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Abstract

The overarching goal of the proposed study was to expand Berzonsky’s model by
examining associations among identity processing styles and contextual and behavioral factors,
and by investigating whether these associations operate similarly across two different national
cultures, across gender, and across two measures of identity styles. Three samples of college
students representing ethnically and economically diverse backgrounds in both countries were
selected. Two samples were from the U.S., the Auburn sample (N=341), and the Tuskegeee
sample (N=94) and one of the samples, the Bogazici sample (N=209) was from Turkey.

The first question addressed the associations between identity style and identity
formation behaviors. The path analyses showed that diffused/avoidant style is negatively
associated with identity formation behaviors, whereas informational and normative styles
positively predicted only exploration dimensions when they were measured by the ISI, but both
exploration and commitment dimensions when measured by the IPSQ. The second question
aimed to understand the impact of contextual influences on identity styles and identity formation
behaviors. After controlling for the well-being factors, some contextual influences predicted only
identity styles or identity formation behaviors, whereas some other contextual influences
predicted both identity styles and identity formation behaviors. Mediation effects model, and its
alternative additive models were than tested. The results did not show a general mediation effect
of identity styles in the relations between contextual influences and identity formation behaviors;

rather they pointed only to a few potentially mediated associations. The final question compared
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three samples to investigate the similarities and differences across diverse cultural groups. The
moderating role of nation was investigated only for the paths from identity styles to identity
formation behaviors, which showed similarities across the Auburn, Tuskegee, and Bogazici
samples, using either the ISI or the IPSQ.

The current study had multiple contributions to the understanding of identity formation
processes in the career domain across diverse samples, including clarification of associations
between identity styles and identity formation behaviors, showing the importance of considering
well-being indicators when examining the associations between various aspects of identity
formation process, examining the role of context on identity formation process at multiple levels,

and using a multi-method approach to measure identity
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Current literature on identity formation during adolescence and young adulthood has
been criticized for its limited emphasis on context and behavior (Baumeister & Muraven, 1996;
Beyers, & Cok, 2008; Bosma & Kunnen, 2001; Cote, 1986; Yoder, 2000). This especially is true
for the identity processing styles model, which was developed by Berzonsky (1989, 1990, 1992,
1993a) to obtain a better understanding of identity formation processes. Most of the identity
processing styles research during the last decade has examined intra-individual factors, and was
conducted in the United States or Western Europe. Furthermore, identity processing styles have
been assessed with one measure, the Identity Styles Inventory (ISI: Berzonsky, 1992), and this
measure has a number of limitations (Vlerios, 2007). Therefore, the overarching goal of the
proposed study was to expand Berzonsky’s model by examining associations among identity
processing styles and contextual and behavioral factors, and by investigating whether these
associations operate similarly across two different national cultures, across gender, and across
two measures of identity styles.

This particular study targeted young adults and focused on the career identity domain
when assessing the actual work of identity (i.e., exploration and commitment). During young
adulthood, while individuals are still in college, much work in identity formation is expected to
occur in the career domain (Schulenberg, Bryant, & O’Malley, 2004; Skorikov, 2007). College
students generally spend a significant amount of effort exploring their career options (Kalakoski
& Nurmi, 1998). Research also suggests that for college students, career activities, such as
evaluating career choices and career decision making, predict global identity exploration and
commitment (Brown & Lavish, 2006; Creed & Patton, 2003; Lucas, 1997; Matula, Huston,

Grotevant, & Zamutt, 1992; Vondracek, 1995).



Background and Explanation of Identity Styles

Guided by Erikson’s (1968) psychosocial theory, identity formation is defined as a
process of exploring and selecting knowledge about oneself from the social environment. This is
the process whereby individuals follow a set of behaviors in order to explore, choose, enter,
adjust, and progress in their lives in various contexts (Grotevant, 1987). Building on Erikson’s
theory of identity formation, Marcia (1966) offered a means for operationalizing the construct of
identity. He extracted the concepts of exploration and commitment from Erikson’s theory as the
underlying processes of identity formation. He defined identity exploration as seeking
information and sorting through alternatives or important life-decisions, and identity commitment
as choosing among alternatives, relying on them, and investing in them. Marcia (1980)
constructed four different identity statuses, based on the combination of high or low levels of
exploration and commitment in which an individual engages. In general, individuals who show
low levels of exploration and commitment efforts are classified as identity diffused; individuals
who are self-exploring without making decisions about their choices are placed in the identity
moratorium status. On the other hand, individuals who are categorized as achieved or foreclosed
are likely to have firm commitments, however, commitment is accompanied by exploration only
for achievers. Overall, within Marcia’s paradigm, exploration and commitment represent the
behavioral aspects of identity (i.e. the identity work one is actually doing), and identity statuses
reflect an individual’s position in the process of identity formation. Berzonsky’s
conceptualization of identity styles was an expansion of Marcia’s status paradigm, but focused
on constructivist and information processing aspects of identity formation (Berzonsky, 1990,
1992). In his model, Berzonsky emphasized identity exploration as a self-construction of

alternatives; individual differences occur in the different approaches taken while exploring



identity alternatives. Berzonsky explained these individual differences by identity styles
(Soennens, Berzonsky, Vansteenkiste, Beyers, & Gossens, 2005).

An identity style, therefore, represents an individual’s orientation in making identity
decisions. Berzonsky (1989, 1992, 1993a, 2003, 2004) defines three styles based on the level and
nature of identity exploration efforts. Informational style entails active exploration, elaboration,
and evaluation of relevant information before making identity decisions, whereas normative style
involves reliance on standards and expectations of significant others. Diffuse/avoidant style
represents reluctance to deal with identity issues, and lack of exploration efforts. The Identity
Styles Inventory (ISI: Berzonsky, 1989, 1992, 1997; Smits, 2009), and the Identity Processing
Styles Q-sort (IPSQ: Pittman, Kerpelman, Lamke, & Sollie, 2009) are two currently used
measures of identity styles. Across these two measures, there are moderately positive
correlations for each style, supporting construct validity (r = .41, .58, and .48 for informational,
normative, and diffuse/avoidant styles respectively). A major difference between these two
measures is that the ISI suggests three styles and creates categorical variables in order to present
one’s dominant style (although continuous scores can also be used), whereas the IPSQ suggests
informational and diffuse/avoidant styles are opposite aspects of a single dimension, and creates
two continuous variables based on correlating a person’s g-sort with established sorts for the
informational, diffuse/avoidant, and normative styles, one for informational style (where the
lower end of this continuum represents diffusion), and one for normative style (a diffuse
dimension can be created separately from the informational dimension, but these two dimensions
correlate between -.92 and -.94 (Eryigit & Kerpelman, 2009; Li, 2005; Pittman et al., 2009)

suggesting the informational and diffuse styles create the opposite ends of one dimension.



Therefore, currently there are two different measurement approaches to identity styles, a three-
style approach versus two-style approach.
Identity Styles and Identity Formation Behaviors

Conceptualization of identity styles brought a dynamic, constructivist perspective to the
understanding of identity formation process; however, an identity style is not an aspect of
identity that develops over time, but a personal characteristic that influences the process of
identity formation. From this point of view, identity styles emphasize individual differences in
adolescents’/young adults’ approaches to the actual work of identity exploration and
commitment (i.e., the process of identity formation). This view of identity styles also receives
support from Grotevant’s process model. According to Grotevant (1987), a process model of
identity formation includes (a) the orientation brought to bear on identity work, such as
information orientation or normative orientation; and (b) the actual work of identity exploration,
which is the actual information gathering and testing behavior aimed at eliciting knowledge
about oneself in order to make life decisions and moving toward identity consolidation which
reflects greater commitment. In this regard, one of the limitations of the current literature
addressing identity style is its link to actual behaviors of the identity formation process.

Support for the continuing need to examine the link between identity styles and actual
identity formation behaviors comes from the literature addressing associations between identity
status and identity styles. Although with a narrow focus, research that has examined the link
between identity statuses and identity styles has reported consistent results (Adams, Berzonsky,
& Keating, 2006; Berman, Schwartz, Kurtines, & Berman, 2001; Berzonsky & Neimeyer, 1994).
Overall, these studies showed that (a) normative style is associated positively with foreclosed

status where exploration is low and commitment is high, and also is positively related with



achieved status where both exploration and commitment are high; (b) informational style is
positively associated with achieved status; and (c) diffuse/avoidant style is positively associated
with diffuse/avoidant status where both exploration and commitment are low. These findings
suggest that identity styles may be associated with the behavioral aspects of identity formation
that are implied by the statuses.

Although links between identity statuses and identity styles have been suggested from
these studies, little is known about how styles predict the actual behaviors of the identity
formation process. Findings from past studies are based primarily on analyses where individuals
were categorized according to their style preferences and statuses. However, in the present study,
styles and behavior (exploration and commitment) will be examined as continuous variables
where individuals might score higher or lower on each variable. Furthermore, past literature has
addressed exploration and commitment at one level; however, recent research on identity
formation suggests multiple levels of exploration and commitment (e.g., Luyckx, Goossans,
Soenens, Beyers, & Vansteenkiste, 2005; Luyckx, Goossans, Soenens, & Beyers, 2006a;
Luyckx, Goosens, & Sonnens, 2006b). In the present study, a multi-level approach to identity
exploration and commitment will be taken.

In order to operationalize identity formation behaviors, the four dimensions of the
identity formation model will be used in this study. This model, which was developed by Luyckx
and his colleagues, is partially grounded in previous identity theories and empirical work (see
Luyckx et al., 2005, 2006a, 2006b). This model includes the dimensions of (a) exploration in-
breadth where individuals weigh various alternatives with respect to their goals; (b) commitment-
making which refers to the degree to which individuals make tentative commitments about their

choices, (c) exploration-in depth referring to detailed evaluation of an existing tentatively



committed choice in order to decide whether or not it is a good fit; and (d) identification with
commitments which refers to the degree to which individuals feel certain about and have
internalized their choices (i.e. feel that their choices well express who they are). When
respondents are asked to consider a particular time frame, such as the last three months, these
four dimensions capture the current behaviors of identity formation which are hypothesized to
differ according to the approach individuals take while working on development of their identity
(i.e. identity style preferences). Therefore, it may be possible to explain variation in these
identity formation dimensions by style preferences. Young adults who are informational in their
orientation to identity work might report higher levels of exploration in breadth, commitment-
making, exploration in-depth, and identification with commitments, whereas individuals with
higher levels of normative orientation might report higher levels of commitment making and
identification with commitments, but lower levels of exploration in-breadth and exploration in-
depth. In contrast, greater use of the diffuse/avoidant style might predict low levels on all four of
these identity formation dimensions.
Contextual Influences, Identity Styles, and Identity Formation Behaviors

Another limitation of the current literature on identity styles is the lack of knowledge
about how style preferences are made; in other words, it is not clear why individuals use one
style more frequently and widely than they use the other ones. The existing literature addressing
identity styles is extensive; however, most of the studies have investigated the associations
between identity styles and intra-individual factors, such as depression (Nurmi, Berzonsky,
Tammi, & Kinney, 1997; Wheeler, Adams, & Keating, 2001), anxiety (Berzonsky, 1989; 1992),
openness to experience (Berzonsky & Sullivan, 1992), and self-esteem (Berzonsky, 1992; Nurmi

et al., 1997; Phillips & Pittman, 2007). None of these studies have examined contextual factors



as the predictors of identity styles, although identity theories derived from an Eriksonian
perspective suggest this is so. According to Erikson (1963), identity development includes
choices individuals make in response to social-cultural realities. Review of the literature
(Baumesiter & Muraven, 1996; Cote & Levine, 2002; Kroger, 1993; Phinney, 1993; Yoder,
2000) suggests that three types of contextual factors may influence individuals’ construction of
styles. These factors are cultural influences (i.e. gender egalitarianism, uncertainty avoidance,
and future orientation), social-structural influences (i.e. parent education, occupation, and
income), and immediate environment influences (i.e. opportunities available, discrimination, and
social support).
Cultural Influences

Cultural orientation of the larger society (as it is perceived by the individual) is likely to
influence the individual’s motivation and approach to engage in identity work (Cote & Levine,
2002). This is expected because societies vary in the choices they provide their members for
forming their individual identities (Baumeister, 1986). At the one extreme end, a society might
assign identities, whereas at the other extreme end, a society might provide a wide array of
options from which individuals are expected to make their own choices; societies vary in terms
of where they are on this continuum. Some of the value indicators that differentiate between
societies are future orientation (i.e. the degree to which society supports its members to engage
in future-oriented behaviors); gender egalitarianism (i.e. the degree to which a society minimizes
gender role differences), and uncertainty avoidance (i.e. the extent to which society tries to avoid
uncertainty by relying on established social norms) (Hanges & Dickson, 2004; Hofsede &
Hofstede 2005). It is assumed that a society with higher future orientation and gender

egalitarianism, and with lower uncertainty avoidance, has cultural values supportive of identity



exploration and openness to diverse information about identity, whereas a society with the
opposite characteristics holds less supportive cultural values for its individuals to explore their
identity alternatives and would encourage an approach to identity formation that relies on social
norms and role prescriptions.
Social-Structural Influences

Another contextual factor that is expected to influence style preferences is social-
structural influences, such as parent education, occupation, and income. According to Phinney
(1993), the social-class of a family plays an important role in identity formation experiences of
individuals. Some empirical studies that examined the association between identity styles or
identity statuses and social-structural factors also have found support for the social-structural
position of one’s family as shaping and constraining an individual’s alternatives and approach to
decision-making (Celen & Kusdil, 2006; Pulkkinen & Ronka, 1994), as well as the way one
acquires knowledge, beliefs, and attitudes about the world (Aries & Seider, 2007; Stewart &
Ostrove, 1993).

Immediate Environment Influences

The last contextual factor to be examined in the present study is immediate environment
influences. According to Erikson (1963), individuals’ orientations to identity exploration are
largely based on their views of their opportunities. He says that

The individual must be able to convince himself that the next step is up to him, and that

no matter where he is staying or going, he always has the choice of leaving or turning in

the opposite direction, if he chooses to do so. (p. 286)

Thus, perceived opportunities and barriers, as well as social support for one’s choices

have potential to influence beliefs about availability of identity alternatives and the motivation to



explore them. In order to engage in identity exploration, individuals should believe that (a) they
have personal opportunities compared to the chances of an average person in the community
(Orgocka & Jovanovic, 2006); (b) there are not many barriers in front of them, such as
discrimination (Bluestein, 1997; Kluegel & Smith, 1986); and (c) they will have social support
in regard to choices they make about their lives (Wall, Covell, & Macintyre, 1999).

In the current study, these three contextual factors (i.e., cultural influences, social-
structural influences, and immediate environment influences were examined to test their impact
on identity style preferences, after controlling for intra-individual factors (i.e., depression,
anxiety, and self-esteem). We expected to find that these contextual factors predict informational
and normative styles but not diffuse/avoidant style. Because past research (Berzonsky, 1989,
1992; Nurmi et al., 1997; Phillips & Pittman, 2007; Wheeler et al., 2001) shows that when intra-
individual factors are examined, diffuse/avoidant style consistently differs from informational
and normative styles, and is associated with low levels of well-being, such as depression,
anxiety, and low self-esteem. Therefore, we expected that after controlling for depression,
anxiety, and self-esteem, individuals who perceive less supportive cultural values for identity
exploration in their society, who are from lower socio-economic statuses, and have fewer
opportunities with more boundaries, are less likely to form an informational orientation, but
more likely to form a normative orientation. This is expected because individuals, under these
conditions are likely to believe that what is expected from them is restricted to norms of the
society, and/or what they can achieve is limited to the availability of alternatives in their
environment. On the other hand, individuals who perceive more supportive cultural values for

exploration in their society, live in a family with higher socio-economic status, and perceive



multiple opportunities for themselves with few constraints are more likely to form an
informational orientation.

These contextual factors have not been examined in past research, partly because
Berzonsky (1993b) suggests that every individual from any kind of cultural context, at any level
of social class, with any amount of opportunities has the ability to prefer any of the styles and
this preference is likely to be based on intra-individual factors. However, Berzonsky adds that
context might predict the actual efforts of exploration and commitment, rather than style
preferences. This perspective might be true for diffuse style, due to its high association with
psychological maladjustment, but there is no empirical support for informational and normative
styles. If Berzonsky’s perspective is true, then the contextual influences chosen for this study
should not significantly predict the identity styles, but should predict the identity formation
behaviors. In this case, we would expect to find a positive association between contextual
influences and identity formation behaviors. In other words, the more supportive cultural values
one perceives, the higher the social-structural setting one lives in, and the more personal
opportunities one has, the more exploration-in breadth, commitment-making, exploration-in
depth, and identification with commitments one will report.

On the other hand, if cultural influences predict identity styles, the question is whether
styles mediate the association between cultural influences and identity formation behaviors. If
we find support for mediation, this will suggest that contextual influences impact style
preferences, which in turn impact current behaviors of identity formation. Future longitudinal
work would then be needed more to establish these relations clearly.

