddedilme duyarliligi gibi kisilerarasi-biligsel
stiregler tarafindan da sekillenmektedir. Reddedilme duyarlilig1 yiiksek olan bireyler,
reddedilmeyi kaygili bir bi¢gimde bekleme ve reddedilme ipuclarint kolaylikla
algilama egilimindedir ve yakin iliskilerde yogun duygusal tepkiler verebilmektedir.
Pepping ve arkadaglar1 (2015), baz1 bireylerin duygusal yakinligi aktif olarak
arzularken reddedilme ipuclarina kars1 yliksek duyarlilik gdsterdigini, bazilarinin ise
Ozerkligi korumak amaciyla bilingli olarak duygusal mesafeyi siirdiirdiigiinii
bildirmistir. Bu Oriintiiler, reddedilme duyarliliginin baglanmaya iliskin korkular

giiclendirebilecegini ve yakinliktan kacinma ya da geri c¢ekilme davraniglarinm

pekistirerek duygusal yakinlik korkusunu siirdiirebilecegini diisiindiirmektedir.

Biligsel-davranis¢1 bir bakis agisindan, deneyimsel kag¢inma, yakinlik korkusunun
stirdiiriilmesinde rol oynayan bir diger mekanizma olarak ele alinmaktadir.
Deneyimsel kag¢inma, bireyin rahatsiz edici duygu ve disiinceler gibi igsel
yasantilardan kaginma ya da bunlar1 degistirme ¢abalarini ifade etmektedir (Hayes ve
ark., 1996). Kacinma temelli stratejiler kisa vadede iliskisel kaygiy1 azaltabilse de
uzun vadede ger¢ek duygusal etkilesimi simirlandirmakta ve kisilerarast mesafeyi
pekistirmektedir (Clark ve Beck, 2011). Ampirik ¢alismalar, deneyimsel ka¢inmanin
romantik iligkilerde duygusal yakinlig1 kisitlayan temel faktorlerden biri oldugunu
gostermektedir (Boulanger ve ark., 2010; Kashdan ve ark., 2006). Bu baglamda,
kacinmaya dayali basa c¢ikma stratejileri kisa siireli bir koruma saglasa da uzun
vadede yakinlik korkusunu siirdiirmekte ve doyumlu, duygusal olarak bagl iliskiler
icin firsatlar1 azaltmaktadir (Pepping ve ark., 2015).

Calismanin yalnizca kadinlara odaklanmasi da kavramsal acidan ek bir Onem

tasimaktadir. Onceki arastirmalar, kadinlarin daha yiiksek iliskisel duyarlilik,
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reddedilme ipuclarina daha giiclii tepkiler ve yakin iliskilerde daha yogun duygusal
yatirim bildirdiklerini gostermektedir; bu oOzellikler baglanma yonelimleri ile
yakinlik korkusu arasindaki iliskileri daha da gii¢lendirebilmektedir (Fischer ve
Good, 1997; Tolmacz ve Mikulincer, 2011). Kadinlar genellikle duygusal kendini
acma ve iliskisel yakinliga erkeklere kiyasla daha fazla 6nem vermektedir (Descutner
ve Thelen, 1991; Fischer ve Good, 1997). Ayrica, diisiikk benlik saygisi ve asiri
duygusal bagimlilikla tanimlanan bagimlilik yonelimli baglanmanin, bosanmis ve
bosanmamis kadinlarda kisilerarasi giigliiklerle iligkili oldugu gosterilmistir (Koolaee
ve ark., 2013). Bu nedenle, c¢alismanin orneklemi kadinlardan segilerek romantik
iligki Oriintiilerinin daha iyi anlagilmasi amac¢lanmistir. Bunun yani sira, baglanma,
reddedilme siirecleri ve yakinlik davranislari arasindaki psikolojik mekanizmalarin
kadinlar ve erkekler icin farkli bicimlerde isleyebilecegine dair kanitlar
bulunmaktadir (Cross ve Madson, 1997; Rose ve Rudolph, 2006). Bu nedenle, geng
yetiskin kadinlarda yakinlik korkusunun incelenmesi, gelisimsel agidan kritik bir
yasam evresinde iligkisel kirilganliklarin ve beklentilerin nasil kesistigini anlamak

acisindan 6nemli bir firsat sunmaktadir.

Kuramsal ve ampirik katkilarin kapsamina ragmen, alanyazinda 6nemli bosluklar
bulunmaktadir. Onceki ¢alismalar genellikle baglanma stilleri, reddedilme duyarlilig
ve deneyimsel kaginmay1 yakinlikla iligkili gii¢liiklerin ayr1 yordayicilart olarak ele
almis; bu degiskenlerin tek bir aciklayici ¢ergeve icinde biitiinciil olarak incelendigi
caligmalar smirlt kalmistir. Ayrica, mevcut arastirmalarin biiyiik bir boliimii Bati
kiiltiirlerinde ve agirlikli olarak iiniversite 0grencisi 0rneklemlerle yiiriitiilmiis olup,
bulgularin Bati dis1 topluluklara genellenebilirligi smirlidir. Bu baglamda,
Tiirkiye’deki gen¢ kadinlarda bu psikolojik mekanizmalarin yakinlik korkusuna nasil

birlikte katkida bulunduguna iliskin bilgi olduk¢a sinirlidir.

Bu cercevede, mevcut calismanin amaci, 1942 yas aralifindaki Tiirk geng
kadinlarda baglanma stilleri, reddedilme duyarliligt ve deneyimsel kagimmanin
yakinlik korkusunu ne o6l¢iide yordadigini; yas ve iliski durumu kontrol edilerek
incelemektir. Onceki bulgularla tutarli olarak, kaygili ve kagingan baglanma stilleri,
yiiksek reddedilme duyarlilig1 ve kacinma temelli basa ¢ikma stratejilerinin yakinlik

korkusu ile pozitif yonde iligkili olacagi; giivenli baglanma ve daha uyumlu basa
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cikma egilimlerinin ise daha disiik yakinlik korkusu ile iligkili olacagi
ongoriilmektedir.  Bu  degiskenlerin  hiyerarsik  regresyon  ¢ercevesinde
biitiinlestirilmesiyle, beliren ve geng yetiskinlik doneminde yakinlikla iliskili
kaygmin altinda yatan mekanizmalara daha biitiinciil ve tutarli bir agiklama

sunulmas1 amag¢lanmaktadir.
1.2. Arastirma Sorusu

Mevcut ¢alismanin aragtirma sorusu sudur:

Giivenli baglanma stili, ka¢inan baglanma stili ve kaygili/kararsiz baglanma stili,
reddedilme hassasiyeti ve kaginma, bastirma/inkér, erteleme, sikintiya dayanma ve
bastirma/dikkati dagitma deneyimsel kaginma alt boyutlari, yas ve iligki durumu
kontrol edildikten sonra, gen¢ yetiskin kadinlarda yakinlik korkusunu ne Ol¢iide

ongortir?
1.3. Calismanin Onemi

Yakinlik korkusunun anlasilmasi, 6zellikle kimlik kesfi, iliskisel baglilik ve 6zerklik
ile yakinlik arasindaki gerilimle karakterize edilen bir gelisim donemi olan geng
yetiskinlik baglaminda hem kuramsal hem de uygulamaya yonelik agidan 6nem

tasimaktadir (Erikson, 1959).

Bu arastirma alaninda, yakinlik korkusuyla iligkili psikolojik faktorler ¢cogunlukla
birbirinden bagimsiz olarak ele alimmistir. Bu c¢alismada baglanma stilleri,
reddedilme duyarlilig1 ve deneyimsel kagcinmanin tek bir model i¢inde ele alinmasi,
biligsel, duygusal ve davranigsal siireclerin yakinliktan kacinmayi nasil birlikte
sekillendirdigine dair daha kapsamli bir aciklama sunmayi amaclamaktadir. Bu
biitiinciil yaklasim, baglanma giivensizligi ile duygu diizenleme giicliiklerinin nasil
birleserek yakinlik korkusu, kirilganlik ve geri ¢ekilme Oriintiilerini etkiledigini
ortaya koyarak, iliskisel isleyise iliskin kuramsal anlayis1 gelistirmektedir. Onceki
arastirmalar, yakinlik korkusunun depresif belirtiler, anksiyete ve iliski
doyumsuzlugu gibi ¢esitli olumsuz psikolojik sonuglarla iliskili oldugunu
gdstermistir (Descutner ve Thelen, 1991). Ozellikle kaygili ve kagingan baglanma

yonelimleriyle karakterize edilen baglanma giivensizligi, duygusal yakinlikta

95



giicliikler ve artmig yakinlik korkusuyla tutarli bi¢cimde iliskilendirilmistir (Hazan ve
Shaver, 1987). Benzer sekilde, reddedilme duyarliliginin kisileraras: tehdit ve olast
reddedilmeye yonelik artmis bir tetikte olma hali yaratarak, yakinlikla ilgili kaygilar
yogunlastirdigi gosterilmistir (Downey ve Feldman, 1996). Bilissel-davranis¢t bir
bakis acisindan ele alindiginda ise, istenmeyen igsel yasantilardan kaginma egilimi
olarak tanimlanan deneyimsel kag¢inmanin, duygusal mesafe koyma ve iliskisel
kaginmanin siirdiiriilmesinde rol oynadig: belirtilmektedir (Hayes ve ark., 1996). Bu
bulgular bir arada degerlendirildiginde, yakinlik korkusunun baglanma temelli
kirilganliklar, artmig reddedilme duyarliligi ve kaginmaya dayali basa ¢ikma

stratejilerinin etkilesimi yoluyla siirdiiriildiigli sdylenebilir.

Baglanma stilleri, reddedilme duyarlilifi ve deneyimsel kag¢inmanin yakinlik
korkusuna nasil katkida bulundugunun netlestirilmesi uygulamaya doniik O6nemli
cikarimlar sunmaktadir. Bu mekanizmalarin daha iyi anlagilmasi, psikolojik
danigsmanlar ve ruh sagligt uzmanlarmin gen¢ kadin yetiskinlerin iliskisel
ihtiyaglarina daha uygun miidahaleler gelistirmesine katki saglayabilir. Bu tiir
bilgiler, degisen toplumsal normlarin romantik iligki Oriintiilerini ¢esitlendirdigi
Tiirkiye baglaminda, evlilik 6ncesi danismanlik, ¢ift terapisi ve bireysel psikoterapi
acisindan ozellikle 6nemlidir. Yakinlikla iligkili giicliiklerin bu kiiltiirel ¢ercevede ele
alinmasi, duygusal ag¢ikligi, kendini kabulii ve giiveni destekleyen psiko-egitsel ve
terapGtik  yaklasimlarin  gelistirilmesine yardimer olabilir. Sonug¢ olarak, bu
calismanin 6nemi, kuram ile uygulama arasinda bir kdprii kurma potansiyelinde
yatmaktadir. Bati dig1 bir baglamdan elde edilen ampirik bulgular sunarak, yakinlik
ve baglanma literatiiriine katki saglamakta ve ayn1 zamanda geng yetiskinlerde daha
saglikl iliskisel gelisimi desteklemeyi amaglayan uzmanlar i¢in klinik agidan anlamli

bilgiler sunmaktadir.
2. YONTEM
2.1. Arastirma Deseni

Bu calismada, Tirkiye’deki gen¢ kadinlar arasinda baglanma stilleri, deneyimsel
kacinma ve reddedilme duyarliligimmin yakinlik korkusunu yordamadaki roliinii, yas
ve iliski durumu kontrol edilerek incelemek amaciyla nicel ve iligkisel bir arastirma

deseni kullanilmstir.
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2.2. Arastirmanin Katihhmcilar

Calismaya toplam 385 kisi katilmistir. Katilimeilarin yaglart 19 ile 42 arasinda
degismektedir (M = 26,03, SD = 4,62). Katilimcilarin ¢ogunlugu 23-27 yas
araliginda yer alirken, daha kiigiik gruplar geng (19-21) ve daha ileri (35 ve tizeri)

yas araliklarinda temsil edilmistir.