Alternately, if we find support for Berzonsky’s hypothesis, then the alternative question

is whether the impact of cultural influences on identity formation behaviors adds to the variance
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explained in these behaviors beyond that of identity styles. Empirical support for this hypothesis
will mean that regardless of the perceived context, a young adult will develop a style preference,
and this preference is based primarily on intra-individual factors. Thus, contextual influences, in
addition to styles, predict current behaviors of identity formation. Therefore, in this particular
study two different models were tested, a direct effects model (See Figure 1), and a mediation
model (see Figure 2). Contextual influences included sets of cultural influences, social-
structural influences, and immediate environment influences. Each set included three manifest
variables, such that cultural influences was indicated by future orientation, uncertainty
avoidance, and gender egalitarianism; social-structural influences was indicated by parental
occupation, education, and income; and immediate environment influences was indicated by

personal opportunities, social support and perceived discrimination.
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Figure 1. Conceptual Direct Effects Model
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Figure 2. Conceptual Mediation Model
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The models were tested in the three samples, two American samples and one Turkish
sample. National boundaries determine important cultural differences (Hofstede & Hofstede,
2005), and therefore, psychological processes may or may not operate similarly across national
contexts (Norenzayan & Heine, 2005). By examining the proposed models in two different
cultures, it was expected to contribute to the generalizability of findings across nations, which
has been another limitation of the identity literature. In general, the United States and Turkey
differ in terms of mainstream religious orientation (e.g., Christianity versus Islam), common
child rearing practices (e.g., authoritative versus authoritarian), economic structure (e.g., national
income and economic strength), higher education system (e.qg., centralized versus decentralized
university admission system), and career opportunities. These nation-level systemic differences
should be interpreted as differences between overall contextual experiences of youth in these two
nations (See Figure 3).
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Figure 3. Conceptual Moderated Mediation Model
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Another important moderation factor to be tested in this study was gender (see Figure 3).
The identity styles literature consistently shows that males score higher on diffuse/avoidant style,
and lower on informational style than females do across nations (e.g. American, Turkish, and
Belgian samples), and across methods (e.g. rating scale, and g-sort) (Berzonsky, 1992; Celen &
Kusdil, 2006; Eryigit & Kerpelman, 2008; Pittman et al., 2008; Soenens et al., 2005). Only one
study has found that females were less likely to be involved in exploration activities than males
were after controlling for style preferences (Berman et al., 2001). Therefore, gender is an
important factor when examining the links between contextual factors and identity styles, and
between these sets of factors and identity formation behaviors. Furthermore, gender might
interact with national culture. Clear gender differences may be seen in the Turkish sample,
whereas this difference may be less prominent in the American sample. This is predicted because
national statistics and research findings show that there are stronger gender differences in Turkey
than in the U.S. in terms of education and career opportunities, as well as attitudes toward future
career (Aygun, Arslan, & Guney, 2008; Kumru. & Thompson, 2003; Rankin, & Aytac, 2006).

Overall, the specific objectives of this study were to examine whether (1) identity style
preferences predict current identity formation behaviors in the career domain; (2) contextual
factors predict style preferences and identity formation behaviors; (3a) identity styles mediate the
relation between contextual factors and identity formation behaviors or (3b) both contextual
influences and identity styles predict identity formation behaviors; and (d) the relations among
contextual factors, identity styles, and identity formation behaviors show consistency across
nations and gender. In order to extend further the generalizability of the associations examined in
this study, models also were tested and compared when identity styles are measured by the ISI

and by the IPSQ.
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

Young adulthood/late adolescence has been characterized as a stage of human
development when individuals explore knowledge about themselves in order to integrate and
stabilize various images into a personal identity (Erikson, 1968). From the Eriksonian
perspective, identity defines a coherent picture of oneself about goals, values, and beliefs one
shows to the world,; this is a picture that helps the individual to identify himself or herself as a
unique human being, as well as to connect his or her past, present and future. A clear sense of
identity developed during adolescence/young adulthood serves a conceptual framework to
interpret various aspects of life (Berzonsky & Kuk, 2000). In other words, a well-established
identity provides the structure for understanding who one is, offers meaning and direction in life,
clarifies one’s position in life, gives a sense of personal control, and guides making decisions
about life issues (Adams & Marshall, 1996).

Identity is a psychological construct that is an outcome of a particular developmental
process. In this regard, identity formation reflects an active construction process on the part of
the person who is forming his or her identity from a more simplistic state to one of greater clarity
and complexity (Erikson, 1968; Marcia, 1980, 1994). Identity formation is viewed as a
psychosocial process where individuals engage in exploration and commitment activities and
gain inner sameness and continuity in their views of themselves. In the identity literature, various
models and empirical studies have examined the process of identity formation in order to
describe the antecedents and mechanisms of this process. The proposed study aims to contribute
to this literature through examining the associations between contextual, attitudinal, and

behavioural aspects of identity formation.
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Background

Building on Erikson’s theory of identity, Marcia’s (1966) identity status paradigm was
the first to bring theoretical precision by operationally defining the dimensions underlying the
identity formation process, and offering testable models (Schwartz, 2001). Marcia’s identity
status paradigm considers two dimensions, exploration and commitment. Identity exploration is
defined as seeking information, experimenting with alternative directions and beliefs in life, and
sorting through alternatives (Marcia, 1994). Identity commitment reflects the process of choosing
one or more alternative paths in the different domains, and following through with them
(Schwartz, 2001). Marcia describes four different identity status outcomes, based on the
combination of high or low levels of exploration and commitment in which an adolescent
engages. ldentity diffusion represents a lack of both exploration and commitment efforts. Identity
foreclosure involves making commitments without experiencing active exploration; whereas
identity moratorium reflects being active in exploration but not clear in commitments. Identity
achievement involves committing to one or more alternatives after an active exploration process
(Schwartz, 2001; Kroger, 1993).

According to Marcia (1994), identity status is the intersecting point of the process
dimensions of identity formation, and reflects the individual’s current position in this process.
The identity statuses were initially assessed through semi-structured interviews, which asked
about individuals’ decisions in specific life domains (e.g., career, politics, family roles), and
explored the process they used to arrive at these decisions, as well as how committed they were.
According to Marcia (1980, 1994), the domains chosen should be personally relevant to the
individual, such as the ideological domain that includes areas such as occupation, politics,

religion, and the interpersonal domain that includes areas such as friendship, dating, and sex
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roles. Bosma (1992) examined which domains were more relevant for adolescents with a group
of students ranging from 13 to 21 years of age. In an interview, participants reported which areas
were important to them and why. The results showed that schooling and future career were the
most popular domains. Erikson (1968) and Marcia (1980) also agree with Bosma that career (i.e.,
occupation or vocational choices) is an important content area for identity formation, especially
for college students. Therefore, in the current study, which will include a diverse college sample,
the dimensions of identity formation in the career domain will be assessed.
Identity Formation in the Career Domain

Identity work in the career domain involves activities in which individuals assess their
skills and values in career related areas, as well as their environment (i.e., career exploration) in
order to facilitate making commitments to a particular course of action (Blustein, Devenis, &
Kidney, 1989; Grotevant & Thorbecke, 1982; Vondracek, 1995; Vondracek, Schulenber,
Skorikov, & Gillespie, 1995). Although, career has been a minor focus in the identity formation
literature, career (i.e., occupational) identity has been studied extensively in the literature of
career development. Career theories and studies that have a developmental perspective share the
concepts of exploration and commitment with the identity formation literature (Wallece-
Braocious, Serafica, & Osipow, 1994). Using these concepts, both areas of research make similar
points, sometimes using the same language, such as exploration and commitment, sometimes
using a different language, such as planning, and crystallization. They all agree; however, that
career exploration and commitment are key components of the identity formation process
(Blustein et al., 1989; Vondracek et al., 1995; Wallece-Broscious et al., 1994), and that career is
one of the main means for individuals to learn about and define themselves (Blustein et al.,

1989). For instance, Super’s self-concept career theory defines career exploration as one of the
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important stages of life span career development that occurs during late adolescence or early
adulthood, and indicates that exploration is followed by making tentative career choices
(Skorikov, 2007; Super & Hall, 1978). Decision-making in career and career indecision are two
other areas that have been studied widely and correspond with career commitment (Blustein et
al., 1989; Harren, 1966; Holland, Gotfredson, & Power, 1980).

In terms of the specific associations between identity formation in general, and identity
formation in the career domain, several studies have examined identity statuses, and career
exploration and commitment activities. These studies have shown that membership in a given
identity status predicts the amount of career exploration and commitment. For instance, the
identity achieved group reported high exploration across studies, whereas the identity
diffuse/avoidant group had the least amount of career exploration; however, moratorium and
foreclosed groups’ career exploration scores were in between, but not significantly different from
each other (Blustein et al., 1989; Schimtt-Rodermund & Vondracek, 1999; Vondracek et al.,
1995; Wallece-Broscious et al., 1994).

The studies that examined career commitment (i.e., the career decision/career indecision
literature) have shown that achieved status individuals had the least amount of career indecision
(where indecision reflects a lack of commitment) compared to the scores of other groups; the
diffused status group had the highest amount of career indecision; foreclosed and moratorium
statuses again did not differ from each other in terms of career commitment scores (Blustein et
al., 1989; Holland et al., 1980; Guerra & Braungart-Rieker, 1999; Vondracek et al., 1995;
Wallece-Broscious et al., 1994).

The findings regarding moratorium and foreclosed statuses are not totally expected

results. One would expect that career indecision would be significantly higher in the moratorium

17



group than it is in the foreclosed group, and vice versa for career exploration. It might be because
identity statuses, as they are measured by one dimension of exploration and one dimension of
commitment, are too limited to capture the process of identity formation. For instance, both
Super’s career development theory (Super & Hall, 1978) and Harren’s (1966) decision-making
in career model involve four stages of career exploration and commitment during late
adolescence/early adulthood. The first stage involves random exploration of career choices,
which is followed by crystallization of career preferences, the second stage. Crystallization
means narrowing down the range of possibilities, and making tentative choices. The third and
fourth stages involve accumulation of information about and clarification and elaboration of
preferred choice, as well as defining of commitments (such as engaging in long term career
planning) with some level of certainty. These stages indicate that individuals continue to explore
their alternatives even after they make some choices. In order to become confident with their
preferences, they explore these choices in depth by clarifying and elaborating them.
Supportively, Schimtt-Rodermund and VVondracek (1999) found that adolescents who had some
idea about their preferences reported more exploration than those who had no idea about their
career choices. Therefore, these studies suggest that there are two types of exploration activities,
the first one is random and more general, whereas the second one is more focused and in-depth.
There also are two types of commitment, one is more tentative, the other is more certain and
long-term in orientation.

As they are conceptualized, adolescents with an achieved identity status are expected to
have completed or are in the process of completing all four processes in a given domain, whereas
adolescents with diffused identity status as expected to have not started any of these activities.

However, individuals in the moratorium or foreclosed statuses might be at any point in some of
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these four dimensions. For instance, individuals in the moratorium status might engage in
random exploration of different alternatives, but they might not do in-depth exploration of
certain choices. On the other hand, individuals in the foreclosed status are not expected to
engage in random, in breadth exploration of alternatives, however this might not correspond with
exploring their chosen alternatives in depth, or they may make decisions without seeking
information. Therefore, it is possible that the 2-dimensional model of identity statuses,
exploration and commitment, is not enough to capture the details of identity formation processes
especially in the career domain. For instance, Yoder (2000) suggested that the identity formation
process includes consideration of a range of alternatives (e.g., exploration various alternatives in
breadth), commitments regarding goals and beliefs (e.g., making decisions about future goals),
activities and behaviors directed toward implementation of commitments (e.g., exploring these
commitments in depth), and a sense of confidence in one’s future (e.g., confidence with choices).
The concepts of exploration and commitment as they are used in the identity status literature
only partially capture the aspects of the identity formation process suggested by Yoder. Other
support for a more complex process comes from a recent identity formation model developed by
Luyckx and his colleagues (2005, 2006a, 2006b) where they unpacked exploration and
commitment dimensions into four separate dimensions of identity formation. These four
dimensions include breadth of exploration and tentative commitment making, as well as depth of
exploration and internalization of commitments.
The Four Dimensions of Identity Formation

The current identity literature agrees that identity develops through a process that

involves exploration and commitment at multiple levels (Grotevant, 1987). Some identity

scholars have focused on exploration and commitment at the identity formation level, where
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alternatives are explored in breadth and tentative decisions about choices are made (Marcia,
1966; Berzonsky, 1989; Grotevant, 1987). Other scholars have emphasized exploration and
commitment at the evaluation level which includes seeking in-depth information about choices
and evaluating one’s own feelings about these choices (Kerpelman & Pittman, 2001; Meeus,
Idema, & Massen, 2002; Waterman, 2004). It is clear in the literature that these different
perspectives are not mutually exclusive (Schwartz, 2001).

Recently, Luyckx and his colleagues developed the four dimensions of identity
development model, which is grounded partially in previous models (Luyckx et al., 2005, 20064,
2006b, 2008). This data-driven, comprehensive model of the identity formation dimensions
integrates exploration and commitment at both levels. In this regard, the exploration in-breadth
dimension refers to gathering information about different identity alternatives to guide the initial
choices; whereas exploration in-depth means seeking in-depth information about current choices
to guide maintenance and evaluation of these choices. The main distinction between these two
kinds of exploration is the role they play in the process of identity formation. The primary role of
exploration in-breadth is to facilitate decision-making and choosing some alternatives (Marcia,
1980); whereas the primary role of exploration in-depth is learning about and maintaining one’s
current identity choices (Meeus, 1996). In terms of commitment, this model suggests that
presence of commitments and identification with these commitments are two different processes,
because presence of commitments might not always imply identification with these choices.
Therefore, the commitment-making dimension indicates making tentative choices, whereas the
identification with commitments dimension reflects the degree to which one identifies with and

feels certain about his or her current choices.
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Luyckx and his colleagues (2005) derived these four dimensions through cluster analysis,
and examined their external validity. Their study sample included 565 Caucasian middle-class
college students (85% female). They measured exploration in-breadth and commitment-making
dimensions using the Ego Identity Process Questionnaire (EIPQ: Balisteri, Busch-Rossnagel, &
Geisinger, 1995), whereas exploration in-depth and identification with commitments dimensions
were assessed by the Utrecht-Gronigen Identity Development Scale (U-GIDS: Meeus &
Dekovic, 1995). According to cluster analysis results, the achieved cluster displayed the second
highest exploration in-breadth and commitment making, and the highest exploration in-depth and
identification with commitment scores compared to other clusters. The foreclosed cluster
reported the lowest exploration in-breadth scores but the highest commitment-making scores,
and their exploration in-depth and identification with commitment scores were moderate to high.
On the other hand, the moratorium cluster was the highest in exploration in-breadth but the
lowest in commitment-making; their exploration in-depth and identification with commitments
scores were moderate. Finally the diffused cluster was the lowest in all four dimensions. In terms
of external validity, the authors found that the diffused and moratorium groups were the lowest
in school/academic adjustment, self-esteem, conscientiousness, and the highest in depressive
symptoms. The foreclosed group was the lowest in openness to experience and substance use.

With the same sample, Luyckx and his colleagues examined the four dimensions model
through confirmatory factor analysis (2006a), and compared the four dimensions model with the
two dimensions model. The findings revealed a four dimensions model was a better fit than a
two dimensions model. Both commitment dimensions and exploration dimensions were
significantly and positively related to each other, except for one. There was a negative

correlation between exploration in-breadth and commitment-making, whereas the correlation
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between exploration in-breadth and identification with commitments was not significant.
Exploration in-depth was positively correlated with both commitment dimensions, and both
commitment dimensions were positively correlated with each other.

The four dimensions model suggests a conceptual sequence of dimensions (Luyckx et al.,
2006b). According to this model, exploration in-breadth and commitment making are negatively
correlated because exploring alternatives in-breadth is an important process before commitments
are made. As soon as choices are made, exploration in-breadth is expected to decrease and the
focus of individuals will move to exploring their choices in-depth. Because exploration in-depth
allows a true evaluation of choices, more exploration of choices in-depth leads to more
confidence with these choices. The model also suggests that exploration in-breadth and
commitment-making comprise a separate cycle, which indicates forming identity commitments.
Exploration in-depth and identification with commitments form the second cycle which reflects
evaluation of identity commitments. However, longitudinal studies have had limited support for
these conceptual linkages (i.e., the developmental sequence of the dimensions, and the two
cycles approach).

Luyckx and his colleagues (2006b) examined the longitudinal associations with a
Caucasian, middle class, mainly female college sample at four time points across two years.
Associations among initial levels showed stability within each dimension over two years. The
associations among slopes showed a positive association between breadth of exploration and
commitment-making, and a positive association between depth of exploration and identification
with commitments dimension. Surprisingly, there was a negative correlation between the
intercept of exploration in-depth and the slope of identification with commitments over time,

which means the more depth of exploration individuals report at Time 1 the less increase in the
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identification with commitment they report. This finding opposes to the current theoretical
expectations. Also counter to the theory, the correlation between the intercept of commitment-
making and the exploration in-depth dimension was significant and negative. This means that
individuals who report more efforts of making tentative commitments at Time 1 are less likely to
show increase in their efforts for exploring these tentative commitments in-depth.

One of the limitations of the existing studies is that the associations between the four
dimensions of identity formation, and their associations with other variables (such as identity
statuses) were examined without considering a specific identity domain. The instruments Luyckx
and his colleagues used to measure the four dimensions ask questions in various domains, such
as career, intimate relationships, politics and religion. However, individuals might not show
similar patterns in all these domains of life at the same time. Thus, it is important to examine the
actual work of identity in a specific domain. In this regard, the current study focuses on the
career domain, due to its salience during college years, and will measure the four dimensions of
identity formation separately.

Recently, Luyckx and his colleagues (2008) developed a new measure to assess the four
dimensions of identity formation, the Dimensions of Identity Development Scale (DIDS). The
DIDS assesses each dimension with five items in the context of future plans. The authors argue
that this model is especially functional during late adolescence and young adulthood, and
planning the future is important for individuals in this period. Therefore, the DIDS captures
identity formation related behaviors of individuals in the context of future plans.