Egitim diizeyi acisindan, 21 katilimci doktora, 94 katilimci yliksek lisans, 226
katilimci lisans, 26 katilimci 6n lisans, 17 katilimci lise ve 1 katilimer ilkokul
mezunudur. Veri toplama sirasinda, 224 katilimci egitimine devam ederken, 161

katilimce1 herhangi bir akademik programa kayith degildir.

Katilimcilar Tiirkiye’nin ¢esitli illerinde ikamet etmekte olup, yedi cografi bolgenin
tamamini temsil etmektedir. Boélgesel dagilim su sekildedir: i¢ Anadolu (%46,49),
Marmara (%27,01), Ege (%7,53), Akdeniz (%7,27), Karadeniz (%4,94), Gilineydogu
Anadolu (%3,38) ve Dogu Anadolu (%3,12).

Istihdam durumu agisindan, 193 katilimci ¢alistigini, 192 katilimei ise ¢alismadigini
bildirmistir. iliski durumu acisindan, 209 katilimci romantik bir iliski icinde

oldugunu, 176 katilime ise partneri olmadigini belirtmistir.

2.3. Veri Toplama Araclan
2.3.1. Demografik ve Iliskisel Bilgi Formu

Bu form arastirmaci tarafindan gelistirilmistir ve katilimcilarin yas, cinsiyet, egitim
diizeyi, 0grencilik durumu, 6grenim gordiigli akademik program, ikamet ili, ¢alisma
durumu, iligki durumu, iligki siiresi ve iligki tanimi gibi demografik ve iligkisel

bilgilerini toplamak amaciyla hazirlanmistir.
2.3.2. Yakinlik Korkusu Olcegi

Yakinlik Korkusu Olgegi (Fear of Intimacy Scale — FIS), Descutner ve Thelen (1991)
tarafindan gelistirilmistir. Olgek, bireylerin yakin ve romantik iliskilerde yasadig
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kaygiy1 olgmektedir ve 35 maddeden olusmaktadir. Olgekte O, katilimcinmn
partnerini temsil etmektedir. 1 (hi¢ bana uygun degil) ile 5 (tamamen bana uygun)
arasinda degisen 5°1i Likert tipi bir derecelendirme kullanilmistir. Yiiksek puanlar,

yiiksek diizeyde yakinlik korkusunu gostermektedir.

Elibol ve Tok (2018), dl¢egin i¢ tutarlilik katsayisint a = .94 olarak bildirmistir. Test-
tekrar test giivenirligi dort haftalik aralikla r = .76 (p < .01) bulunmustur. Olgek
varyansin %58’ini aciklamistir. Bu sonuglar, Tiirk¢e formun zaman iginde kararli ve
giivenilir oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu calismada olgek 385 katilimciya uygulanmis

ve 35 madde i¢in Cronbach’s o = .94 olarak bulunmustur (Nunnally, 1978).
2.3.3. U¢ Boyutlu Baglanma Stilleri Olcegi

Olgek Erzen (2016) tarafindan gelistirilmistir. Olgek, baglanma kuramina dayali ¢ok
boyutlu bir ¢erceve igerisinde baglanma stillerini degerlendirmeyi amaglamaktadir.
Olgek toplam 18 maddeden olusmakta ve {i¢ ayr1 alt boyut etrafinda
yapilandirilmistir: (1) glivenli baglanma stili, (2) kaginan baglanma stili ve (3)
kaygili-kararsiz baglanma stili. Olgegin gelistirilme siirecinde gerceklestirilen
acimlayict faktor analizi, 18 maddenin tamaminin ilgili boyutlara tutarli bigimde

yiiklendigini gdsteren net bir ti¢ faktorlii yap1 ortaya koymustur (Erzen, 2016).

Maddeler, 1 (“Kesinlikle katilmiyorum™) ile 5 (“Kesinlikle katiliyorum”) arasinda
degisen 5’11 Likert tipi bir dlcek lizerinde derecelendirilmektedir. Her bir alt boyuttan
alian yiiksek puanlar, ilgili baglanma stilinin daha gii¢lii bigimde benimsendigini
gostermektedir. Puanlama prosediiriine gore bireyler, en yiiksek puani aldiklart alt

Olcege gore siniflandirilmaktadir.

Givenirlik acisindan, her bir alt boyut i¢in i¢ tutarlilik analizleri yapilmustir.
Cronbach alfa katsayilar1 kagian baglanma stili i¢in .80, giivenli baglanma stili i¢in
.69 ve kaygili-kararsiz baglanma stili i¢in .71 olarak rapor edilmistir. Bu degerler, alt
Olceklerin kabul edilebilir giivenirlik diizeylerine sahip oldugunu gdstermektedir
(Erzen, 2016). Olgegin gecerligine iliskin kanitlar gesitli analizlerle elde edilmistir.
Madde-toplam korelasyon katsayilari .53 ile .75 arasinda degismekte olup, tim

korelasyonlar istatistiksel olarak anlamlidir.

98



Ug Boyutlu Baglanma Stilleri Olgegi, 385 katilimcidan olusan bir érneklem iizerinde
degerlendirilmistir. Olgek, giivenli baglanma alt boyutu icin Cronbach alfa katsayisi
.61 olan orta diizeyde i¢ tutarlilik gilivenirligi, kagman baglanma alt boyutu i¢in
Cronbach alfa katsayis1 .82 olan yiiksek diizeyde i¢ tutarlilik giivenirligi ve kaygili-
kararsiz baglanma alt boyutu i¢in Cronbach alfa katsayisi .84 olan yiiksek diizeyde i¢
tutarlilik glivenirligi gdstermistir (Nunnally, 1978).

2.3.4. Reddedilme Duyarhihg Olcegi

Olgegi, bireylerin kisilerarast reddedilmeye yonelik olarak kaygili beklenti
gelistirme, reddi kolaylikla algilama ve buna asir1 tepki verme egilimlerini
degerlendirmek amaciyla Downey ve Feldman (1996) tarafindan gelistirilmistir.
Olgek, reddedilmenin olasi oldugu varsaymmsal sosyal durumlar araciligiyla

reddedilme duyarliligini 6lgmektedir.

Ozgiin 6lgek, her biri bireyin reddedilme yasayabilecegi bir durumu betimleyen 18
maddeden olusmaktadir. Katilimcilardan her bir senaryo i¢in iki bileseni 6’1 Likert
tipi Olgek tlizerinde degerlendirmeleri istenmektedir: duruma iliskin kaygi diizeyi ve
kabul edilme beklentisi. Kaygi diizeyi 1 (“hi¢ endiseli/kaygili degilim”) ile 6 (“cok
endiseli/kaygiliyim”) arasinda, kabul edilme beklentisi ise 1 (“gok diisiik olasilikli™)
ille 6 (“¢ok yiiksek olasilikli”) arasinda puanlanmaktadir. Yiksek puanlar,
reddedilmeyi kaygiyla bekleme ve algilanan reddedilmeye giiclii tepkiler verme

egiliminin daha yiiksek oldugunu gostermektedir.

Olgek, Goncii Kose ve arkadaslari (2017) tarafindan Tiirkceye uyarlanmistir. Tiirkce
form, 6zgiin 6l¢ekteki tiim 18 maddeyi korumus ve yanit formati1 agisindan da 6zgiin
versiyonla tutarli olacak sekilde, katilimecilarin hem reddedilmeye iliskin kaygilarini
hem de kabul edilme beklentilerini ayni 6’1 Likert tipi oOlgekler {izerinden
degerlendirmelerini gerektirmistir. I¢ tutarhilik analizi sonucunda toplam dlgek igin
Cronbach alfa katsayis1 .85 olarak elde edilmistir. A¢gimlayici faktor analizi, toplam
varyansin % 30.82°sini aciklayan tek faktorlii bir yapiyr desteklemistir. Bu
caligmada, katilimcilarin genel reddedilme duyarliligi diizeyini temsil etmek {izere

Reddedilme Duyarliligi Olgegi nin toplam puani kullanilmustir.
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Reddedilme Duyarliligi Olgegi’nin giivenirlik analizi 385 katilimcidan olusan bir
orneklem iizerinde gergeklestirilmistir. Olcek, toplam 36 madde igin Cronbach alfa
katsayis1 .91 olan yiiksek diizeyde i¢ tutarlilik glivenirligi gdstermistir (Nunnally,
1978).

2.3.5. Cok Boyutlu Yasantisal Kacinma Olgegi

Cok Boyutlu Deneyimsel Kaginma Olgegi, farkli deneyimsel kaginma stratejilerini
degerlendirmek amaciyla Gamez ve arkadaglart (2011) tarafindan gelistirilmistir.
Olgek, bireylerin istenmeyen igsel yasantilardan kaginma, bu yasantilar1 kontrol etme
ya da degistirme egilimlerini, birden fazla davranigsal ve biligsel boyut {izerinden

degerlendirmeyi amaglamaktadir.

Olgegin 6zgiin formu 62 maddeden olusmakta ve alt1 alt boyutu icermektedir.
Maddeler, 1 (“kesinlikle katilmiyorum”) ile 6 (“kesinlikle katiliyorum”) arasinda
derecelendirilen 6’11 Likert tipi bir Olgek iizerinde yanitlanmakta olup, yiiksek

puanlar daha yiiksek deneyimsel kaginma diizeyine isaret etmektedir.

Olgek, Yildirim ve Bahtiyar (2020) tarafindan Tiirkgeye uyarlanmustir. Uyarlama
siirecinde anlamsal ve istatistiksel gerekgelerle iic madde Ol¢ekten cikarilmis ve
Tirk¢ce form 59 madde ve bes alt boyuttan olusacak sekilde yapilandirilmastir.
Yapilan ayrintili gegerlik ve giivenirlik analizleri, dl¢egin Tiirk orneklemleri igin
uygun oldugunu gostermistir. Toplam 6lgek puani i¢in Cronbach alfa katsayis1 .93
olarak rapor edilmistir. Cok Boyutlu Deneyimsel Kaginma Olgegi’nin i¢ tutarlilik
giivenirligi 385 kisilik bir orneklem {izerinde incelenmistir. Bu c¢alismada, 21
maddelik kaginma alt boyutunun i¢ tutarlilii Cronbach alfa katsayis1 .90 ile yiiksek
diizeyde; 8 maddelik bastirma/dikkat dagitma alt boyutunun i¢ tutarliligt Cronbach
alfa katsayis1 .87 ile yiiksek diizeyde; 11 maddelik sikintiya dayaniklilik alt
boyutunun i¢ tutarliligit Cronbach alfa katsayis1 .85 ile yiiksek diizeyde; 7 maddelik
erteleme alt boyutunun i¢ tutarliligi Cronbach alfa katsayisi .84 ile yiiksek diizeyde;
12 maddelik bastirma/inkéar alt boyutunun i¢ tutarlilig1 ise Cronbach alfa katsayis1 .84
ile yiiksek diizeyde bulunmustur. Olgegin tamamu igin ise 59 madde iizerinden
hesaplanan Cronbach alfa katsayisi .90 olup, Ol¢egin genel olarak giicli bir
giivenirlik diizeyi sergiledigi goriilmiistiir (Nunnally, 1978).
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2.4. Veri Analizi

Bu calismanin amaci, yakinlik korkusu ile yas, romantik iligki durumu, baglanma
stilleri, deneyimsel kacinma ve reddedilme duyarliligi arasindaki iligkileri
incelemektir. Ilk olarak, veri seti kullanilabilir vakalar1 belitlemek amaciyla
taranmistir. Veri temizleme islemlerinin ardindan, yas degiskeni siirekli bir degisken
olarak analiz edilirken, iliski durumu kukla (dummy) degisken olarak kodlanmis ve
tiim 6l¢ek maddeleri kendi adlar1 ve alt boyutlar1 dogrultusunda kodlanmistir. Daha
sonra, ortalama, standart sapma ve aralik degerlerini i¢eren giivenirlik ve betimsel
istatistikler hesaplanmistir. Hiyerarsik coklu regresyon analizine geg¢ilmeden once,
ikili korelasyonlar incelenmis ve analiz i¢in gerekli istatistiksel varsayimlar
(normallik, dogrusallik, c¢oklu dogrusal baglanti ve varyanslarin homojenligi)

degerlendirilerek analizin uygunlugu saglanmistir.