Identity Styles
According to Berzonsky, identity is a self-constructed concept, and the focus should be

on the strategies that individuals use to construct and maintain their identities (Berzonsky, 2005).
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Based on this assumption, Berzonsky (1989) developed the social-cognitive model of identity
exploration using the premises of George Kelly’s cognitive theory and Seymour Epstein’s
cognitive-experiential self-theory (Berzonsky, 2004). From this perspective, Berzonsky defines
individuals as scientists who are developing their own theory of self. Berzonsky believes one’s
self-theory is self-structured and implicit; and as a scientist, an individual holds certain
assumptions, postulates, and constructs relevant to his or her view of the world and reacts to that
reality. Thus, the construction of identity depends on the automatic processes derived from the
cognitive structures (i.e., assumptions, principles, concepts) individuals hold for themselves,
independent of external physical and social realities. Berzonsky proposes that these cognitive
structures influence individuals’ procedural knowledge and operative schemes for solving
problems and making decisions about identity related issues (Berzonsky, 2004, 2005).
Berzonsky (1989) modelled a process conceptualization of identity exploration, “Identity
Styles,” which emphasizes individual differences in adolescents’ approaches to identity
formation. A style is a social-cognitive process or strategy (i.e., procedural knowledge and
operative schemes) used to deal with identity conflict, as well as with daily life experiences
(Soennens et al., 2005). According to this model, adolescents form a sense of identity through
cognitive construction of self as experienced in interaction with the physical and social
environment (Berzonsky, 1993b). Adolescents actively decide on their choices about who they
think they are, selecting from various alternatives. Alternatives are personally constrained based
on an individual’s perception of the world. Individual differences occur in the ways adolescents
search for, evaluate, and make those choices (Brandstadter, 1998). In other words, individuals
differ in identity exploration processes based on the social-cognitive processing strategies they

dominantly use (Berzonsky, 1992, 1993a; Berzonsky, Macek, & Nurmi, 2003).
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Berzonsky (1989, 1992, 1993a;, 2003, 2004) defined three styles that describe particular
sets of strategies for dealing with identity-related issues, making decisions, and solving
problems. Informational style entails active exploration, elaboration, and evaluation of relevant
information before making decisions. This style incorporates high self-exploration, need for
cognition, cognitive complexity, openness to new information and experience, and problem-
focused coping. Information-oriented adolescents are skeptical about their self-constructions;
when they face incongruence about themselves, they are open to reconstructing their identities.
They are autonomous, and are more likely to have a well-differentiated and integrated sense of
personal identity. They also are self-confident about their judgments, proactive, and high on
personal expressiveness.

In contrast, normative style involves reliance on prescriptions, standards, and
expectations of significant others or socially respected groups to make decisions. The main
characteristics of this style are high need for structure, an intolerance of ambiguity, a need for
cognitive closure, a tendency to be closed to threatening information, and they hold rigidly
organized commitments. Normative-oriented adolescents are assumed to have stable self-
conceptions. They also are high on cultural conservation, and seek social support or use
emotional strategies to cope with problems (Berzonsky, 1992, 1993b).

Finally, diffuse/avoidant style represents reluctance to deal with identity issues, and the
avoidance of identity conflict. The diffuse/avoidant style is described by limited self-awareness,
maladaptive decision making strategies, emotion-focused avoidant coping, high responsiveness
to situational demands, and other-directedness. Diffuse-oriented adolescents are presumed to
make context specific, situational accommodations without having consistent and integrated

identity standards.
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Identity styles are assumed to be stable, especially after adolescence. Individuals might
change how much exploration they do at a certain point in time, which alternative they select,
and how confident they are with their choices at that time; however they are expected to show
consistency in the way they act, explore alternatives, and make decisions. According to
Berzonsky, all adolescents are capable of using all three styles, however they tend to choose one
and start to use it dominantly by late adolescence. Based on Berzonsky’s model, style
preferences can be predicted by cognitive structures individuals hold for themselves and their
personality characteristics (Berzonsky, 1990).

Measurement of Identity Styles

Identity styles have been measured by three versions of the Identity Styles Inventory
(1SI), developed by Berzonsky (1989, 1992, 1997). The ISl is a self-report questionnaire with
four subscales that include: informational style, normative style, diffuse/avoidant style, and
identity commitment. The ISI has been validated with identity status measures (Berzonsky &
Kuk, 2000; Berzonsky & Neimeyer, 1994) and other measures of various social-cognitive and
personality correlates (Nurmi et al., 1997; Berzonsky, 2003, 1993a, 1992; Berzonsky & Kuk,
2005; Berzonsky & Sullivan, 1992). However, the ISI has certain limitations. It focuses on some
identity domains, but not others, and also includes general questions about problem solving
strategies (Vleioras, 2007). In addition, the ISI items are not consistently phrased in terms of
ongoing actions, such that some items refer to the past, whereas some other items refer to the
actions of individuals in the present. Some of the items of normative style subscale refer to
commitment, which is a separate aspect of identity formation, and also is measured by a separate
scale of the ISI. Finally, it does not permit the assessment of the relative importance of different

strategies and beliefs about the identity formation process. Recently, a fourth unpublished
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version of the ISI was developed by Smits and her colleagues (2008), as a response to the
limitations of previous version. The ISI-1V assesses the three identity styles, as they were
described in Berzonsky’s original theoretical model. The latest version of the ISI has items
capturing the individuals’ current attitudes, and all items ask about life in general, not specific
domains. In addition, the normative subscale items referring to commitment were deleted. In
this version of the ISI, there are twenty-four items, 7, 8, 9 items for informational style,
normative style, and diffuse/avoidant style, respectively. The ISI-1V has been tested cross-
culturally, in the U.S., the Netherlands, and Belgium.

In an effort to expand the tools available for assessing identity processing style and to
increase the ability to capture the complexity of individuals’ conceptualizations of their
orientations to identity work, another measure, the ldentity Processing Style Q-sort (IPSQ), was
developed and tested with multiple samples of American and Turkish college students (Eryigit &
Kerpelman, 2008; Pittman et al.,2008). Validity of the IPSQ was established through showing
moderate correlations with the ISI-111 and with measures of other related constructs, such as
coping styles (Eryigit & Kerpelman, 2008; Pittman et al., 2008), social skills (Pittman et al.,
2008), self-esteem (Eryigit & Kerpelman, 2008).

The studies that have used the ISI-I11 have shown that (a) there is a moderate negative
association between informational and diffuse/avoidant styles (r ranges from -.26 to -.41); (b)
normative style’s association with informational style shows variation across studies, for
instance, correlation between normative-orientation and information-orientation was positive and
moderate (r = .28) in one set of studies (Pittman et al, 2008), but not significant in other studies
(Berzonsky, 1992; Nurmi et al., 1997; Soenens et al., 2005); and (c) the association between

normative style and diffuse/avoidant style also shows variation across studies, where some
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studies reported negative small correlations (r=-.10) (Pittman et al., 2008), some others reported
either positive moderate (r = .39) (Berzonsky, 1992) or non-significant correlations between
normative and diffuse/avoidant styles (Nurmi et al., 1997; Soenens et al., 2005). On the other
hand, the studies that used the IPSQ showed that informational and diffuse/avoidant styles had a
highly negative association (r =-.92, -.93, -94 for the U.S., Turkey, and Belgium samples,
respectively). The same studies also found that there is a negative moderate association between
informational and normative styles; and no significant relation between normative and
diffuse/avoidant style (Eryigit & Kerpelman, 2008; Pittman et al., 2008; Smits et al., 2008).

One of the major differences between the I1SI and the IPSQ is the associations between
informational and diffuse/avoidant styles. There is a moderate negative association between
these two styles when they are measured by the ISI; whereas there is a high negative correlation
between them when they are measured by the IPSQ. This difference might be explained by the
different methods each instrument uses. The ISI uses a Likert-type response scale, where
respondents rate each item individually in terms of how much they agree with it. On the other
hand the IPSQ uses a g-sort methodology, where respondents are forced to choose the better
fitting items compared to other items in the instrument, and place them in an array ranging from
most to least like them.

The high negative correlations between informational and diffuse/avoidant styles also are
meaningful theoretically. According to Erikson’s (1968) stage theory, identity and role confusion
are two extremes that individuals move between as they engage in identity work. At the one
extreme, individuals form their sense of identity, which is consistent over time and across
situations. At the other extreme, individuals are not successful and they end up in identity

diffusion. The different paths and procedures individuals follow in the process of identity
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formation accounts for this variation between a well-established identity and identity diffusion.
The theoretical literature on identity clearly suggests that exploration is the most critical
underlying process of identity formation (Berman et al., 2001; Berzonsky, 1989; Erikson, 1968;
Grotevant, 1987; Grotevant & Cooper, 1985; Marcia, 1993). Therefore, whether an individual
engages in exploration activities or not (i.e., informational style versus diffuse/avoidant style) is
a different dimension and accounts for different outcomes, than the dimension that captures
whether an individual engages in a certain type of exploration activities, such as seeking and
evaluating relevant information (informational style), or obeying the standards and norms of the
family or community (normative style). In this regard, the IPSQ studies suggest that
informational and diffuse/avoidant styles are two ends of the same continuum ranging from high
exploration to lack of exploration, and normative style is a separate continuum. Therefore,
currently there are two different approaches to identity styles, a three-styles approach versus a
two-styles approach. These two approaches have been compared only with each other in order to
test the statistical significances of the 1SI and the IPSQ in two studies (Pittman et al., 2008; Smits
et al., 2008). Further examination is needed in order to test the validity of these approaches. By
employing both approaches to the models of the current investigation separately, we will be able
to suggest further similarities and differences between the three-styles and two-styles
approaches.
The link between identity styles and identity statuses

Identity styles and identity statuses capture different aspects of identity formation. After
adolescence, regardless of where they are in the process of identity formation, individuals
generally show consistency in the ways they deal with identity related issues. Therefore, the

concept of identity style captures the stable aspect of identity formation, and focuses on the
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individuals’ attitudes towards identity formation processes. On the other hand, identity statuses
are outcomes of individuals’ identity formation behaviors, and are affected by their attitudes
towards this process. Therefore, identity statuses as they are derived by the amount of
exploration and commitment at a given moment in a person’s life capture the unstable and
behavioral aspects of identity formation, and focus on where individuals are in the process of
identity formation and what they are doing in a given domain during a particular time period.

Specifically, Berzonsky (1989) proposed that individuals who are classified in
achievement and moratorium statuses tend to use an informational style, individuals who are
classified in foreclosure status tend to use normative style, and individuals in the diffusion status
category tend to use diffuse/avoidant style dominantly. The findings of studies that have
examined the link between identity styles and identity statuses have supported Berzonsky’s
hypotheses.

Achieved status has been positively correlated with informational style consistently
across studies (Berzonsky, 1989; Berzonsky & Kuk, 2000; Streitmatter, 1993). The individuals
in the achieved status category also reported the highest levels of informational style in some
samples (Berzonsky & Neimeyer, 1994), whereas in other samples, their informational style
scores did not differ from the scores of individuals categorized in foreclosure and moratorium
statuses (Schwartz, Mullis, Waterman, & Dunham, 2000).

Moratorium status’s associations with identity styles have shown variation across studies.
Berzonsky (1989) found that being a member of the moratorium status category was negatively
associated with having a higher normative style and positively associated with having a higher
diffuse/avoidant style, whereas being in the moratorium status group did not associate

significantly with informational style. However, in another sample, Berzonsky and Kuk (2000)
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found that moratorium status was positively associated with informational style and
diffuse/avoidant styles, and negatively with normative style. Research has also indicated that the
informational style scores of individuals in the moratorium status category were significantly
lower than the scores of achieved individuals in some samples (Berzonsky & Neimeyer, 1994),
but not significantly different in some other samples (Schwartz et al., 2000). Their informational
style scores also did not differ significantly from the scores of individuals in the foreclosure
status category (Berzonsky & Neimeyer, 1994; Schwartz et al., 2000).

Being in the foreclosed status category has always been significantly and positively
correlated with having higher normative style scores, and in some studies negatively with having
higher informational style scores (Berzonsky, 1989; Berzonsky & Kuk, 2000; Streitmatter,
1993). However, diffuse/avoidant style scores were positively associated with foreclosed status
in one sample (Berzonsky & Kuk, 2000), and negatively in another sample (Berzonsky, 1989);
foreclosed individuals reported the highest level of normative style (Berzonsky & Neimeyer,
1994).

In these studies, diffused status has always been significantly and positively associated
with diffuse/avoidant style, and negatively associated with informational and normative styles
(Berzonsky, 1989, Berzonsky & Kuk, 2000, Streitmatter, 1993). Supportively, individuals in the
diffused status category reported the highest levels of diffuse/avoidant style (Berzonsky &
Neimeyer, 1994; Schwartz et al., 2000).

When identity styles were measured by the IPSQ (Pittman et al., 2008), the results were
found to be consistent with the findings of the previous studies. Pittman and his colleagues found
that the correlations between informational style and achieved status, diffuse/avoidant style and

diffused status, and normative style and foreclosed status were significant and positive, whereas
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the correlations between informational style and foreclosed status, normative style and
moratorium status, diffuse/avoidant style and achieved and moratorium statuses were significant
and negative.

These results indicate the existence of the link between identity styles and identity
statuses; however they also suggest that these associations are more complex than the ways they
have been examined in past studies. For instance, informational style was hypothesized to have
the strongest association with the achieved and moratorium status, but only some studies support
this hypothesis, some others suggest that use of an informational style is different between
achieved and moratorium statuses, and sometimes the scores for these statuses are not different
from the informational style scores of the foreclosed group. However, the link between
informational style and diffused status has consistently shown negative associations. The links
between normative style and foreclosed status and between diffuse/avoidant style and diffused
status also have shown consistency across studies. Diffuse/avoidant style has been associated
positively with moratorium status in only one study.

One limitation of these studies is that exploration and commitment dimensions have been
made categorical and combined to form statuses. We do not know whether the same associations
will hold when they are measured separately as continuous variables. Moreover, these studies
conceptualize exploration and commitment at one level. The most current literature suggests that
exploration and commitment operate at two levels (i.e., four dimensions of identity development
model). It might be possible to explain more clearly the complex nature of the current findings
by assessing four dimensions of identity formation.

Correlates of identity styles
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The literature addressing identity styles is extensive. Since 1989, approximately ninety
studies have been conducted, and a majority of these studies used the I1SI-111. Thus, in the
following section, the results from the ISI-111 version are summarized. These studies have
investigated the associations between identity styles and need for cognition and openness to
experience (Berzonsky & Sullivan, 1992), causality orientation (Soenens et al., 2005),
attributional strategies (Berzonsky, Nurmi Kinney, & Tammi, 1999), psychological maturity
(Berzonsky & Kuk, 2005), social-cognitive reasoning (Berzonsky, 1993), locus of control and
anxiety (Berzonsky, 1989), self-esteem (Phillips & Pittman, 2007), autonomy (Luyckx et al.,
2005), coping strategies (Berzonsky, 1992), and personality as it is defined by five factors
(Collinger, 1995; Duriez & Soenens, 2006). Parenting dimensions (Berzonsky, 2004; Smits et
al., 2008Db); adjustment and wellbeing (Adams et al., 2006; Adams, Munro, Dohert-Poirer,
Munro, Petterson, & Edwards, 2001; Berzonsky, 2003; Nurmi et al., 1997; Vleioras & Bosma,
2005), and academic performance (Berzonsky & Kuk, 2000, 2005) are other factors that have
been examined in terms of their relation to identity styles.

The majority of these studies have shown significant differences between informational
and diffuse/avoidant styles, and normative and diffuse/avoidant styles; however few studies have
shown significant differences between informational and normative styles. For instance,
adjustment problems were positively associated with diffuse/avoidant style, and negatively
associated with informational and normative styles. (Adams et al., 2001). Seeking social support
was positively associated with both informational and normative style, and negatively associated
with diffuse/avoidant style (Berzonsky, 2008, 1992).

Social-cognitive factors, such as openness to experiences and need for cognition also

have been examined in terms of their relation to identity styles. Openness to experience refers to
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personal awareness about one’s beliefs about novel ideas, values, actions, or to experience and
fantasy. Berzonsky & Sullivan (1992) found in a female sample that only openness in all of these
areas was positively associated with informational style, whereas only openness in values,
actions and fantasy was associated negatively with normative style, and openness about ideas
and feelings was negatively associated with diffuse/avoidant style. On the other hand, need for
cognition, which measures the degree to which individuals enjoy active information processing,
was positively related to informational style, but negatively related to diffuse/avoidant style. Its
relation with normative style was non-significant. Similar findings were found when identity
styles were associated with cognitive strategies, such as success expectation, task irrelevant
behavior, and rational and intuitive reasoning (Berzonsky, 2008). Informational style was
positively associated with success expectation, and the two types of reasoning, but negatively
associated with task-irrelevant behaviors. In contrast, diffuse/avoidant style was negatively
correlated with success expectations and rational reasoning, and positively associated with task-
irrelevant behaviors. Normative style showed significant positive associations only with the
rational and intuitive reasoning variables. Furthermore, Duriez and Soenens (2006) examined the
identity styles in relation to five personality types. They found that openness was positively
related to informational style, but was negatively related to diffuse/avoidant and normative
styles, and agreeableness was negatively associated only with diffuse/avoidant style.

Findings for self-esteem (Nurmi et al., 1997) indicated both informational and normative
styles were positively associated with self-esteem, however information-oriented individuals
reported higher levels of self-esteem than normative-oriented individuals did. In another study,
Luyckx and his colleagues (2007) found that self-esteem was positively associated only with

normative style, but not with informational style. On the other hand, when identity styles were
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measured by the IPSQ (Eryigit & Kerpelman, 2008), self-esteem (based on both personal and
interpersonal characteristics) was positively associated with informational style, and self-esteem
(based on only interpersonal characteristics) was positively associated with normative style.

Finally, the findings of two studies (Berzonsky, 2003; Nurmi et al., 1997) have shown
that depression was positively associated with diffuse/avoidant style, and negatively associated
with normative style. Depression’s association with informational style varied, ranging from no
association to a positive one. Anxiety was examined in terms of facilitative or debilitative test
anxiety (Berzonsky, 1989). It was found that facilitative anxiety was negatively related to the
normative style, and positively related to the informational style; the opposite associations were
found for debilitative anxiety.

Overall these studies show that intra-individual factors distinguish between identity
styles. In particular, openness to experiences, depression, self-esteem, and anxiety significantly
predict variation across identity styles. One of the limitations of this literature is that identity
style preferences have been seen as an intrapersonal attribute, deemphasizing the role of context.
Thus the associations between contextual factors and identity styles are studied rarely, and
generally focus on parent-adolescent relationships (Berzonsky, Branje, & Meeus, 2007; Matheis
& Adams, 2004; Smits et al., 2008). This is partially because Berzonsky’s model suggests that
every adolescent/young adult has the ability to use all the styles, regardless of the contextual
influences (Berzonsky, 1993b). According to Berzonsky, every individual from any kind of
cultural context, at any level of social class, with any amount of opportunities has the ability to
choose one style. This preference is likely to be based on intra-individual characteristics, such as

an individual’s level of openness to new experiences.
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Berzonsky’s perspective emphasizes self-construction of styles in identity work;
however, the broader human development literature suggests taking social aspects also into
account while examining the construction of knowledge, beliefs, and expectations about self and
life (Vygotsky, 1962, Yoder, 2000). The schema individuals develop about the process of
identity work might be a product of self-construction, as well as social-construction. As
Berzonsky assumes, individuals are actively involved in forming their identity styles, however
this process cannot be separated from the environment in which individuals form their styles.
Therefore, it is also possible that perceived characteristics of a given context might have an
impact on style preferences.