Calismanin amaci dogrultusunda, yas ve romantik iliski durumu kontrol edildikten
sonra baglanma stilleri, reddedilme duyarlilig1 ve deneyimsel kaginmanin yakinlik
korkusunu ne o6l¢iide yordadigimi degerlendirmek icin hiyerarsik coklu regresyon

analizi kullanilmustir.

Model 1°de yas ve iliski durumu kontrol degiskenleri olarak analize dahil edilmistir.
Model 2’de baglanma stilleri (giivenli, kagingan ve kaygili/kararsiz) eklenmistir.
Model 3’te reddedilme duyarliligi modele dahil edilmistir. Son olarak Model 4’te,
deneyimsel kacinmanin bes alt boyutu (kacinma, bastirma/dikkat dagitma, erteleme,
bastirma/inkar ve sikintiya dayaniklilik) eklenerek, geng yetiskin kadinlarda yakinlik
korkusunun yordanmasina sagladigi ek katki incelenmistir. Bu agsamali siireg, temel
degiskenlerin, yas ve romantik iliski durumu kontrol edildikten sonraki yordayici

giiclerinin daha net bir bicimde degerlendirilmesine olanak saglamistir.
2.5. Stmirhliklar

Mevcut calisma, yakinlik korkusu, reddedilme duyarliligi, baglanma stilleri ve
deneyimsel kaginmanin anlagilmasina anlamli katkilarda bulunmasina ragmen,
ozellikle metodoloji ve orneklem siirecleriyle ilgili olarak bazi sinirlamalar kabul

edilmelidir.
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[lk olarak, duygusal temelli yapilarla veri toplamak, psikolojik danismanlik ve klinik
aragtirmalarda 6zgiin zorluklar sunar. Yakinlik korkusu ve reddedilme duyarlilig
gibi yapilar, katilmcilarin potansiyel olarak aci verici iliski deneyimlerini
yansitmalarii gerektirdiginden, rahatsizlik uyandirabilir. Bu duygusal hassasiyet,
sosyal Dbegenilirlik yanlili§i veya savunma mekanizmalari nedeniyle yanit
bozulmalarina yol agabilir ve 6z-bildirimlerin 6zgiinliiglinii sinirlayabilir (Crowne ve

Marlowe, 1960; Paulhus, 2002).

Ikinci olarak, romantik iliski durumunun dummy tamimlanmasi, ¢alismanmn bir
smirlihigidir. Katilimeilar baslangigta farkli diizeylerde iliskisel bagliligi yansitan
coklu kategorik segenekler araciligiyla iliski durumlarini bildirmis olsalar da bu
kategoriler dagilimin dengesizligi nedeniyle iki daha genis grupta birlestirilmistir. Bu
yaklagim istatistiksel analizleri kolaylastirsa da farkli iligki tlirleri arasindaki
niteliksel farkliliklara (6r. flort etme, birlikte yasama veya evlilik) duyarlilig
azaltmis olabilir. Sonug¢ olarak, farkli romantik iligki bicimleri veya asamalariyla
iligkili yakinlik korkusundaki potansiyel varyasyonlar tam olarak yakalanmamis

olabilir.

3. BULGULAR

3.1. Hiyerarsik Coklu Regresyon Analizi Bulgular:

Yas, iliski durumu, baglanma stilleri, reddedilme duyarliligt ve yasantisal
kacinmanin yakinlik korkusunu yordayip yordamadigimi incelemek amaciyla
hiyerarsik coklu regresyon analizi yapilmistir. Degiskenler dort blok halinde modele
dahil edilmistir: Model 1; yas ve iliski durumu, Model 2; giivenli baglanma, kaginan
baglanma ve kaygili/kararsiz baglanma, Model 3; reddedilme duyarliligi, Model 4;
yasantisal  kacinmanin  alt boyutlar1 olan kagimma, bastirma/oyalanma
(suppression/distraction), sikintiya dayanma (distress endurance), erteleme
(procrastination) ve baskilama/inkar (repression/denial). Olgiit degisken yakinlik
korkusudur. Her model i¢in katsayilar, standart hatalar, standartlagtirilmis beta

degerleri ve anlamlilik diizeyleri asagida raporlanmastir.
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Model 1 yas ve iliski durumunu igermektedir. Bu model yakinlik korkusundaki
varyansin % 21.0’1n1 agiklamig (R? = .21) ve istatistiksel olarak anlamli bulunmustur,
F(2, 382) = 50.92, p < .001. Iliski durumu anlaml1 bir yordayicidir (8 = —.46, p <
.001); bu sonug, halihazirda romantik bir iliski iginde olan bireylerin iliskide
olmayanlara kiyasla daha disik diizeyde yakinlik korkusu bildirdigini
gostermektedir. Yas ise yakinlik korkusunu anlamli bir bi¢imde yordamamstir (8 =

05, p < .01).

Model 2’de giivenli, kagman ve kaygili/kararsiz baglanma stilleri eklenmis ve
aciklanan varyans % 46.8’e yiikselmistir (AR? = .26). Model anlamli bulunmustur,
F(5, 379) = 66.75, p < .001. Giivenli baglanma yakinlik korkusunu negatif yonde
yordamistir (f = —19, p < .001); buna karsilik kaygili/kararsiz baglanma pozitif
yonde anlamli bir yordayicidir (f = .43, p < .001). Kaginan baglanma anlamli bir
yordayict olarak ortaya ¢ikmamustir (f = .04, p < .01). Bu sonuglar, diisiik giivenli
baglanma ve yiiksek kaygili/kararsiz baglanma diizeylerinin daha yiiksek yakinlik

korkusu ile iliskili oldugunu gostermektedir.

Model 3’e¢ reddedilme duyarliligi eklenmis ve agiklanan varyansta ek bir artis
saglanarak toplam varyans % 49.9’a ulagsmistir (AR? = .03). Model anlamlidir, F(6,
378) = 62.72, p < .001. Reddedilme duyarliligi yakinlik korkusunu anlamli bigimde
yordamistir (5 = .19, p < .001); buna gore reddedilmeye daha duyarli bireyler daha
yiiksek diizeyde yakinlik korkusu bildirme egilimindedir.