Identity Formation in Context

The importance of context in the identity formation process has been recognized since
Erikson (1963) developed the theory of identity. Many identity scholars have stressed that
identity formation is a process of person-context interaction, and the impact of context should be
examined (Adams & Marshall, 1996; Bosma & Kunnen, 2001; Kroger, 2000, 2005).
Specifically, Baumesiter and Muraven (1996) proposed that the ultimate aim of identity
formation is an adaptation to social, cultural, and historical context, thus, individuals engage in
identity work based on what they think will let them fit better to their context. According to the
authors, level of structure, range of opportunities, education, diversity within the context,
importance/acceptance of personal values, and importance of uniqueness (including desire for
uniqueness and level of support for uniqueness) are crucial for how individuals engage in
identity work and what they actually do. Supportively, Cote and Levine (1988) argued that the
historical and social context determines the adaptability of identity exploration and commitment

activities, thus the process of identity formation is strongly influenced by contextual factors.
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From a different perspective, Yoder (2000) emphasized that context can function as
barriers that limits optimal development. According to him, forming a well-established identity
depends on the degree of choice, hope, and freedom the context provides. In this sense,
contextual barriers limit different aspects of identity formation. He defines multiple barriers as
individuals engage in the identity formation process, such as socio-economic opportunities,
educational opportunities, racism, gender bias, and conservatism.

Adams and Marshall (1996) suggested that context can influence all aspects of identity.
In order to understand person-in-context, they proposed that (a) identity is formed through the
interaction of person and context; (b) contextual influences include macro-level factors, such as
culture, economics, and social class, and micro-level factors, such as interpersonal influences and
common or routine daily interactions; and (c) these contextual influences shape identity through
shared values and norms that are socially constructed. However, the empirical literature
addressing identity in context has focused mainly on parent-adolescent relationships (Berzonsky
et al., 2007; Beyers, & Gossens, 2008; Crocetti, Rubini, & Meeus, 2008; Knafo & Schwartz,
2004; Meeus & de Wied, 2007; Sabatier, 2008; Smits, et al., 2008b); ethnic identity (Newman,
2005; Phinney, 2000, 2005; Sabatier, 2008; Syed, Azmitia, & Phinney, 2007; Umana-Taylor.
2004); and acculturation and immigration (Berry, Phinney, Sam, & Vedder, 2006; Rudmin,
2008; Schwartz, Montgomery, & Briones, 2006; Sirin, Bikmen, Mir, Fine, Zaal, & Katciaficas,
2008; Vedder, Sam, van de Vijver, & Phinney, 2006).

One recent exception is Sabatier (2008) who examined the impact of multi-layered social
context, including peers, perceived discrimination, and parenting, on the ethnic and national
identity exploration of second-generation immigrant high school students in France. The results

showed that the peer context (i.e., ethnic composition of the friends, and socialization with
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mainstream friends) did not significantly explain the variation in exploring ethnic and national
identities, but perceived discrimination was negatively associated with exploring national
identity, and positively associated with ethnic identity. In terms of parenting, communication
with fathers and perceived disagreement with fathers on cultural issues significantly predicted
national identity exploration. The impact of parental support on identity styles also was
examined by Smits and her colleagues (2008b) in a Belgian sample. After controlling for gender,
age, and parental control, both maternal and paternal support significantly and positively
predicted informational and normative styles, but not diffuse/avoidant style.

In a cross-national study, Low, Akande, and Hill (2005) compared South African college
students with the U.S. students, and explored similarities and differences in terms of status
classifications. They found that 27% of the U.S. sample was categorized as achieved, 31% was
in the moratorium status, 25% was in the foreclosed status, and 17% was categorized as diffused.
However, the majority of students in the South African sample were categorized in achieved
status, where both exploration and commitment were high at the time of data collection (83%),
leaving 17% for the other statuses (.05%, .08%, and .03% for moratorium, foreclosed, and
diffused statuses, respectively). The authors explained this variation due to differences in the
higher education systems of South Africa and the U.S. Different from the American higher
education system, in South Africa, students are required to choose their major while they are
applying to the university, and are expected to stay in that major. In another study conducted in
Turkey (Eryigit & Kerpelman, 2008), which has a similar higher education system, and socio-
cultural context to South Africa, 81.7% of the participants were found to have an informational
style. The differences between higher education systems of South Africa, Turkey and the U.S.

should be understood as a reflection of differences in the broader experiences of college students.
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In such traditional societies (South Africa and Turkey) in which the existing cultural values are
in a process of change, young adult college students are forced to form a well-established
identity (i.e., search their alternatives, establish life goals for themselves and follow through
them) earlier than the majority of young adults in the U.S. Thus, by the time they are in the
university, they report more exploration and commitment activities, as well as more use of an
informational style than the U.S. students do.

Nurmi, Poole, and Kalakoksi (1996) examined the impact of living in an urban versus
rural environment on identity exploration in two different countries (Australia and Finland) with
two samples, one that included urban and rural adolescents ages 13-14, and a second that
included urban and rural adolescents ages16-17. They hypothesized that if living in a rural or
urban area makes a difference in identity exploration, there should be a less age-related increase
in identity exploration in rural areas compared to urban areas. They found support for this
hypothesis only in the Australian sample, but not in the Finnish sample. In the Australian sample,
the urban 16-17 year old group reported significantly more identity exploration than the urban
13-14 year old group did; but it was the opposite in the rural groups, younger rural students
reported more exploration than their older counterparts reported. However, in the Finnish
sample, older groups reported more exploration than younger groups in both rural and urban
areas. Eryigit and Kerpelman (2008) also examined the impact of having a rural or urban
background on identity styles. Similar to the Finnish sample, they found no association between
residential background and identity styles. These conflicting findings might have resulted
because assessing residential background is not sufficient to capture the factors that are assumed
to be different between rural and urban environments that impact identity formation. These

environments are likely to differ in the opportunities provided and the socialization processes
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supported by the context. Instead of presuming these differences, assessing individuals’
perception of these factors directly may contribute more to the current knowledge.

Overall, various aspects of context have been discussed and studied in the identity
formation literature; however, current literature on identity formation during adolescence and
young adulthood also has been criticized for its limited emphasis on studying context
(Baumeister & Muraven, 1996; Beyers & Cok, 2008; Bosma & Kunnen, 2001; Cote, 1986;
Yoder, 2000). One of the reasons was due to the lack of a model that clearly operationalizes
various aspects of context, and delineates how different aspects of context operate in the identity
formation process. The proposed study is the first attempt to formulate and test a model that links
context to identity styles and identity formation behaviors.

The model proposed in this study assumes that context has a complex influence on
identity formation. Thus, this model explains the impact of contextual influences on different
aspects of the identity formation process, identity styles and the actual work of identity. Existing
theoretical and empirical literature suggests that contextual factors can be grouped as three
different sets of influences, (a) cultural influences, (b) social-structural influences, and (c)
immediate environment influences.

Cultural influences

Culture implies unstated assumptions, tools, norms, and values shared by its members
(Triandis & Suh, 2002). Thus, culture, as a broader context of an individual, has an important
role in identity formation (Phinney, 2000). Cultural orientation of the larger society (as it is
perceived by the individual) is likely to influence the individual’s motivation and approach to
engage in identity work (Cote & Levine, 2002). This is expected because societies vary in the

choices they provide their members for forming their individual identities (Baumeister, 1986). At
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one extreme, a society might assign identities, whereas at the other extreme, a society might
provide a wide array of options from which individuals are expected to make their own choices.

The current literature addressing the importance of culture specifically on identity
formation has focused only on ethnicity or immigrant statuses (Sabatier, 2008) or on differences
at the national level (Low et al., 2005; Nurmi et al., 1996). No identified study has examined
what it is in the culture that specifically impacts the identity formation process. Phinney (2000)
suggested that culture has multiple roles in development; thus, in addition to broader cultural
context comparisons, culture needs to be studied in terms of specific predictors. Supportively, in
their article about methodological issues in cultural/contextual studies, van de Vijver and Leung
(2001) explained that theory-driven context studies, which engage in hypothesis testing, should
include contextual variables as predictors.

Cultural predictors have been studied largely in organizational psychology and
anthropology. Hofstede’s (1980, 1991, 2001) dimensions of cultural variability is the most well
known cross-cultural model of understanding variations in cultural factors across different
cultural settings. His five factors were formulated based on the results of a study that investigated
work related values in forty different countries. These factors were power distance, collectivism
versus individualism, femininity versus masculinity, uncertainty avoidance, and Confucian
dynamics.

Hofstede’s five dimensions were constructed to assess countries, not individuals’
perception of their society (Stankov, 2007). Building on Hofstede’s model, House and his
colleagues (2004) examined cultural norms, but this time at the individual level. This study was
conducted by hundreds of researchers in sixty-two different countries including the U.S. and

Turkey, and investigated the inter-relationships between societal culture, organizational culture,
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and organizational leadership. Nine dimensions reflecting different social norms were found in
this study.

Uncertainty avoidance refers the degree to which members of a society feel threatened by
uncertainty and try to avoid it by relying on established rituals and bureaucratic procedures.
Societies high on this dimension prefer formal rules, and get anxious with uncertainty, and
therefore develop rules to control social behavior; whereas societies which are low in this
dimension believe in encouraging dissenting views and behaviors, in trying new things, and in
taking risks, and therefore need few rules and expectations to control individuals’ behaviors (de
Luque & Javidan, 2004).

Future-orientation means the extent to which individuals engage in and are supported to
engage in future-oriented behaviors, such as planning and investing in the future. The
consequences of low future orientation for a society might include enjoying the moment, being
spontaneous, having less future anxiety and unwillingness to explore and plan future goals, and
relying more on others; whereas high future oriented societies are likely to have strong
willingness to imagine the future, formulate future goals, and develop strategies to achieve these
goals, and to be self-controlled rather than other controlled (Ashkanasy, Gupta, Mayfield, &
Trevor-Roberts, 2004).

Gender egalitarianism refers to the degree to which members of a society minimize
gender differences, and promote gender equality. Societies which are different in gender
egalitarianism dimensions are likely to be different in beliefs about what is possible and
appropriate for women and men, knowledge and standards of living, and support for members to

be more active, vocal, and open to change (Emrich, Denmark, & den Hartog, 2004).
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The other dimensions of culture are power distance, which reflects the extent to which a
society believes in power stratification and supports organizational power; institutional
collectivism, which refers to the degree to which society encourages and rewards collective
distribution of resources; in-group collectivism, which implies the degree to which individuals
are supported to express their loyalty, pride, and cohesion for their groups; humane orientation,
which means the degree to which society rewards being fair, friendly, and altruistic in
institutions or organizations; and performance orientation, which reflects the degree to which
members of a society are rewarded for their performance improvement and excellence. These
dimensions are less likely to have a direct influence on the aspects of identity formation that is
being investigated in the proposed study; these dimensions are more about either cultural
identity, or job performance.

Therefore, only uncertainty avoidance, future orientation and gender egalitarianism
dimensions will be used in this study. It is assumed that a society with higher future orientation,
gender egalitarianism, and with lower uncertainty avoidance, has cultural values supportive of
identity exploration and openness to diverse information about identity, whereas a society with
the opposite characteristics holds less supportive cultural values for its individuals to explore
their identity alternatives and would encourage an approach to identity formation that relies on
social norms and role prescriptions.

Social-structural influences

Current studies about social class and identity clearly suggest that social-structural
position of a family is influential on the identity exploration and commitment activities of young
adults (Aries & Seider 2007; Nurmi et al., 1996; Phinney, 1993; Yoder, 2000). According to

Phinney (1993), the social-class of a family plays an important role in identity formation
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experiences of individuals. Social class is important because it has the power to shape, and
constrain the expression of knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors; thus it differentiates individuals’
experiences by constraining possibilities and decisions, as well as how individuals view those
experiences (Ostrove, & Cote, 2003; Phillips, & Pittman, 2003; Stephan, Markus, & Townsend,
2007; Stewart, & Ostrove, 1993).

As was the case for cultural influences, the majority of previous identity studies about
social-structural influences examined social class as a categorical group difference variable. For
instance, Aries and Seider (2007) examined the perception of social class on identity in three
U.S. college samples consisting of students from different social classes. Social class was
represented by college affiliation, including a highly selective liberal arts college with a rich
student population, a highly selective liberal arts college with students from lower income
families, and a state liberal arts college with lower income students. Students were asked the
extent to which they believe social class is important to their identity. Findings showed that the
rich group rated social class as more important to identity than the two lower income groups did.
The qualitative findings of this study also showed that rich students were more aware of the
benefits of having an economically privileged status, and the opportunities they have to explore
their interests and goals.

The impact of socio-economic status on domain-specific identity statuses also was
examined by Solomontos-Kountouri and Hurry (2008) in a senior high school sample in Greek
Cyprus, which is a small nation with a homogenous population. SES was assessed by school
affiliation, where students in private schools were assumed to be in upper SES, and students in
the technical school were assumed to be in lower SES groups. They found that in terms of

exploration and commitment activities in the religion domain, upper SES class students were
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more likely to be diffused compared to lower SES students; on the other hand, lower SES
students were more likely to be in the foreclosed status group. In terms of the occupational
domain, upper SES students were more likely to be in the moratorium status group, and lower
SES students were more likely to be in the diffused group. One of the contributions of this study
is showing importance of being domain specific while examining exploration and commitment
activities of individuals.

One of the limitation of these studies is that they measured socio-economic status with
school affiliation, which is not a direct assessment of social class. Although, there is no single
way to operationalize the social-structural position of a family, the social class literature suggests
that level of education, occupation type, and income are generally accepted indicators (Cirino,
Chin, Sevcik, Wolf, Lovett, & Morris, 2002). Thus, in the proposed study, parent education,
income, and occupational status will be used to indicate social-structural influences on identity.

No identified identity study has examined parent occupation status and income level;
however, some studies have controlled for parent education, and found that education level of
parents predicts educational aspirations and future orientation (Ojeda & Flores, 2008; Pulkkinen
& Ronka, 1994; Stewart & Ostrove, 1993), and variation in identity styles, such that the more
educated parents are the more informational adolescents are in their orientation to identity work
(Celen & Kusdil, 2006).

Immediate environment influences

According to Erikson (1963), individuals have to know that they have opportunities in
order to explore and evaluate their identity choices. Social-structural position of an individual
implies level of opportunities; it is assumed that individuals from upper classes have more

opportunities than individuals in lower classes. However, Powers (1996) suggested that assessing
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social-structural position is an objective way of measuring level of opportunities. It also is
important to assess subjective (perceptions of) opportunities.

Perceived available opportunities were examined in an Albanian sample (Orgocka &
Jovanovic, 2006), which is another nation experiencing ongoing change, especially in the
economic and educational systems. The authors investigated the role of perceived future work
opportunities in Albania and abroad on identity exploration and commitment in the educational
domain. They found that students who perceived more work opportunities in Albania reported
more exploration and commitment in the educational domain than students who perceived more
work opportunities abroad. This was the only identified study that has examined perception of
available opportunities in the area of work; however, the weakness of this study is that the
perception of work opportunities was assessed by only one question, which asked respondents to
rate and compare opportunities in Albania and abroad.

Kluegel and Smith (1982, 1986; Smith & Kluegel, 1984) examined perceived
opportunities in-depth. They mainly focused on interracial perceptions. For instance, Kluegel and
Smith (1982) investigated Whites’ beliefs about Blacks’ opportunities, and found that Whites’
perceptions of Blacks’ opportunities were influenced by the perception of their own
opportunities. For instance, they found that Whites, who perceive more opportunities for
themselves, reported less discrimination and more opportunities for Blacks. Smith and Kluegel
(1984) also examined perception of women’s opportunities, and compared gender differences
with race differences. They found that both men and women perceive fewer opportunities for
women, and the level of opportunities perceived for women is less than perceived opportunities
of Blacks. They also found moderately negative correlations between perceived opportunities

and discrimination both for women and Blacks. The contribution of Kluegel and Smith’s work to
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the present study is conceptualizing perceived opportunities; they asked their participants to
evaluate their choices in life compared to an average person in their society.

Perceived opportunities typically stand for what is available to individuals. What is not
available to individuals is also crucial for the identity formation process. As Yoder (2000)
suggested, discrimination is one of the main factors that inhibit individuals in the process of
identity formation. Everyday discrimination implies the general unfair treatment towards oneself,
such as being treated more poorly in comparison to others, having people behave in suspicious or
superior ways, and being insulted or harassed (Kenny, Gualdron, Scanlon, Sparks, Blustein, &
Jernigan, 2007; Panter, Daye, Allen, Wightman, & Deo, 2008). The negative association
between perceived discrimination and educational outcomes was clearly identified in the career
literature (Kenny et al., 2007). In a recent study, Panter and his colleagues (2008) found that
perceived everyday discrimination impacts attitudes, motivation, and expectations about
educational experiences in the college. Thus, it is a strong possibility that the amount of
perceived everyday discrimination can influence the identity orientation of the individuals (i.e.,
attitudes towards the process), and the behaviors they engage in.

Another factor that may influence the identity formation process is social support. The
importance of social support in the process of identity work has been described clearly, but only
for parental support. The more parents support their adolescent/young adult children, the more
the children report identity exploration (Sabatier, 2008; Sartar & Youniss, 2002; Smith et al.,
2008). In addition, support from parents (Kerpelman, Eryigit, & Stephens, 2008) and peers (Wall
et al., 1999) positively predicts educational aspirations of adolescents. Support is
multidimensional; in addition to parents, young adults receive support from peers, and if they are

in a relationship from romantic partners (Zimet, Dahlem, Zimet, & Farley, 1988). Thus, it is
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important to examine all kinds of support. For instance, Hall and Brassard (2008) found that
parental support predicted foreclosed identity status, whereas peer support predicted achieved
identity status.

Overall, perceived opportunities and barriers, as well as social support for one’s choices
have potential to influence beliefs about availability of identity alternatives and the motivation to
explore them. In order to engage in identity exploration, individuals should believe that (a) they
have personal opportunities compared to the chances of an average person in the community; (b)
there are not many barriers in front of them, such as discrimination; and (c) they will have social
support in regard to choices they make about their lives.

The Importance of Context for the Identity Styles and Identity Formation Behaviors

One major limitation of the current identity literature is lack of a contextual model.
Focusing on context as a categorical construct, using identity statuses as indicators of exploration
and commitment behaviors, and not emphasizing a certain domain are other limitations of this
literature. According to Kroger (1993), context has a crucial role on both identity options and the
way one engages in the identity formation process. In other words, the contextual influences
might predict not only the amount of identity alternatives individuals explore and evaluate, but
also their view of this process.

From Berzonsky’s perspective, the influence of context is more apparent for what
individuals actually do in the process of identity formation. It is also possible that context, in
addition to intra-individual factors, determines individual’s orientation to this process.
Furthermore, context’s influence on actual behaviors of identity work might be mediated by the

identity processing orientation of individuals. In the process model of identity formation,
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Grotevant (1987) describes general expectations and beliefs, the orientation brought to identity
work, and the actual work of identity exploration as major components of this process.

He explains that beliefs and expectations an individual has about his or her opportunities,
and the probability of being successful are likely to influence the way he or she perceives the
process. In this regard, individuals who perceive more conservative values supported in their
culture, are from lower socio-economic statuses, and have fewer opportunities and social support
with more boundaries, are less likely to develop an information orientation, but more likely to
develop a normative orientation. This is expected because individuals, under these conditions,
are likely to believe that what is expected from them are restricted to the norms of the society,
and/or what they can achieve is limited to the availability of alternatives in their environment
(which are limited by low resources and high boundaries, and less support). On the other hand,
individuals, who perceive more individual-focused cultural values in their environment, live in
high social structure settings, and perceive multiple opportunities for themselves with high social
support and few constraints, are likely to develop an informational orientation.

Finding empirical support for these hypothesized associations will mean that the extent to
which individuals engage in both in-breadth and in-depth exploration and both tentative and
long-lasting commitment behaviors are likely to be influenced by identity styles which are
formed as a response to context (and individual characteristics). In other words, we will be able
to conclude that context, in part, shapes the attitudes taken in the identity formation process,
which in turn determines what individuals actually do. If we do not find support for these
associations, we will be able to conclude that forming identity styles (i.e., identity style
preferences) is an intra-individual process that determines individuals’ exploration and

commitment behaviors, and that context additionally affects these behaviors.
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Comparing Nations: The United States and Turkey

Different from the culture in the U.S., in Turkey, a secular Islamic country, the culture
can be described as traditional, authoritarian, and collectivistic, with variation across urban
versus rural areas (Cakir & Aydin, 2005). In general, there is an emphasis on interpersonal
relationships (Kagitcibasi, 1996; Karakitapoglu-Aygun, 2004). The family system in Turkey is
based on group ties, accountability, loyalty, interdependence, duties, and obligations (Okman-
Fisek, 1982). Compared to American families, Turkish families are more controlling (Taylor &
Oskay, 1995). Many parents feel a high level of responsibility about their children, even after
their children’ transition to adulthood (Kagitcibasi, 1992). Current research shows that Turkey
has been undergoing a social change since 1980s (Karakitapoglu-Aygun, 2004). Current trends
can be described as a co-existence of traditional, collectivistic values and individualistic values
(Imamoglu, 1998, 2000). In relation to this change, child socialization in Turkey combines task-
related independence (e.g. making one’s own decisions) with relatedness (e.g. emotional
dependence) (Imamoglu, 1998; Kagitcibasi, 1995; Mocan-Aydin, 2000). Furthermore,
Kagitcibasi (1995; 1996) notes that the Turkish family system supports a combination of
autonomy and relatedness, with variation based on socio-economical location of the family (i.e.
parents’ residential background, level of education, and income level). In other words, the
population in Turkey is collectivistic, however some groups, especially the more educated, urban
groups have become more oriented toward individualism than other groups have (Imamoglu,
1998, 2003). However, an orientation toward individualism in Turkey should not be understood
as it is experienced in American culture. According to Hofstede’s dimensions, a comparison
between American culture and Turkish culture shows that United States is still almost three times

more individualistic than Turkey (Hofstede, 2001).
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Based on this social constructivist perspective, American and Turkish cultures would
vary in terms of processes of identity formation individuals follow. This variation would not only
be due to cultural orientation differences between these two cultures, economic and social
structural factors at the national level also would contribute to the variation between Turkey and
the U.S.. For instance, the compulsory education in the U.S. is 12 years, whereas it is 9 years in
Turkey. Based on the United Nations statistics, gross Domestic Income rates, which are measures
of national income and economic strength, Turkey and the U.S. show divergence ($4,954 for
Turkey; $41,768 for the U.S.). In addition, only 43.6% of Turkey’s working age population is
employed, whereas 63.1% in the U.S. is employed. A bigger variation is seen in youth
unemployment rates; it is almost two times bigger in Turkey where only 38.9% are employed.
Another prominent distinction between Turkey and the U.S. is the educational systems of these
two nations especially at the higher education level. In Turkey, admission to university-level
education is based on a national entrance exam which is conducted once a year; university
students choose the university and area of study after this exam, and once they are enrolled they
generally continue in the same curriculum. This occurs because changing majors or re-taking the
entrance exam is not supported by the regulations. The statistics along with nation-level systemic
differences should be interpreted as differences between overall cultural experiences of youth in
these two nations.

These nation-level differences between the U.S and Turkey might account for differences
in the proposed associations of this study. National similarities and differences between the U.S.
and Turkey or nations similar to Turkey have been established; however they are generally
mean-level comparisons (e.g., percentages of the sample in each identity status group). Very few

studies have addressed the associations related to differences in the process, and those that have,
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have found conflicting results. Thus, comparing the findings of the U.S. sample with the findings
of the Turkish sample will contribute to the generalizability of the models. The majority of
identity formation studies have been conducted in Western societies; in order to formulate
universal models of the identity formation process research across nations is needed.

Identity research in Turkey. To date, the limited research conducted on the identity
formation of Turkish youth focuses on identity statuses and parental attitudes (Akman, 2007,
Cakir & Aydin, 2005), and self-controlling behaviors (Kumru & Thompson, 2003). In general
these report similar findings to those of studies with the U.S. samples. Identity styles of Turkish
young adults have been examined only by two studies. Celen and Kusdil (2006) investigated the
association between parenting and identity styles as they were measured by the 1SI, and found
similarities with the results of studies conducted using the ISI in the U.S. Eryigit and Kerpelman
(2008) also examined the identity styles, but this time measuring them using the IPSQ. The
findings of this study were generally consistent with previous IPSQ studies conducted in the
U.S., and supported the idea of the two styles approach by showing a strong negative association
between informational and diffuse/avoidant style. Similar to Law and his colleagues’ study
(2005), the majority of participants in the Turkish sample was high on the informational style;
they were also adaptive and resourceful in their coping strategies, high on self-esteem, and had a
clear self-concept. Young adults, who scored high on the normative style, were emotional in
their coping, and gave importance to interpersonal characteristics. One of the interesting findings
of Eryigit and Kerpelman’s study was that both informational and normative styles were
significantly and positively associated with collectivism as an individual’s cultural orientation,
whereas only normative style was significantly and negatively associated with individualistic

cultural orientation.
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Gender

The identity styles literature consistently shows that males score higher on the
diffuse/avoidant style, and lower on the informational style than females do across nations (e.g.
American, Turkish, and Belgian samples), and across methods (e.g. rating scale, and g-sort)
(Berzonsky, 1992; Celen & Kusdil, 2006; Eryigit & Kerpelman, 2008; Pittman et al., 2008;
Soenens et al., 2005). Research also has shown that females are more achieved in their identity
status than males are, which refers to higher exploration (Cakir & Aydin, 2005; Cramer, 2000;
Meeus, 1996); however Berman and his colleagues (2001) found that females were less likely to
be involved in exploration activities than males were after controlling for style preferences. In
addition, with a Turkish sample, Akman (2007) found that being female was positively
associated with a foreclosed status, and negatively associated with the moratorium status.
Therefore, gender will be an important factor when examining the links between contextual
factors and identity styles, and between these sets of factors and identity formation behaviors.
Furthermore, gender might interact with national culture. Gender differences may be seen in the
Turkish sample, whereas this difference might be less prominent in the American sample. This is
predicted, because national statistics and research findings (Aygun, Arslan, & Guney, 2008;
Kumru & Thompson, 2003; Rankin & Aytac, 2006) show that there are stronger gender
differences in Turkey than in the U.S. in terms of education and career opportunities, as well as
attitudes toward future career. Rankin and Aytac (2006) examined gender inequality in education
in Turkey using census data, that was nationally representative. They found that 35% of the
parents reported sex segregation at their home towards their daughters, and 54% of the parents
believed that women should not work for pay outside the home. The practices of sex segregation

and beliefs about women’s work opportunities also were strongly correlated with the chances of
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girls completing high school (r= .61, and .50 for sex segregation and beliefs about women,
respectively).
Summary

By conceptualizing identity styles, Berzonsky brought a dynamic constructive
perspective to the understanding of the identity formation process; however, an identity style is
not an aspect of identity that develops over time, but a personal characteristic that influences the
process of identity formation. From this point of view, identity styles emphasize individual
differences in adolescents/young adults’ approaches to the actual work of identity exploration
and commitment (i.e., the process of identity formation). Two limitations of the identity styles
literature are styles’ link to actual identity work, and the role of context in this link.

By examining these associations, the proposed study aimed to contribute to the current
identity literature in several ways. First, identity styles were created by Berzonsky as an aspect of
the identity formation process. This study tried to clarify how these styles, as the attitudinal
aspect of identity formation, actually influence the in-breadth/in-depth exploration and
tentative/firm commitment, which are the behavioral aspects of this process. Second, the identity
literature strongly suggests the need to be domain-specific when examining what individuals are
doing in their identity formation. The proposed study assessed current behaviors of identity
formation in the career domain, which is one of the most salient areas of identity for most college
students. Third, the role of context has been ignored in past identity research, especially in
identity styles research. The current study tried to delineate the influence of contextual factors on
identity styles and/or identity formation behaviors. Fourth, the contextual perspective taken in
this study also was an attempt to respond to a bigger need in the overall identity literature for

establishing contextual models of the identity formation process. Fifth and finally, mean
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differences in the identity literature have shown both similarities and differences between
Western and non-Western samples, and across genders. There is very limited empirical evidence
about whether the aspects of identity formation operate in similar ways across different cultures,
and for females and males. The findings of the proposed study were expected to help to clarify
the universal and culture/gender-specific aspects of the identity formation process. Using a
multi-method approach, replicating the ISI results with the IPSQ, will make the conclusions
stronger.

Overall, the specific research questions of this study were (1) How do identity styles
relate to the behaviors of identity formation in the career domain? (2) How do contextual factors
relate to identity styles and identity formation behaviors? (3) Do identity styles mediate the
relation between contextual factors and identity formation behaviors? and (4) Are the
associations between context, identity styles, and identity formation behaviors consistent across

nations, and genders?
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CHAPTER 3: METHODS
Subjects

The current study targeted young adult college students from the United States and
Turkey. Participants were recruited from two universities in the U.S. (Auburn University and
Tuskegee University), and one university in Turkey (Bogazici University).

Auburn Sample

Auburn University is a land-grant higher education institute that consists of primarily
European-American students. Auburn participants were recruited from the classes in Department
of Human Development and Family Studies. Research participation request were sent to
approximately 1000 students; 359 completed the online card sort and questionnaire. Of the 359,
18 participants’ surveys were not useful, thus they were dropped from the dataset. Of the
remaining 341 participants, 93.6% were female, and 90.5% were European-American. There
were also 5.8% African-American, 0.8% Latino/Hispanic, 0.8% Asian, and 1.9% mixed ethnicity
participants. The mean age was 21 (SD= 1.11), with a range from 19 to 24 (inclusive). Among
Auburn participants, 12.5% were freshman, 42.8% were sophomore, 26.3% were junior, and
19.3% were senior (one student did not report on her grade). In terms of living status, 81.3%
lived with roommate(s), 11.7% lived alone, 2.5% lived with a romantic partner, 1.9% lived with
parents, and 2.5% lived in other living statuses, such as siblings or other relatives. Of the sample,
41.5% stated that they work for pay.

Tuskegee Sample

Tuskegee University is a state-level institution of higher education with an African-

American majority student population. Tuskegee participants were recruited from the

Department of Psychology, Sociology, and Philosophy. Among the 189 students who completed
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both card sort and questionnaire, only 94 were retrieved from the server due to a temporary
technical problem with the process of backing up the records following completion but
preceeding downloading. Seventy one percent of the sample was female, whereas 29% were
male. The age ranged from 19 to 24, with a mean age of 20.56 (SD=1.32). In terms of grade
level, 32% of participants were freshman, 40% were sophomore, 14% were junior, 13% were
senior, and one student did not identify his grade level. Ninety six percent of the Tuskegee
sample were African-American, and remaining 4% reported mixed racial background including
Black and Hispanic or Black and White. Of the sample, 71% lived with roommate(s), 16% lived
alone, 8% lived with parents, 2% lived with a romantic partner, and 3% had other living statuses,
such as relatives, siblings, or foster care. Thirty eight percent of the sample stated that they work
for pay.
Bogazici Sample

Turkish participants were recruited from College of Education of Bogazici University in
Istanbul, a public university where students are accepted to enroll based on the national
university exam. Approximately 450 students completed the online card sort and questionnaires;
however, only 209 of them were retrieved due to the same technical problem affecting the
Tuskegee sample. Sixty eight percent were female, and the mean age was 21.7 (SD=1.16), with a
range from 19 to 24. Of this sample, 52.9% were sophomores, 23.1% were junior, 16.4% were
senior, and 7.6% were freshman. Sixty nine percent lived with roommate(s), whereas 26% were
with their families. Only 1.4% stated that they live alone, and 0.4% lived with a romantic
partner; 2.7% had other living statuses, such as living with siblings or relatives. Working while
studying at college is not common in Turkey. Reflective of this, only 12% of Turkish

participants stated they currently work for pay.
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Sample Comparisons

Comparison of three samples in terms of demographic information, such as age, sex,
ethnicity, and grade, resulted in some differences. There were significantly more males in the
Bogazici and Tuskegee samples, than in the Auburn sample (F (2, 640) = 28.735, p<.001;
however, the proportion of males in the Bogazici and Tuskegee samples did not significantly
differ from each other. The mean age in the three samples significantly differed from each other.
One-Way ANOVA results showed that the Bogazici students on average are significantly older
than the Auburn and Tuskegee students; and on average the Auburn students are significantly
older than their Tuskegee counterparts (F (2, 640) = 37.779, p<.001). The most frequent grade
level for the Auburn, Tuskegee, and Bogazici samples was sophomore year; however, Tuskegee
sample had more juniors than other two samples did. The Bogazici and Auburn samples did not
differ significantly; however, both were significantly different than the Tuskegee sample in terms
of the average grade level in the sample.

Ethnicity was another factor that was significantly different among the three samples of
the current study. The majority of participants in the Auburn sample was European-American,
the majority of participants in the Tuskegee sample was African-American, and all of the
participants in the Bogazici sample was Turkish. In terms of living status, the most frequent
status in all samples was living with roommate(s); however, the Turkish and American samples
differed in terms of the second highest choice. The second most common living status in the
Auburn and Tuskegee samples was living alone, whereas it was living with parents in the
Bogazici sample. The proportion of the sample who was working for pay at the time of data

collection was also significantly different between Turkish and two American samples. For the
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purpose of the current study, sex and age were controlled while answering the research
questions.
Measures
Demographic and Background Questions
Participants in the current study were asked to report their age at the time of data
collection, birthday, gender, ethnicity, family structure, number of siblings, their major and grade
level (see Appendix 1a for the demographic items).
Identity Styles
The Identity Styles Inventory IV (ISI 1V: Smits, 2009; Smits, Berzonsky, Soenens,
Luyckx, Goossens, Kunnen, & Bosma, 2008) was used to assess the three identity styles (see
Appendix 1b1 for ISI IV items). The ISI IV includes four subscales, one for each identity style,
and one subscale assessing identity commitment. Only the subscales assessing identity styles
were used in the current investigation. In the ISI IV, there are 7 items for informational style, 8
for normative style, and 9 items for diffuse/avoidant style. In the original study (Smits et al.,
2008), alpha reliability scores for informational style subscale ranged from .71 to .76, for the
normative style subscale, from .69 to .78, and for diffuse-avoidant style subscale, from .77 to .82.
The IS1 1V has a 5-point Likert-type response scale; it asks participants to rate the extent to
which each statement reflects them. An example statement for the informational style is “When
making important life decisions, | take into account different points of view before making a
choice,” for the normative style, “I prefer to deal with situations where I can rely on social norms
and standards,” and for the diffuse/avoidant style, “When | have to make an important life
decision, I try to wait as long as possible in order to see what will happen.” The ISI IV was

translated using the back-translation method (Brislin, 1970). According to the back translation
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method, the instrument first was translated into Turkish by an independent bilingual person;
second, another independent bilingual translator translated the scale from Turkish back to
English. Then, two versions (the original and back-translated version) were compared by the
current investigator. This process was repeated three times until the two versions became
conceptually equivalent.