Model 4’e duygu diizenleme degiskenleri (kaginma, bastirma/oyalanma, sikintiya
dayanma, erteleme ve baskilama/inkdr) eklenmistir. Bu son model yakinlik
korkusundaki varyansin % 56.2°sini aciklamaktadir (AR*> = .06) ve anlamh
bulunmustur, F(11, 373) = 43.59, p <.001. Bu modelde anlaml1 yordayicilar arasinda
yas (f = .10, p <.01), iligki durumu (5 = —.30, p <.001), kaygili/kararsiz baglanma (/3
=.30, p <.001), reddedilme duyarlilig: (f = .17, p <.001), sikintiya dayanma (f = —
10, p <.01) ve baskilama/inkar (f = .26, p < .001) yer almistir. Giivenli ve kaginan
baglanma, kacinma, bastirma/oyalanma ve erteleme ise son modelde yakinlik

korkusunu anlaml1 bir bi¢imde yordamamustir.
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Genel olarak, bu sonuglar yakinlik korkusunun 6zellikle kaygili/kararsiz baglanma
stili, daha ytliksek baskilama/inkar kullanimi, artmig reddedilme duyarliligi, romantik
bir iliski i¢cinde olmama, diisiik sikinttya dayanma ve daha ileri yas ile iliskili
oldugunu gostermektedir. Modeller arasindaki agiklanan varyanstaki artig, baglanma
stilleri, reddedilme duyarliligi ve yasantisal kaginma kapsaminda yer alan duygu
diizenleme siireglerinin yakinlik korkusunu anlamada giderek daha biiylik katki

sagladigini ortaya koymaktadir.

4. TARTISMA

4.1. Bulgulara Yonelik Tartisma

Bu c¢alisma, Tirkiye’deki geng¢ kadinlar arasinda baglanma stillerinin, reddedilme
duyarliligmin ve deneyimsel kaginmanin yakinlik korkusuna katkilarini incelemek
amactyla tasarlanmistir. Baglanma teorisi (Bartholomew ve Horowitz, 1991;
Bowlby, 1982) ve Hayes ve arkadaglari (1996) tarafindan Onerilen deneyimsel
kacinma modeli temel alinarak, caligmada erken baglanma deneyimlerinin ve
bireysel basa ¢ikma mekanizmalarinin yetiskin kadinlarin  duygusal yakinlik

kurabilme kapasitelerini nasil etkiledigi arastirilmigtir.

Genel olarak, elde edilen bulgular teorik Onerileri kismen desteklemistir. Daha
yiiksek diizeyde baglanma kaygisina, daha yiiksek reddedilme duyarlilifina ve daha
giiclii deneyimsel kaginma egilimlerine sahip bireyler, daha yiiksek yakinlik korkusu
yasama olasilig1 tasimistir. Buna karsilik, giivenli baglanma ve uyumlu duygusal
diizenleme stratejileri genel olarak daha diisiik yakinlik korkusu ile iliskilendirilmis
olsa da mevcut drneklemde giivenli ve kaginan baglanma, kacinma, bastirma/dikkat
dagitma ve erteleme alt degiskenleri yakinlik korkusunu anlamli bigimde
ongdrmemistir. Bu  Ongoriicii  giiclin  eksikligi, Orneklemin o6zelliklerinden
kaynaklantyor olabilir; 6rneklem biiyiik 6lgiide 23 ila 27 yas arasindaki, herhangi bir
romantik iliski yasamayan geng yetiskin kadinlardan olusmaktadir. Demografik
faktorler, yakinlik korkusunun ortaya c¢ikisini etkileyebilir; Onceki arastirmalar,
yakinlik korkusunun son donemde sinirli romantik deneyime sahip bireyler i¢in
ozellikle belirgin olabilecegini gostermektedir (Olsson ve ark., 2023; Pepping ve
ark., 2014).
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Bulgular, baglanma kaygisi ile kaginma temelli basa ¢ikma stratejilerini yakinlik
korkusuyla iligkilendiren nceki ampirik ¢caligmalara biiyiik 6l¢iide uygundur (Hazan
v Shaver, 1987; Kashdan ve ark., 2006; Mikulincer ve Shaver, 2016), ayn1 zamanda
baz1 farkliliklar1 da ortaya koymaktadir. Ornegin, bastirma veya erteleme gibi
kaginma odakli stratejiler diger baglamlarda yakinlik giicliikleriyle iliskilendirilmis
olsa da (Boulanger ve ark., 2010), mevcut 6érneklemde yakinlik korkusunu anlamli
bicimde Ongdrmemistir. Bu durum, bu mekanizmalarin yas, iliski ge¢cmisi veya
kiltiirel normlar gibi baglamsal veya demografik faktorlerle etkilesime girebilecegini
gostermektedir. Bu faktorler, onceki Tiirk 6rneklemlerinde vurgulanmistir (Siimer
ve ark., 2009). Bu ampirik karsilastirmalar biitiinlestirerek tartisma, geng yetiskin
kadinlar arasinda yakinlik korkusunun altinda yatan biligsel, duygusal ve davranigsal

mekanizmalar1 daha kapsamli bigimde anlamaya olanak saglamaktadir.

Bu calismanin bulgulari, baglanma stilleri ile deneyimsel kaginma arasindaki
etkilesime iliskin ayrintilh  bir perspektif sunmaktadir. Beklendigi gibi,
kaygili/kararsiz baglanma stili 6nemli bir yordayici olarak belirlenmistir. Mikulincer
ve Shaver’in (2016, 2020) kuramsal g¢ergevesiyle uyumlu olarak, kaygili baglanma
stiline sahip bireyler terk edilme kaygis1 yasamakta ve baskalarna asir1 bagimlilik
gostermekte olup, bu durum reddedilme duyarliligini artirmakta ve gergek duygusal
yakinlig1 engelleyebilmektedir. Bu Oriintiiler, gilivensiz baglanmanin romantik
iliskilerde giiven, kendini agma ve genel tatmini olumsuz etkileyebilecegini gosteren
onceki arastirmalarla tutarlidir (Hazan ve Shaver, 1987; Pepping ve ark., 2014).

Reddedilme duyarliligi, bireylerin bagkalarindan algilanan veya gercek reddedilmeyi
kaygiyla bekleme, hizli algilama ve yogun tepki verme egilimi olarak tanimlanan
bilissel-duygusal bir yatkinhiktir. Bu yiiksek duyarlhilik, yakinlik korkusunu
artirabilir; clinkii reddedilme beklentisi tasiyan bireyler, savunmaci veya kaginmaci
davranislar sergileyerek iliskisel uzakligi pekistiren, sosyal geri ¢cekilme ve duygusal
¢cekim dongiisiinii silirdliren bir Orlintli olusturur (Downey ve Feldman, 1996).
Duygusal ifade veya iliskisel kontrol ile ilgili kati normlart igsellestiren bireyler,

yakinlik arzusu ile savunmasizlik korkusu arasinda artan bir catisma yasayabilir.

Kabul ve Kararlilik Terapisi (Acceptance and Commitment Therapy) teorik gercevesi

ile tutarl olarak, deneyimsel kaginma, yakinlik korkusunun énemli bir 6nciilii olarak
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tanimlanmistir. Yiiksek diizeyde deneyimsel kaginma sergileyen bireyler, sik sik
sikintili diisiince ve duygulari engelleme veya bastirma cabasi gosterirler. Bu
stratejiler gecici rahatlama saglayabilir; ancak, duygusal ifade kapasitesini
sinirlamakta ve yakin kisileraras1 baglant1 kurma yetisini azaltmaktadir (Gerhart ve
ark., 2014; Kashdan ve ark., 2006). Bu oriintii, baglanma teorisinde gozlenen
kacinmaci basa ¢ikma ile uyumludur ve kaginmanin hem koruyucu bir savunma hem

de islevsiz bir diizenleyici strateji olarak isledigini gostermektedir.

Tiim bu bulgular bir araya getirildiginde, yakinlik korkusunun tekil bir yap1
olmadigi, baglanma giivensizlikleri, reddedilme ile ilgili bilissel c¢arpitmalar ve
kacinma temelli duygusal diizenleme ile sekillenen ¢ok belirleyicili bir olgu oldugu
anlagilmaktadir. Bu boyutlarin kesisimi, yakinlik kurmada giicliiklerin yalnizca digsal
iligki deneyimlerinden degil, ayn1 zamanda igsellestirilmis inanglar ve Ogrenilmis
kaginma Oriintiilerinden de kaynaklandigini vurgular. Bu anlamda, ¢aligma, yakinlik
korkusunu agiklamak i¢cin baglanma teorisini ve {igiincii dalga davranigsal

yaklagimlar biitiinlestiren arastirma literatiiriine katki saglamaktadir.

4.2. Kuramsal ve Uygulamaya Yonelik Cikarimlar

Kuramsal olarak, bu calisma, yetigkin yakimligin1 anlamada baglanma teorisinin
onemini pekistirmektedir. Bu yapilarin biitiinlesmesi, yakinlik korkusunun hem
erken donem iliski deneyimlerinden hem de mevcut biligsel-duygusal siireclerden
kaynaklandigin1  desteklemektedir. Baglanma teorisi iliskisel giivensizligin
kokenlerini aciklarken, deneyimsel kaginma, bireylerin bu Oriintiileri yetigkinlikte

nasil siirdiirdligiinii ve pekistirdigini ortaya koymaktadir (Hayes ve ark., 1996).

Ayrica, baglanma giivensizligi, reddedilme duyarliligt ve deneyimsel kaginmanin
birlesik yordayict giiclinli gostererek, calisma yakinlik ile ilgili kuramsal modelleri
de gelistirmektedir. Bu bulgular, yakinlik korkusunun, iliskisel beklentiler ile
bireysel duygu diizenleme egilimleri arasindaki etkilesimsel bir siire¢ olarak
anlasilmasiin en uygun yaklasim oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu ¢ok boyutlu model,
kisileraras1 giigliikkleri anlamak i¢in daha biitlinsel bir ¢erceve sunmakta ve

gelecekteki ampirik ¢aligmalar i¢in bir temel saglamaktadir.
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Uygulama ac¢isindan, bulgular klinik ve egitimsel uygulamalar i¢in anlamli rehberlik
sunmaktadir. Geng¢ yetiskin kadinlarla ¢alisan uygulayicilar i¢in, yakinlik
korkusunun yalnizca iliskisel geri c¢ekilme olarak degil, baglanma ile ilgili
giivensizlik ve kaginma odakli basa ¢ikma stratejilerinin bir etkilesimi olarak
kavramsallastirilmast 6nemlidir. Mindfulness temelli, kabul temelli ve duygusal
odakli miidahaleler gibi deneyimsel kacinmayi1 hedefleyen terapotik bilesenlerin
dahil edilmesi, bireylerin duygusal ag¢ikliklarim1 ve yakin, destekleyici iliskiler
kurabilme yetilerini giiclendirebilir (Hayes ve ark., 1996; Wong ve ark., 2018).

Terapotik baglamlarda, giivenli baglanma temsillerinin gelistirilmesi diizeltici bir
duygusal deneyim saglayabilir. Terapistler/danigmanlar, tutarli, empatik ve uyumlu
etkilesim modelleri sergileyerek, danisanlarin reddedilme ile ilgili inanglarini
yeniden c¢ergevelemelerine ve duygusal maruziyete daha fazla tolerans
gelistirmelerine yardimer olabilir. Bu yaklasimlar, yiiksek baglanma kaygisi veya
kacinma sergileyen bireyler i¢in 6zellikle faydali olabilir; ¢iinkii yakinlik korkusunun

hem bilissel hem de duygusal boyutlarini ele almaktadir.