The Identity Processing Styles Q-sort (IPSQ: Pittman et al., 2009) is the second measure
of identity styles (see Appendix 1b2 for the IPSQ items). The IPSQ also is based on Berzonsky’s
theoretical conceptualization of identity styles; however, this instrument offers an alternative to
the survey format. The g-sort methodology requires that participants read descriptions of the
different styles on cards and then place the cards into a forced distribution that ranges from most
to least like the participant. In the IPSQ, the 60 descriptive sentences are written on separate
cards, and each participant sorts them into a fixed 9-column distribution from “most like me” to
“least like me.” An example item for the informational style is “My future is something I think
about a lot,” for the normative style “What my parents (parent-figures) think I should do is one
of the MOST important influences on my life choices,” and for the diffuse/avoidant style “l am
not concerned with finding out who | am right now.” Each participant’s sort is then correlated
with each of three criterion sorts, one for each style, that were developed with the assistance of
12 established identity scholars (see Pittman et al., 2009). The correlation coefficients become
the scores for individual for the three styles. A significant, positive correlation with a criterion
sort represents an individual’s preference for using that particular style. The IPSQ has a test-
retest reliability of .71 (Pittman et al., 2009); and shows moderate correlation with the ISI 111
(Berzonsky, 1992); .41, .54, and .48, respectively for the paired informational, normative, and

diffuse/avoidant styles. Only informational and normative styles scores were used in the current
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study, because the informational and diffuse/avoidant IPSQ scores have correlations ranging
from -.89 to -.93 (Eryigit & Kerpelman, 2009; Pittmant et al., 2009). The IPSQ was translated
into Turkish using back translation method (see Eryigit & Kerpelman, 2009 for details of the
translation process). The construct validity of Turkish version of the IPSQ was established by
comparing the associations between the English version of the IPSQ and individual variables
(e.g. coping, self-esteem) with the associations between the Turkish version and individual
variables (Eryigit & Kerpelman, 2009). Findings for the correlations among identity styles also
were consistent across versions.
Identity Formation Behaviors

An adjusted version of Dimensions of Identity Development Scale (DIDS) developed by
Luyckx and his colleagues (2008) was used to assess the behaviors of identity formation (see
Appendix 1c for the adjusted DIDS items). The DIDS was developed based on the existing
measures of identity formation including the Ego Identity Process Questionnaire (Balistreri &
Busch-Rossnagel, 1995), the Utrecht Groningen — Identity Development Scale (Meeus, 1996),
and the Personally Expressive Activities Questionnaire (Waterman, 1993). The DIDS measures
the four dimensions of identity formation, as well as a fifth dimension, ruminative exploration.
The ruminative exploration dimension was not assessed in the current investigation. There are
five items assessing each dimension, an example item for the dimension of exploration in-
breadth is “I think a lot about my future,” for the dimension of commitment-making “I know
what [ want to achieve in my life,” for the dimension of exploration in-depth “I work out for
myself if the aims I put forward in life really suit me,” and for the dimension of identification
with commitments “I sense that the direction I want to take in my life will really suit me.” As it

IS seen in the example items, in the original scale, all items ask about respondents’ future plans in
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general. However, in the current study, respondents were asked to think about their future
education/career goals while answering this scale. Respondents also were told to think about
these behaviors during the last three months. Therefore, in the present study, respondents were
asked to rate each statement thinking about what they have done in the last three months
regarding their future education/career goals. In the original study (Luyckx et al., 2008), the
alpha reliability scores were found to be .86, .86, .83, and .80 for commitment-making,
exploration in-breadth, identification with commitments, and exploration in-depth dimensions,
respectively. The DIDS also was translated into Turkish, using the back translation method,
following the steps used for translation of the ISI and the IPSQ. The current investigator
compared the translated version and the original version in order to make sure that both versions
are conceptually equivalent.
Cultural Influences

Cultural influences were measured by three social norms dimensions of the Cultural
Dimensions Model (GLOBE: Hanges & Dickson, 2004) (see Appendix 1d for the GLOBE
items). There are nine social norm dimensions in the GLOBE; however only three of them,
future orientation, uncertainty avoidance, and gender egalitarianism are related to identity
formation and were used in the current investigation. Future orientation measures the degree to
which individuals in the given society engage in future-oriented behaviors. An example item for
this subscale is “Most people live for the present rather than the future (reversed scored).”
Gender egalitarianism refers to the degree to which society minimizes gender role differences
while promoting gender equality. An example item is “Boys are encouraged more than girls to
attain higher education (recoded scores).” The uncertainty avoidance dimension measures the

extent to which members of a society try to avoid uncertainty by relying on established norms or
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bureaucratic practices. An example item is “Most people lead highly structured lives with few
unexpected events.” Respondents were asked to rate 14 statements (5, 5, and 4 items for future
orientation, gender egalitarianism, and uncertainty avoidance, respectively) using a seven point
Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). These scales have been
translated into Turkish by Kabasakal and Bodur (2004) as a part of the GLOBE project. The
same version was used with the Turkish participants in the current investigation.
Social-Structural Influences
Social-structural influences were measured through parental education, parental

occupation status, and yearly income of parents (see Appendix le for social-structural influences
items). For parental education, respondents were asked to report each parent’s highest level of
education on a continuum ranging from no formal education to advanced degree (i.e., doctorate),
separately for mothers and fathers.

Parents’ occupational status was measured using International Standard Classification of
Occupations created by International Labor Organization in order to classify occupations into

clearly defined universal groups (http://www.ilo.org/public/english/bureau/stat/isco/index.htm).

According to this classification, there are six categories, which differ in terms of job duties and
responsibilities, and a category for armed forces occupations. The six categories are (1) chief
executive, manufacturer, landholder; (2) small business owner, or craftsman; (3) doctor,
engineer, lawyer, academician; (4) teacher, nurse, officer, technician; (5) worker, elementary
occupations such as cleaner, helper; and (6) forestry worker, farmers, fishermen. Participants
were asked to choose the option that fits best with each of their parent’s occupations, and they
were asked to indicate each parent’s occupation specifically. The responses were reverse coded,;

and the status level of the parent with the highest occupational status was the score for this
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variable. Higher scores indicated higher parental occupation status.

Parental income, the third and final indicator of social-structural indicators, was
measured based on the household income, using a guideline for income brackets suggested by
the U.S. Census Bureau. Accordingly, participants were asked to choose one of the income
categories, estimating their parents’ income. The categories for the U.S. sample ranged as
follow: (1) less than $15,000; (2) between $15,000 and $30,000; (3) between $30,000 and
$50,000; (4) between $50,000 and $100,000; and (5) more than $100,000. For the Turkish
sample, the income categories ranged as follow: (1) less than 250 YTL, (2) 250 -500 YTL, (3)
500 — 750 YTL, (4) 750 — 1000 YTL, and (5) more than 1000 YTL (Sener, Terzioglu, &
Karabulut, 2007). Higher scores for this variable indicated higher amounts of income.

Immediate Environment Influences

Personal opportunities were measured by an adapted version of the availability of
opportunities scale (see Appendix 1f1 for availability of opportunities items) developed by
Kluegel and Smith (1986) to assess opportunities in the U.S. and in Turkey. The original scale
consisted five questions asking about beliefs about personal opportunities; however only three of
them were asked in terms of comparison with an average person in America or in Turkey. In the
current investigation, these three questions were used, because the other two questions make
comparisons with the parents, and with their own past experiences, which were not relevant for
the current investigation. Therefore, in the present study three questions assessing personal
opportunities asked respondents to think about their own opportunities compared to an average
person in their country. The items are “How good a chance do you have to get ahead today, if
you work hard?” (ranging from (1) much worse than average to (5) much better than average),

“Do you think you have a fair opportunity to make the most of yourself in life?” (ranging from
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(1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree), and “Thinking about your future career, do you
expect that over the next 5-10 years you will.... “ (ranging from (1) lose some ground to (5)
advance rapidly). Respondents were asked to rate each question on a five —point Likert-type
scale. A mean score was computed; higher scores indicated higher opportunities perceived for
oneself compared to an average person in one’s country. These questions also were translated
into Turkish, using back-translation method by two bilingual individuals and the current
investigator.

Social support was measured using the Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social
Support (MSPSS: Zimet, Dahlem, Zimet, & Farley, 1988). The MSPSS (see 1f2 for the items) is
a 12-item scale that measures perceptions of social support adequacy from three specific sources:
family, friends, and a significant other. It has a 7-point response scale, ranging from (1) strongly
disagree to (7) strongly agree. With this scale, it is possible to calculate three separate scores for
each source of social support, as well as a total score of perceived support from others. An
example item for the family subscale is “My family really tries to help me,” for the friends
subscale “I can talk about my problems with my friends,” and for the significant other subscale
“There is a special person who is around when I am in need.” This scale was translated into
Turkish and tested by Eker and Arkar (1995). In the current investigation, the existing Turkish
version was used with the Turkish sample. Both original and Turkish versions of the MSPSS
show strong reliability and validity with college students. In the original study (Zimmet et al.,
1988), the reliability for the total scale was found to be .88, whereas it was .91, .87, and .85 for
significant other, family, and friends subscales, respectively. The reliabilities in the Turkish
version were .85, .91, .87, and .87 for the total scale, significant other subscale, family subscale,

and friends subscale, respectively. For the current investigation, only the total scores was used,
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and higher scores indicated higher social support.

Perceived discrimination was measured by the Everyday discrimination Scale (EDS:
Williams, Yu, Jackson, & Anderson, 1997). The EDS (see Appendix 1f3 for the items) is a 9-
item scale, and measures unfair treatment. An example item is “You are treated with less respect
than other people.” The response scale ranges from 1 (never experience unfair treatment) to 6
(experience unfair treatment almost everyday). The alpha reliabilities for this scale have ranged
from .88 to .91 in previous studies (Gee, Spencer, Chen, & Tekeuchi, 2007; Panter, Daye, Allen,
Wightman, & Deo, 2008; Williams et al., 1997). This scale was translated into Turkish by two
bilingual translators and the current investigator, using the back-translation method. Higher
scores indicated more perceived everyday discrimination.

Control Variables

Depression was measured using a short version of Center for Epidemiologic Studies
Depression Scale (CES-D: Radloff, 1977). This scale (see Appendix 1g1 for the items) was
designed to measure depression in the general population (Radolf & Teri, 1986). Originally this
scale is consisted of 20 items, however in the present study only the somatic symptoms subscale
(seven items) was used. An example item for this scale is “I did not feel like eating; my appetite
was poor.” This measure has a four point, Likert-type response scale, ranging from (0) rarely or
none of the time to (3) most or all of the time. A mean score was calculated in order to get a
score that reflected the depression level of participants. This scale was translated into Turkish as
a part of a cross-cultural research project (Spijker, de Graaf, Beekman, Omal, & Nolin, 2004).
The existing Turkish version was used in the current investigation. The internal consistency
scores for the English version of the CES-D ranged from .87 to .92 (Roberts, Andrews,

Lewinsohn & Hops, 1990), and forTurkish version ranged from .87 to .93 (Spijker et al., 2004).
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Rosenberg’s Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1965) was used to assess global self-esteem.
There are ten items in the original scale, however, a shortened version (see Appendix 192 for the
items), which has five items that was used in the Healthy Couples Healthy Children: Targeting
Youth Project, was used in the current investigation. This instrument has a five-point Liket-type
response scale, ranging from (1) no, certainly not to (5) yes, certainly. An example item is “I feel
I am a person of worth, at least on an equal basis with others.” This scale was translated into
Turkish by Cuhadaroglu (1990), and has been used in various research projects (Yetim, 1991,
1993, 2003). In an American college sample, reliability of the Rosenberg’s self-esteem scale was
found to be .87 (Nurmi et al, 1997). Similarly, the test-retest reliability scores for Turkish version
ranged from .86 to .89.

Trait anxiety scores of State Trait Anxiety Scale (STAI-T: Spielberger, Gorsuch, &
Lushene, 1970) was used in the present study. The trait form of the STAI is a 20-item (see
Appendix 1g4 for the items) self-report measure aims to assess the level of anxiety an individual
generally feels. The STAI has a four point response scale, ranging from (1) never to (4) always.
An example item for the trait anxiety scale is “Some unimportant thoughts runs through my mind
and bother me.” The STAI has been used in many research projects in the literature and has an
established statistical significance. Its Turkish adaptation study was conducted by Oner (1976).
Its reliability and validity also were established in various Turkish samples (Oner, & LeCompte,
1983; Oner 1997). Both the English and Turkish versions of the STAI have established reliability
(Karagozoglu, Masten, Baloglu, 2005).

Procedure
Universities from each research site were chosen based on convenience and compliance

with demands of the current investigation. At least one faculty from each university was
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contacted and agreed to assist with preparing and submitting an application to Institutional
Review Board for the universities in the U.S. or getting a formal permission letter for universities
in Turkey. These cooperating faculty also agreed to assist with announcing the study to the
faculty in the departments and recruiting participants. Students who were enrolled in Spring 2009
semester classes were eligible to participate to the research project. Students at each university
were contacted through class visits. Only classes where extra credit opportunities for
participation are provided were visited in the U.S.; whereas extra credit was not offered for the
participants in Turkey; the instructors were asked whether they let the current investigator to
announce the project in their classes. Class visits were done by the current investigator using the
fund awarded by the Auburn University Women’s Philanthropy Board. Informational flyers, that
include a project description and how to participate, were distributed in all the classes. A contact
sheet also was circulated in the classes where interested students provided their names and email
addresses. Students of Auburn and Tuskegee Universities who were under 19 years old were
eligible to participate in this project after submitting the signed parental consent/student assent
form. Individuals who are 18 and above are considered as adults in Turkey; however, there is no
parental consent regulation for minors. Turkish participants who are under 18 were asked to
show a copy of the recruitment flyer and the information letter to their parents.

One time data were collected via the Auburn University network and the web site
fp.auburn.edu. The identity of the web site is verified by VeriSign Trust Network, a certificate
authority that Auburn University Office of Information Technology trusts. Privacy between
fp.auburn.edu and clients is protected through use of the cryptographic protocol Secure Socket
Layer (SSL) and the data are encrypted using high-grade encryption (RC4 128bit). This

encryption makes it very difficult for unauthorized people to view the information traveling
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between computers. The database itself was located on appdata.auburn.edu. It is a Microsoft
SQL Server system and was not accessible outside the Auburn intranet. The fp.auburn.edu server
accesses appdata.auburn.edu directly to store the data. The website was set up to send the link to
the student’s email address. Specifically, the website sent the URL for the survey as an automatic
message. The current investigator entered the email addresses into the website so that the survey
and the g-sort could be sent to the participants. The first page of the website included a welcome
message with an information letter that participants were asked to read and then decide whether
they agree to participate in this study. If they click “Agree” they were taken to the second page
which was the survey. After completing this section, participants clicked “Next” and continue
with the g-sort. Collecting online data had several advantages. The current literature comparing
paper-pencil surveys to web-based data collection rarely finds problems with data collected
online (Birnbaum, 2004; Strickland et al., 2003). Moreover, missing data problems (such as,
accidentally skipping questions, circling two responses on the same line) are less likely to occur
in the web-based surveys, because the program generally informs the respondent when mistakes
occur (Stanton, 1998). In addition, by collecting online data, the step of data entry is eliminated,
which is one of the longest tasks of a research project.

All data were transformed into SPSS files, and were analyzed using SPSS and AMOS
software programs. Prior to testing the fit of the hypothesized models, descriptives for each
variable were examined in order to describe central tendencies and variances within each
variable. Second, reliability scores of each measure were examined to ensure internal consistency
of all the scales used in the current investigation. Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha scores were
calculated to assess internal consistency separately for the English and Turkish versions of each

scale. Third, mean differences were examined by One-Way Analysis of Variance to determine if
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there were any significant mean differences among the three samples. To test the hypothesized
models of the current study, multiple paths that link the study variables to each other were
examined using Structural Equation Modeling (SEM: Byrne, 2001). In SEM, associations
between variables are represented by a series of structural (regression) equations, and can be
modeled pictorially in the AMOS 6 statistical software program. The goodness of fit of the
models was evaluated by examining the chi-square statistics, the root mean square of
approximation (RMSEA), and the comparative fit index (CFI). The chi-square statistics is
expected to be non-significant in order to indicate an acceptable fit with data. In addition, finding
the ration of chi-square to degrees of freedom less than five will indicate a good fit (Garson,
2006). RMSEA is used to estimate the lack of fit, and it should be less than .05 in order to state a
good fit in the model compared to a saturated model (Byrne, 2001). CFI is based on the non-
centrality measure, and computed by using the differences between chi-square and degrees of
freedom for hypothesized model and null model. CFl is affected by the average size of
correlations in the data. In order to state a good fit, CFI should be higher than .95. In order to
control age, sex, as well as depression, self-esteem and trait anxiety, their effects were
residualized through the use of regression analysis. Path analysis was used in order to test the
models hypothesized in the first and second research questions of the current investigation.
Depression, self-esteem, and trait anxiety were controlled in the analyses through use of
hierarchical regression. The identity styles and dimensions of identity formation behaviors were
regressed on the well-being factors; and residualized coefficients were used in the controlled
models. The first research question of this study was whether identity styles predict current
identity formation behaviors (see Figure 4). The second research question aimed to examine the

role of contextual influences on identity styles, and identity formation behaviors (see Figure 5).
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Mediation models were tested for the third research question which asked whether identity styles
mediate the relation between contextual influences and identity formation behaviors. For the last

research question, multi-group analyses were run to compare the results across the three samples.

Identity > Identity Formation
Styles Behaviors

Figure 4. Conceptual model of research question 1.