4.3. Gelecek Calismalar icin Oneriler

Mevcut bulgular, yakinlik korkusu, baglanma siiregleri ve bunlarin temel duygusal-
biligsel mekanizmalariyla ilgili gelecekteki arastirmalar i¢in bir dizi umut verici yon
onermektedir. Gelecek ¢aligmalar, yiiksek deneyimsel ka¢inma, duygusal inhibisyon
veya kati atif kaliplarina sahip bireyler igin Duygu Odakli Terapi (EFT; Greenman
ve Johnson, 2022) ve Kabul ve Kararlilik Terapisi (ACT; Harris, 2007; Hayes, 2011)
gibi terapotik yaklasimlarin nasil uyarlanabilecegine odaklanmalidir. Yakinlik
korkusu baglaminda, ACT ozellikle uygun olabilir ¢iinkii bu yontem dogrudan
deneyimsel kaginmay1 hedefler; i¢sel deneyimlerin kabuliinii tesvik eder, kacinma
odakli basa ¢ikmay1 azaltir ve bireylerin kirilganlikla iliskili diisiince ve duygularla
duygusal temasta kalma kapasitesini artirir. Psikolojik esnekligi ve biligsel ayrismay1
gelistirerek, ACT bireylerin rahatsizlik hissetmelerine ragmen duygusal olarak yakin
iliskilerde daha agik bir sekilde yer almalarini destekleyebilir (ACT; Harris, 2007,
Hayes, 2011). Benzer sekilde, EFT, baglanma ile iliskili duygusal siireclere

miidahale ederek, birincil duygulara erisimi kolaylastirir ve duygusal mesafeyi ve
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geri ¢ekilmeyi siirdliren uyumsuz iligki Oriintiilerini yeniden yapilandirabilir (EFT;
Greenman & Johnson, 2022). Duygu diizenleme, mentalizasyon ve yansitici
islevselligi artiran miidahalelerin ampirik olarak incelenmesi, bu yaklasimlarin
korkuya dayali kaginmay1 nasil azalttigin1 ve geng yetiskin kadinlar arasinda iligkisel
islevselligi nasil iyilestirdigini agikliga kavusturabilir (Santoro ve ark., 2021; Wang
ve ark., 2024).

Calismanin bir diger 6nemli alani, erken donem iliskilerimizin mevcut romantik
partnerlerle etkilesimimizi nasil etkiledigini incelemektir (Andersen ve Cole, 1990).
Yetigkin baglanma teorisine gore, bireyler genis iliski beklentilerinden romantik
partnerlerine O6zgii inanglara kadar uzanan igsel c¢alisma modelleri gelistirirler
(Brumbaugh ve Fraley, 2006, 2007). Bununla birlikte, erken baglanma oriintiilerinin
yetiskin iligkilerine aktarilmasinin bilissel ve duygusal mekanizmalari, 6zellikle
yiiksek reddedilme duyarlilig1 veya deneyimsel kaginma sergileyen bireyler arasinda,
yeterince incelenmemistir. Boylamsal ve deneysel yaklasimlar, bu igsel temsillerin
nasil siirdiigiinii, yeniden ortaya c¢iktigin1 ve gelisimsel donemler boyunca nasil
doniistiiglinii acikliga kavusturabilir ve bdylece daha etkili Onleyici ve terapdtik

uygulamalara rehberlik edebilir.

Gelecek arastirmalar, mevcut calismada incelenen degiskenleri tamamlayabilecek
psikolojik siiregleri de goz Oniinde bulundurabilir. Bu yapilar mevcut modelde yer
almasa da 0Oz-diizenleme, duygu diizenleme ve bilissel esneklik gibi faktorler,
bireylerin algilanan reddedilmeyi ve yakinlikla ilgili kaygilar1 nasil yonettiklerine
dair ek bilgiler saglayabilir. Bu siireclerin gelecekte incelenmesi, yeni bir model
onerilmeden, mevcut Oriintiilerle iligkili olarak dolayli veya destekleyici bir rol
oynaylp oynamadigini agiklifa kavusturabilir. Benzer sekilde, mentalizasyon ve
uyumlu atif egilimlerinin incelenmesi, bireylerin daha saglikli iligki islevselligi
gelistirmesi ve kagimma odakli basa ¢ikma stratejilerine olan bagimliligi azaltmasi

konusunda ek bilgiler saglayabilir (Clarke ve ark., 2020).

Karsilastirmali ¢alismalar, arastirma igin bir diger kritik alan1 temsil eder. Iliskisel
normlar, duygusal ifade ve bakim uygulamalarindaki farkliliklar, yakinlikla ilgili

korkularin gelisimini ve siirdiiriilmesini sekillendirebilir. Bireyleri farkli kiiltiirel
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baglamlarda karsilastirmak ve iliski durumlarini (6r. bekar vs. partnerli) incelemek,
baglanma ile iliskili kirilganliklar1 artiran veya azaltan diizenleyici faktorleri

belirleyebilir.

Yontemsel acgidan, gelecekteki calismalar, bu arastirmada incelenen siirecleri daha
ayrintil anlamak igin karma yontemli yaklasimlardan yararlanabilir. Ornegin,
derinlemesine goriismeler veya gozlemsel yontemler gibi nitel araglar, katilimcilarin
yakinlikla ilgili kaygilarina temel olan deneyimsel ve iliskisel dinamikleri
yakalamaya yardimci olabilir. Bu dinamikler yalnizca 6z-bildirimle erigilmesi zor
stireglerdir. Benzer sekilde, fizyolojik veya davranissal gostergeler, yakinlik korkusu
ve kacinma odakli basa ¢ikma ile iliskili duygusal ve diizenleyici siireglere dair
tamamlayict kanit sunabilir. Bu yontemlerin demografik olarak daha cesitli
orneklemlerle birlikte kullanilmasi, gelecekteki ¢aligmalarin bu yapilar1 daha genis

ve ekolojik olarak gegerli bir sekilde degerlendirmesine olanak tanir.

Son olarak, erken donem iliski baglamlarimi hedef alan onleyici ve uygulamali
arastirmalar gereklidir. Bakim verenler icin egitim girisimleri, klinik ve toplum
temelli baglamlarda baglanma temelli degerlendirme araclari ve giivenli iligki
deneyimlerini tesvik eden yapilandirilmis miidahaleler, ileride yakinlik korkusuna
kars1 savunmasizlifi azaltabilir. Bu programlarin ampirik degerlendirilmesi,
duygusal direngliligi artiran, kisileraras: yetkinligi gelistiren ve yasam boyu giivenli,
tatmin edici iligkilerin gelisimini destekleyen miidahalelerin tasarimina yonelik

degerli kanitlar saglayacaktir.
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