Identity
Styles

Contextual
Influences

Identity Formation
Behaviors

Figure 5. Conceptual model of research question 2.
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS
The purpose of the current study was to examine associations among contextual
influences (i.e., cultural, social-structural, and immediate environment influences), identity
styles, and identity formation behaviors controlling for well-being factors (i.e., depression, self-
esteem, and trait anxiety) across three different college student samples. The current study also
aimed to investigate the mediating role of identity styles in the relation between the contextual
influences and identity formation behaviors, as well as the moderating effect of nation on these
relations. Finally, the current study aimed to generalize the findings across different approaches
taken in the assessment of identity styles, the ISI and the IPSQ. To address these questions, one-
time online data were collected from Auburn, Tuskegee, and Bogazici Universities. Research
questions were analyzed using the SPSS and AMOS statistical softwares. The moderating role of
sex was not examined in the current study due to the low proportion of males in the three
samples; however, sex, as well as age were controlled in all the analyses when testing the
hypotheses. In the results section, first the general descriptives of each study variable, and the
bivariate associations among these variables are provided. Next, the results for each research
question are reported in separate sections. In the final section, the full set of findings are
summarized and summary tables are provided.
Preliminary Analyses
Identity Styles
Informational style
On average, participants in each sample had a positive association with informational
style when it was measured by the IPSQ. Mean informational scores (i.e., correlations between

the participants’ sorts and the criterion sort for informational style) were computed (see Table 1).
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Only 5% of the Auburn Sample had a negative correlation with the criterion sort of informational
style; and only 2% and 3% of the significant correlations were negative in Tuskegee and
Bogazici samples, respectively. Although one-way ANOVA statistics indicated significant mean
differences among the three samples (F (2, 546) = 4.619, p <.01), a post hoc analysis did not
yield any differences between pairs of groups. Sex differences were computed only for the
Tuskegee and Bogazici samples, but not for the Auburn participants because the majority was
female. One sex difference was found in the Bogazici sample, where females scored higher on
informational style when measured by the IPSQ than males did (F (2, 154) = 7.34, p < .01).
There were no significant differences between females and males in the Tuskegee sample.

Information orientation was also measured by the ISI-1V (hereafter it will be called the
IS1). The scale was found to be reliable in the three samples (see Table 2). Distributions of
informational style scores showed a small degree of negative skew (skew value = -.44 (se=.13)
in the Auburn sample; skew value = -.46 (se=.25) in the Tuskegee sample; and skew value=-.30
(se=.17) in the Turkish Sample). The average information orientation was relatively high in the
three groups (see Table 1). One-way ANOVA results showed that, on average, the Bogazici
sample scored higher on the ISI-informational style than both American samples did (F (2, 641)=
13.637, p <.001). Auburn and Tuskegee samples did not differ from each other. The ISI-
informational style did not differ between females and males in the Tuskegee and Bogazici
samples.
Normative style

The majority of normative style scores when measured by the IPSQ were approximately
zero, indicating that the correlation with the normative criterion sort was neither positive nor

negative (see Table 1). Only 10 participants in Bogazici sample had correlation greater than .25
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with the normative criterion sort (25 of them had a correlation less than -.25). Similarly only 3
out of 83 Tuskegee participants sorts correlated with and the normative .25 or more and 6 of
them had correlation coefficients less than -.25. Normative style correlations for Auburn
participants were greater than .25 for 62 participants, and less than -.25 for 16 participants.
Group mean comparisons using One-way ANOVA showed that, on average, the Auburn sample
had significantly higher normative scores when measured by the IPSQ than the Tuskegee and
Bogazici samples had (F (2, 546) = 32.147, p < .001). There were no sex differences in the

Tuskegee and Bogazici samples.
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Table 1. Descriptives of Study Variables in each Sample, Including Sample Size (N), Mean (Mean) with Standard Deviation (SD),

Minimum (Min) and Maximum (Max) Scores.

Auburn Sample

Tuskegee Sample

Bogazici Sample

N Mean (SD)  Min Max N Mean (SD) Min Max N Mean (SD)  Min Max
IPSQ-INFO 310 .36 (20) -.28 75 83 .42 (17) -.04 73 156 .41 (.18) -.08 65
ISI-INFO 341 4.05 (46) 2.29 5.00 94 396 (.53) 2.29 5.00 209 421 (42) 271 5.00
IPSQ-NORM 310 .09 (20) -.49 54 83 -01 (14) -.33 25 156 -.05 (.18) -.50 41
ISI-NORM 341 322 (40) 213 4.25 94 324 (51) 1.88 4.38 209 2.78 (.55) 1.38 4.38
ISI-DIFF 341 245 (44) 1.00 4.56 94 239 (67) 1.19 3.89 209 247 (52) 133 4.44
DIDS-CM 341 388 (71) 180 5.00 94 4.14 (.61) 2.00 5.00 209 3.25 (.77) 1.20 5.00
DIDS-IC 341 4.04 (59) 2.00 5.00 94 424 (59) 240 5.00 209 3.45 (69) 140 5.00
DIDS-ED 341 422 (.65) 1.00 5.00 94 434 (59) 233 5.00 209 3.86 (.66) 1.00 5.00
DIDS-EB 341 369 (71) 1.33 5.00 94 3.67 (.87) 1.67 5.00 209 3.75 (.68) 1.67 5.00
FUT ORINT 341 4.74 (85) 2.20 7.00 94 465(1.22) 140 7.00 209 4.29(1.21) 1.00 7.00
UN AVOID 341 430 (97) 1.00 7.00 94 4.05(1.09) 1.00 6.33 209 4.21(1.19) 1.00 7.00
GEN EGAL 340 266 (92) 1.00 4.00 93 2.25(1.04) 1.00 4.00 209 2.15 (.85) 1.00 4.00
FEDU 333 7.64(1.60) 1.00 1000 80 6.72(1.64) 2.00  9.00 207 5.81(2.04) 1.00  6.00
FOCCUP 318 4.05(1.35) 1.00 6.00 62 3.33(1.17) 1.00 6.00 164 3.09 (1.06) 1.00 6.00
FINCOME 307 3.87 (95) 1.00 5.00 55 3.16(1.09) 1.00 5.00 196 1.64 (94) 1.00 5.00
MEDU 334 7.65(1.27) 2.00 10.00 91 7.63(1.40) 5.00 10.00 206 5.26 (2.73) 1.00 10.00
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MOCCUP 281
MINCOME 307
PRS OPP 335
SOC SUpP 337
EVDY DISC 337
DEPRES 336
TRAIT ANX 336
S ESTEEM 336

3.42 (1.20)
2.97 (1.08)
434 (.62)
4.46 (53)
512 (.60)
1.76 (.52)
1.98 (.38)
4.24 (.66)

1.00
1.00
2.00
2.50
2.29
1.00
1.20
1.00

6.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
6.00
3.86
3.35
5.00

80
55
01
04
04
03
03
03

3.07 (.91)
3.16 (1.02)
4.45 (.65)
4.10 (.66)
4.80 (.74)
1.90 (51)
2.00 (.37)
4.43 (.64)

2.00
1.00
2.00
2.00
2.78
1.00
1.25
1.00

6.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
6.00
3.57
2.80
5.00

150
196
209
208
208
209
209
209

2.77
1.34
3.54
3.92
5.08
1.99
2.26
3.94

(.98)
(.66)
(.66)
(.69)
(-56)
(.70)
(:44)
(.76)

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.92
3.13
1.00
1.05
1.40

6.00
4.00
5.00
5.00
6.00
4.00
3.65
5.00

Note: IPSQ-INFO= IPSQ-informational style; ISI-INFO=ISI-informational style; IPSQ-NORM= IPSQ-normative style; ISI-

NORM=ISI-normative style; ISI-DIFF=ISI-diffuse/avoidant style; DIDS-CM= commitment making; DIDS-IC= identification with
commitments; DIDS-EB=exploration in-breadth; and DIDS-ED= exploration in-depth; FUT ORIENT= Future Orientation; UN
AVOID=Uncertainty Avoidance; GEN EGAL=Gender Egalitarianism; FEDU= Father Education; FOCCUP= Father Occupation;
FINCOME=Father Income; MEDU=Mother Education; MOCCUP=Mother Occupation; MINCOME=Mother Income; PRS OPP=

Personal Opportunities; SOC SUP= Social Support; EVDY DISC= Everyday Discrimination; DEPRES= Depression; TRAIT ANX=

Trait Anxiety; S ESTEEM= Self-Esteem.
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Table 2. Cronbach Alpha Reliabilities or Bivariate Correlation Scores

(If There Are Only Two Items) of the Study Variables in Each Sample

Auburn Tuskegee Bogazici

Sample Sample Sample
ISI-INFO (4 .73 .80
ISI-NORM 71 .69 73
ISI-DIFF .79 .84 8l
DIDS-CM .85 .80 .87
DIDS-IC .80 .79 .82
DIDS-ED 81 .68 .66
DIDS-EB .67 .69 13
FUT ORINT 59 67 .65
UN AVOID .58 .55 .58
GEN EGAL*® A4F*x* 39*** 26**
PRS OPP? 36%*** 29** A7
SOC SUP 92 .88 90
EVDY DISC .88 .87 .80
DEPRES 76 71 .84
S ESTEEM .92 .86 .89
TRAIT ANX .85 .83 .89

Note: see Table 1 Notes for abbreviations. Correlation coefficients
were calculated. * p < .05, ** p < .01 *** p <.001

The normative style scale was found to be reliable when measured by the ISI (see Table
2). Mean scores for the normative style were also higher in both American samples compared to
the mean score in the Bogazici sample was (see Table 1). Distributions in all samples were found
to be normal. When measured by the ISI, the mean normative style score for the Bogazici sample
was found to be significantly lower than the average scores for the American samples (F(2,
641)=61.443, p<.001). Overall, Auburn students had the highest normative style scores, and
Bogazici participants had the lowest average normative style scores. There were no sex
differences.
Diffuse/avoidant style

Diffuse/avoidant style was computed using only the ISI (see Table 2 for reliabilities).

Mean scores showed that, on average, participants of the current study were less likely to be
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diffuse/avoidant oriented (see Table 1). Supportively, one-way ANOVA results showed no
significant mean differences among the three groups; further analyses did not show any sex
differences. However, diffuse/avoidant style was more skewed in the Bogazici sample than it
was in the American samples (skew value= .19 (se=.13) in the Auburn sample; skew value= .11
(se=.25) in the Tuskegee sample; and skew value= .74 (se=.17) in the Bogazici sample).

Overall, the descriptive statistics suggest that the majority of the participants were high
on informational style and low on diffuse/avoidant style; and there were few group differences at
the mean level. The associations among the identity styles were also similar across groups,
except for few cases (see Table 3). The two measures of informational style had moderate
positive correlations in all samples. As expected, the IPSQ- informational style had a strong
negative correlation with the IPSQ-diffuse/avoidant style in all samples, which supported the two
dimensional approach of identity processing orientation. The two measures of normative style
also had moderate positive correlations in the Auburn and Bogazici samples, but not in the
Tuskegee sample. Cross style associations were also similar across samples, especially between
the Auburn and Bogazici samples. The IPSQ-informational style had significant negative
correlations with the IPSQ-normative style and the ISI-normative style in the Auburn and
Bogazici samples; but their associations were non-significant in the Tuskegee sample. On the
other hand, the ISI-informational style had significant association only with the ISI-normative
style; and this correlation was positive in the American samples, but negative in the Bogazici
sample. The bivariate associations between informational and normative styles were consistently
negative in the Bogazici sample; whereas the direction of the association depended on the
method in the Auburn sample. The ISI-diffuse/avoidant style consistently had negative

correlations with the ISI-informational style, the IPSQ-informational style, and the IPSQ-
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normative style (except in the Tuskegee sample); it also had positive correlations with the ISI-
normative style in all samples.
Identity Formation Behaviors

Commitment scales

The factor loadings for the two commitment scales, commitment making, and
identification with commitments items, were significant and similar to findings in the original
study conducted by Luyckx et. al. (2008); as well as similar across the samples of the current
study. The composites had reliabilities ranging from .79 to .87 across samples (see Table 2).

Commitment making refers to the degree to which participants made tentative choices
about their career. Descriptive statistics showed that all the participants were high on
commitment making (see Table 1). One-Way ANOVA results showed significant mean
differences (F (2, 641) = 69.420, p< .001). After examining the post hoc analysis, it was found
that average commitment making in the Tuskegee sample was the highest, whereas the
commitment making scores of the Bogazici sample was the lowest among the three groups.

Similar results were found for the identification with commitments scale, which refers to
the degree to which individuals feel certain about and have internalized their choices. As it is
seen in Table 1, mean scores ranged from 3.45 to 4.24 across samples, with a relatively small
standard deviation. There were mean level differences across samples based on One-Way
ANOVA findings (F (2, 641) = 77.079, p< .001). The Tuskegee sample was the highest and the
Bogazici sample was the lowest on identification with commitments.

Overall, the three samples showed high levels of commitment making and identification
with commitments. The descriptive patterns of the two commitment scales were also similar to

each other. There were no sex differences in the Tuskegee and Bogazici samples. The two
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commitment scales were highly correlated, where correlation scores ranged from .77 to 82 across
samples. The correlation of the two commitment scales with the identity styles also had similar
patterns. As seen in Table 3, the two commitment scales had positive correlations with both
measures of informational style in all samples, except in the Tuskegee sample when the I1SI was
used. In general, there were few significant associations with the normative style measures.
There was a significant association between the IPSQ-normative style and commitment making
in the Auburn and Bogazici samples; and between IPSQ-normative style and identification with

commitments in the Bogazici sample.
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Table 3. Correlations Among ldentity Variables in the Auburn Sample (N= 341, 310 When IPSQ was

Measured), Tuskegee Sample (N=94, 83 with IPSQ), and Bogazici Sample (N= 209, 156 with IPSQ).

2. 3. 4. S. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10.
1. IPSQ-INFO BOFFX L 28FHx L Q4FxK L Q3FAH L B2xAx 24%Fx Z1x*x 27F**F .09
37 =14 -12 - 9Q3**F* - 57x*Fx 35**F 26%*  .32%*  -.09

.57*** ‘.21** _.27** _.92*** _'54*** '32*** -42*** .37*** -30***

2. ISI-INFO -.06 ASF* S 34%Fx L 34%ARx 12% 25%F% 10F*k 26%r*
.04 A5FF* - 38**F*  -05 14 .26% 22* 23%

.03 -16%* - 51xAF* S 39%Ex Q4% 24%F* 5k xEk 33r**
3. IPSQ-NORM A42%** 03 - 16** A2* .05 10 .03
21 -.16 .09 .01 A1 .06 -.08
A5FF* - 18* -.20%* A7 16* .04 -11

4. ISI-NORM 10 16** .00 -.03 -.06 16**
01 A6***  -18 -.01 -.14 .09
.04 25%F* =07 -.07 -20**  -.04
5. IPSQ-DIFF SOFFE - 29%FK L IhrAx - 32xF* - 10

B R < Ao Vol B [
BERRE - BERRE 4Rk F]wek _ ggwk

6. ISI-DIFF -3Gxkk  3grk _ 3Gwax (0]
C44rex _31%x_3Exx 19
R T T S

7. DIDS-CM BLF** 66**F* - 12*
JTFFR O 70*F* -19
B2Fx* 4702

8. DIDS-IC 66*** .00
63*** -.07
S4Fx*F 17
9. DIDS-ED 10
.09

10. DIDS-EB

Note: First line of scores represents the correlation coefficients of Auburn sample; second line includes
scores of Tuskegee sample; and third line represents Bogazici sample’s correlation scores. See Table 1
Notes for abbreviations. * p < .05, ** p <.01, and *** p < .001.
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Exploration scales

Exploration in-breadth and exploration in-depth variables were the proposed dimensions
of exploration, and were measured by the DIDS exploration in-breath and exploration in-depth
scales. However, the reliabilities of each subscale in each sample were not high enough to
consider the subscales internally consistent. Examinations of correlations among exploration
items (see Appendix 1c for the item descriptions) showed that all exploration in-breadth items
were correlated with each other in the Bogazici sample, but not in the American samples (see
Table 4). In terms of exploration in-depth items, none of the correlations were consistently
significant across three samples. Either correlations were significant in the American samples but
not in the Bogazici sample or vice versa, or in the Auburn and Bogazici samples, but not in the
Tuskegee sample.

Next, exploratory factor analysis using all the exploration items was conducted.
Exploratory factor analysis in each sample yielded two factors. As expected, the item loadings
were different from the original exploration dimensions, as well as different across samples.
After searching for factors common across samples, yet conceptually meaningful, it was decided
to exclude three exploration in-depth items (ED3, ED4, and ED5) which did not have significant
associations with each other or with other items across samples. Finally, two common factors
emerged in the three samples. The first factor included the items EBL1 (thinking about the
direction one wants to take in her or his career), EB2 (thinking about how one sees her or his
career), and ED1 (talking with other people about the career plans one has made). This
dimension reflected actively thinking about and discussing with others one’s career goals, which

is similar to the exploration in-depth dimension. The second factor included
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Table 4. Correlations Among Exploration Items of the Current Study in Auburn Sample (N= 341,

Tuskegee Sample (N=94), and Bogazici Sample (N=209).

2. 3. 4, o. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10.

.60***  -01 A7 .02 SO***  36*F**  12* .04 A12*

1.EB1 .53*** -.04 15 .08 38*** 19 -.10 .07 .05
S4Fxx o Q9%FE - FFFH* BL1xFR 32%*F* .03 6> -.04 T Aol

-.02 21%* .01 B5***  46%** 06 .00 .09

2 EB? -.03 08 -.00 A3xRx 3eERx 10 13 16
A7** 26%F*  20%*  3rr 11 3% -20%*%  19%*
G Aol S2*x** 04 .08 BLFFx 32Fxx 4% F*

3. EB3 AQ**%  BEERx () .06 24%  A44%+x 15
37%*x §0*** 03 22%% 02 12 32w
.34*** .23*** .13*** .25*** .32*** .28***

4. EB4 26%** .07 A9 .03 35*F* 19
A42%** 12 23%* 28%F**F - 20%* D4FF*
.02 .09 23FFF ALFFx 98 FFE
5 EB5 A2 -.04 27**  37F*F* 33FF*
18** 23** 13 A3 36*F**

BlxFR 22%*F* 08 A4%*

6. ED1 2T 15 .09 .04

-.06 39*** - 07 12

01 A0 10

7. ED2 -.08 A4 A5
16* ABFFE 247 F*

16** A4%*

8. ED3 11 14
A7 22*%*
.30***

9. ED4 17

A2

10. EDS

Note: The first line of scores represents the correlation coefficients of the Auburn sample; the second
line includes scores of the Tuskegee sample; and the third line represents theBogazici sample’s
correlation score. * p <.05, ** p< .01, and *** p < .001.
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EB3 (figuring out which career type would suit), EB4 (thinking about career aims), and
EBS5 (finding out the career type which is good). This factor emphasized trying to figure out
one’s own career direction, which is conceptually similar to the exploration in-breadth
dimension. Reliabilities for these two factors ranged from .66 to .81 across samples (see Table 2
for reliabilities).

Measurement models for the newly derived exploration factors were examined in all
groups. As shown in Figures 6, 7, and 8, factor loading of the exploration items were similar
across the groups. Multi group analysis also revealed that there were no significant differences
between the unconstrained models and the models where paths were constrained to be equal
across groups (see Table 5 for model fit indices). Furthermore, the correlations between the
exploration factors and commitment factors supported the discriminate validity of the two
exploration factors (see Table 3). Both commitment scales did not have a significant correlation
with the newly derived exploration in-breadth factor, whereas both commitment factors had
positive correlations with the newly derived exploration in-depth factor. These associations were
similar to the findings for the original DIDS dimensions (Luyckx et. al., 2008). Luyckx and his
colleagues found that both the commitment making and identification with commitment
dimensions had significant positive associations with the exploration in-depth dimension;
whereas their association with the exploration in-breadth dimension was either negative or non-

significant.
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Figure 6. Measurement Model of Identity Formation Behaviors in Auburn Sample (N= 341).
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Figure 8. Measurement Model of Identity Formation Behaviors in Bogazici Sample (N= 209).

Table 5. Model Fit Indices of Identity Formation Behavior Scales in Multi Group Analysis —

Measurement Models.

Unconstrained Model Constrained Model
CFl .986 .982
RMSEA .028 (p=.013) .029 (p=.017)
AIC 190.115 189.805
BIC 197.130 195.835
Chi-Square 76.115 (df=51, p=.013) 91.805 (df=65, p=.004)

Finally, mean scores were computed for each exploration factor; there were significant
group differences (F (2, 641)= 27.518, p< .001). Post hoc examination showed that, on average,
both American samples scored higher than the Bogazici sample did on the exploration in-depth
factor. There were no significant differences between the Auburn and Tuskegee samples. No

significant group differences were found for exploration in-breadth factor (F (2, 641)= .556,
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p=.574). There were no sex differences in the Tuskegee and Bogazici samples. Paired sample
mean differences also were calculated using t-tests. Results showed that, on average, participants
in both American samples scored higher on the exploration in-depth factor than on the
exploration in-breadth factor (t= 16.745, df=340, p <.001 for the Auburn sample; and t= 6.490,
df=94, p <.001 for the Tuskegee sample); whereas there was no significant difference in the
Bogazici sample (t= 1.998, df=208, ns).
Cultural Factors

Future orientation

Future orientation was measured by five items. Higher scores indicated more future
orientation. The reliability of future orientation ranged from .59 to .67 across the three samples
(see Table 2). Examination of factor analysis did not yield a more internally consistent composite
of future orientation in the samples. Descriptive statistics of the future orientation variable have
shown that average future orientation in all three samples was high with a small negative skew,
except the distribution in the Tuskegee sample (skew value was -.23, se=.13 in the Auburn
sample; skew value= -.60, se= -.25 in the Tuskegee sample; and skew value = -.18, se= .17 in the
Bogazici sample; see Table 1 for means and standard deviations). Significant mean differences
were found using One-Way ANOVA (F (2, 641)= 13.496, p <.001). Post hoc analysis revealed
that the only significant difference was between the Auburn and Bogazici samples, where
Auburn participants, on average, scored higher than Bogazici participants did. No sex differences
were found.
Uncertainty avoidance

The second factor of cultural influences was uncertainty avoidance which was measured

by four items, where higher scores indicated more uncertainty avoidance. However, one item
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was removed from the scale because it did not have any significant correlations with other items
in any of the samples. Confirmatory factor analysis also was conducted in order to examine
whether factor loadings of three remaining items were similar across samples. Model
comparisons revealed that there were no significant differences in goodness of fit between
unconstrained and constrained models. The internal consistencies of the three uncertainty
avoidance items ranged from .55 to .58 for the Auburn, Tuskegee, and Bogazici samples (see
Table 2). On average uncertainty avoidance scores were normally distributed in the three
samples (see Table 1). One-Way ANOVA statistics were non-significant indicating there were
no mean differences across the three samples of the current study; there also were no sex
differences in the Tuskegee and Bogazici samples.
Gender egalitarianism

In order to construct a composite of gender egalitarianism which was consistent across
samples, an item related to athletic programs for boys or girls (GE2) and an item related to who
is likely to have the positions of high offices (GE5) were chosen because they had significant
correlations with each other in the three samples (see Table 6). Iltem scores were recoded so that
higher scores indicated more gender egalitarianism. The mean of the recoded two items was
calculated. Average scores ranged from 2.15 to 2.66 in the samples (see Table 1). One-Way
ANOVA results showed that there were significant group differences among samples (F (2.639)
= 22.06, p< .001); however, post hoc analyses did not reveal any significant group differences.

There were also no sex differences in the Tuskegee and Bogazici samples.
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Table 6. Intercorrelations among Gender

Egalitarianism Items.

2. 3. 4. o.
-12 16 -.05 -14
LOEL Tog e 10 o4
01 6% Agrex
2 GE2 1 e
-.18** -12
3 GE3 B s
9%
4. GE4 82
5. GES

Note: Correlation scores for the Auburn, Tuskegee,
and Bogazici samples are presented on the first,
second and third lines, respectively. * p < .05, ** p<
.01, and *** p < .001.

Overall, descriptive statistics of the three cultural factors were similar across samples,
except that the Auburn sample was significantly higher in future orientation than the Bogazici
sample was. Bivariate associations among the three factors were also examined (see Table 7, 8,
and 9). Future orientation and uncertainty avoidance variables were positively correlated in the

three samples; and gender egalitarianism variable had a positive correlation with the future

orientation variable only in the Tuskegee sample.
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Table 7. Correlations Among Contextual Variables in the Auburn Sample (N=341)

2. 3. 4 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10 1. 12, 13, 14. 15.
1. FUTORINT 29%* 10 -10 -05  -03 .05 -12* .12° 05 .08 02 -02 06  -01
2. UNAVOID 02 -01 -08 08 05 -01 .08 03 .01 01 04 02 02
3. GEN EGAL 01 03 -1 .09 04 01 06 09 -02  -04 07 07
4. FEDU A5FF%  qErex 01 40 15 A7 06 -17**  -15%x 05 -09
5. MEDU 08 04 25w 47%% o4 05 _1f%* Q4% 09 - 13%
6. FOCCUP 24 3gEEE 06 13* .03 -07  -Q4%x 15w 1]
7. MOCCUP 04 33 09 .09 01 07 13 -02
8. FINCOME 10 23% 00 -14% 12 11 - 16%*
9. MINCOME A7+ 11 4% 212 10  -05
10. PRS OPP 27FFFQTxRx 08 3Gk 5k
11. SOC SUP S42FR BPwex Zpwwx 33k
12. EVDY DISC 32wk _gguax g
13. DEPRES S40REE GG
14. S ESTEEM ey
15. TRAIT ANX

Note: See Table 1 Notes for abbreviations. * p < .05, ** p< .01, and *** p <.001.
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Table 8. Correlations Among Contextual Variables in the Tuskegee Sample (N=94)

2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 15.
1. FUT ORINT  45*** 30** .12 .04 -.05 .06 15 19 06  -.09 16 12 -.01 .07
2. UN AVOID .03 10 .12 .01 10 12 22 -01 .04 07 -10 14 -.04
3. GEN EGAL 18 .16 .01 -.10 .03 .08 -00 -14 17 -.06 .04 .00
4. FEDU A3 41 13 A1**  36**  -17  -10 .03 -.06 -.06 .07
5. MEDU .08 38*** .09 A1** .02 .02 07 -14 -09 -.04
6. FOCCUP .09 .03 14 -10  -20 -04 .00 .06 -.03
7. MOCCUP 13 15 06 -17 15 .10 .07 .02
8. FINCOME 56*** 03  -.20 12 .05 10 .02
9. MINCOME 25*% .03 10 .02 .08 .08
10. PRS OPP -35%** 15 .17 .09 -.02
11. SOC SUP 22*  -19 23** -.32%*
12. EVDY DISC 26%* - 31 AB4FH*
13. DEPRES - 22%%* ATHF*
14. SESTEEM - 43***
15. TRAIT ANX

Note: See Table 1 Notes for abbreviations. * p < .05, ** p<.01, and *** p <.001.
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Table 9. Correlations Among Contextual Variables in the Bogazici Sample (N=209).

2. 3. 4 S. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11 12. 13. 14. 15.
1.FUT ORINT A5** .04 .07 .07 .08 31 12 .06 -04 .06 -.05 -.01 A1 .00
2. UN AVOID 10 .07 .08 -.03 .09 10 A1 .00 -.01 -.04 -.05 .01 .03
3. GEN EGAL -05 -14 -.08 .04 -.01 -.05 .06 -.01 -.02 -.02 .05 -.07
4. FEDU S4FFx - ZEHAX ALFR*R BAFRxR 30r**F -.02 247 -01 -.08 .10 -13
5. MEDU A7* A4FRFx o 22%*  B50**F* - 01 22*%* -.14* -11 12 -.13
6. FOCCUP 21 A40** .02 06 .12 -.07 -.10 .08 -.05
7. MOCCUP 22 .20 .05 .18 -17 -.09 27* -14
8. FINCOME 30*** 20 .10 -14 -11 .03 -12
9. MINCOME .09 .06 -.03 .02 18 -12
10. PRS OPP 10 -.16* -17 .09 -.03
11. SOC SUP -30***  -19 23* -.32%*
12. EVDY DISC 26%*% - 30** A4FF
13. DEPRES -40***  B66***
14. S ESTEEM - 52%**
15. TRAIT ANX

Note: see Table 1 Notes for abbreviations. * p <.05, ** p< .01, and *** p <.001.
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The associations between cultural factors and identity variables can be found in Tables
10, 11, and 12 (correlations in each sample are specified separately). Future orientation had
significant associations with the ISI-informational style, commitment making, and exploration
in-depth in the Auburn sample (see Table 10). Uncertainty avoidance was significantly
correlated with the ISI-normative style in the Auburn and Tuskegee samples (see Tables 10 and
11). Gender egalitarianism did not have significant associations with identity variables in any

samples. Thus, gender egalitarianism was removed from the further analysis.
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Table 10. Correlation of Identity Variables with Context and Well-being Variables in the Auburn Sample

(N=341),

IPSQ- IPSQ- ISI— ISI-  ISI-  DIDS— DIDS- DIDS— DIDS—

INFO NORM INFO NORM DIFF CM  IC ED EB
FTRORINT = 13« 04 14%% 09 -.10 A1x 12 .09 07
UNAVOID 06 02 13 04 04 02 02 03
GENEGAL o -.03 -.03 -.01 08 -.05 -.06 -.09 -.07
FEDU -12% .09 02 03  -03  -04  -07 01 -01
MEDU -.02 01 02 01 -05 07 04  -13  -06
FOCCUP -.02 05 -.06 .09 -.05 02 -.01 -.04 -.01
MOCCUP 03 .03 03 00  -05 07 06 04 -08
FINCOME _ g4 7% 09 10 -.08 08 06 03 03
MINCOME 12 .03 02 -08  -12 05 04 130 01
PRS OPP A5 11 23%%% 09 .Q3%%x Rk ogEex  Jgwxx 10
SOCSUP o 26%F  pwex I3% L p@wkk  powkk  Gwkx  plxkk (3
EVDYDISC _ qguex _g5wex 3% .00 gk gues Dok ik _ ] gk
DEPRES 4% 1800 04 08 2% -7 -12% -0 11
SESTEEM  .25%%* 09 25%Fk 03 -26%Kk fRkx  Q7Rkk ]7RRk (8
TRAIT ANX  -20%%* - 17%% 02 ABFR QR Q7RRk gk JgEkk (0B

Note: See Table 1 Notes for abbreviations.. * p < .05, ** p< .01, and *** p < .001.
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Table 11. Correlation of Identity Variables with Context and Well-being Variables in the Tuskegee

Sample (N=94).

IPSQ- IPSQ- ISI— ISI-  ISI- DIDS-— DIDS- DIDS DIDS-
INFO NORM INFO NORM DIFF CM  IC ~ED EB
FTRORINT 18 09 06 .10 15 -12  -06  -08 -07
UNAVOID g 13 19 22+ 19 -11 -0l -13  -05
GENEGAL o5 8  -11 06  -12  -09  -17  -10 -06
FEDU -01 21 -05 .11 16  -22  -20  -14 05
MEDU -0 -19  -09 .06 00  -07  -04 05 .01
FOCCUP 08 -00 0L -08  -06 -17  -10  -09 .02
MOCCUP 12 18 0L -03  -25 14 -16  -12 .07
FINCOME 19 00 18 .02 09 -24 11 08  -.02
MINCOME = _o7  _13 02 .09 13 -11 -04  -02  -.00
PRS OPP 02 13 03 10  -04  -06 09  -03 .10
SOCSUP 45 20 14 05 -17 12 13 07 -17
EVDYDISC g+ 09 12 3% 35w L20% .08 03 21*
DEPRES .17 .05 12 17 24% 4% 4% 01 40w
SESTEEM  .34%* .12 11 -07  -23%  -16 16 11 -02
TRAIT ANX -48%%* .16  -12  28%%  57%%* _35%xk _35&xx .18 33wk«

Note: See Table 1 Notes for abbreviations.. * p < .05, ** p< .01, and *** p < .001.
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Table 12. Correlation of Identity Variables with Context and Well-being Variables in the Bogazici

Sample (N=209).

IPSQ- IPSQ- ISI—  ISI-  ISI- DIDS- DIDS- DIDS— DIDS

INFO NORM INFO NORM DIFF CM IC ED _EB
FTRORINT o4 10 04 04 05 06 13 07 -.04
UNAVOID  _pp 00 02 -02 -.03 04 08 05 -1
GENEGAL g .01 -13 01 11 12 07 05 03
FEDU -.04 11 13 -11 04 07 06 12 13
MEDU 19 .03 23%%% 14 -11 06 14% 16%  14*
FOCCUP 08 07 6% -05  -12 09 09 09 23%
MOCCUP o7 -07 34%% .19 -10 11 26% 12 15
FINCOME _ g 19% .07 10 -.02 17 07 10 09
MINCOME 7 02 17 =12 04 01 18 09 07
PRS OPP. 10 15 17 .03 -12 R VIS Y )
SOC sup 21%% 4%k ogrxx (] LQGRRA Fkkk Dgkkk  gowkk ()
EVDYDISC  _ggaxx _gg  _2@*** 15%  30%xx  _3ox**  _gkxx  _1g%* (0
DEPRES S22%% 14 SATF AT* 23%%x L ogRkk  _oGkkk  _ogwkk (G
SESTEEM  .24*** 05 21%%L22%% 4Rk gk 3gERx  JgRk 13
TRAITANX -24**  -07  -12 26%FF Rk _JgEkk  _3]kkx _30kkx (3

Note: See Table 1 Notes for abbreviations.. * p < .05, ** p< .01, and *** p < .001.
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Social Structural Influences

Parent education

Mother and father education level was measured on a continuum that ranged from no
formal education to doctor/lawyer/other doctorate or equivalent (see Table 1). The distribution of
father education varied among the samples (see Table 13). The majority of the fathers in the
Auburn sample were at least college graduate; whereas in the Bogazici sample, 38% of the
fathers had less than a high school education. The proportion of fathers college graduate in each
sample was similar. However, more fathers in the Auburn sample had master’s or doctorate
degrees or equivalent than the percentages in the Tuskegee and Bogazici samples. Mean
comparisons showed that on average Auburn fathers had significantly higher education levels
than the Tuskegee and Bogazici fathers did; and the Bogazici fathers had significantly lower
education levels than their American counterparts did (F (2, 617)= 114.339, p< .001).
Table 13. Percentages (%) for the Father Education and Mother Education in the Auburn

(N=341), Tuskegee (N=94), and Bogazici (N=209) Samples.

Auburn Sample Tuskegee Sample  Bogazici Sample
Fathers Mothers Fathers Mothers Fathers Mothers

No formal education 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 6.8
Primary School Graduate 0.0 0.3 2.5 0.0 26.1 46.6
Middle/Junior School Graduate 0.6 0.3 0.0 0.0 8.7 7.8
Some High School 1.8 0.0 10.0 4.4 2.4 1.5
High School Graduate 9.6 9.0 28.8 17.6 18.8 18.9
Trade/Vocational School 3.9 3.6 6.3 6.6 6.3 2.9
Some College 17.1 17.1 16.3 17.6 3.9 1.9
College Graduate 33.0 46.4 26.3 34.1 29.0 12.1
Master’s Degree 23.4 21.6 8.8 17.6 1.9 0.5
Doctorate or Equivalent 10.2 1.8 1.3 2.2 1.9 1.0
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The distribution of mother education scores changed from sample to sample (see Table
1). For instance, less than 1% of the Auburn mothers had less than a high school education, but
the majority of the Bogazici mothers did not have a high school education (see Table 13). The
proportion of mothers who had some college education or a college degree was higher for the
Auburn and Tuskegee samples; whereas it was approximately 14% for the Bogazici sample. As
expected, One-Way ANOVA findings showed that there were significant mean differences
between the Bogazici and American samples, whereas no significant difference was found
between the two American samples.
Parent occupation

Mothers and fathers’ occupations were measured separately where higher scores
indicated occupations with higher statuses (see Table 1). One-Way ANOVA results showed
significant group differences for father occupation (F (2, 541)= 30.938, p< .001); however, post
hoc analysis did not reveal any differences between pairs of groups. Distribution of father
occupations in the Auburn sample was normal where 32% of fathers had medium status level
occupations such as teacher/nurse/officer, or occupations with lower statuses. Fifty percent of
Auburn fathers were either in the category of doctor/lawyer/engineer/officer or in the category of
small business owner; and 18% were in the category of chief executive/manufacturer or
equivalent. On the other hand, 61% of the Tuskegee fathers and 70% of the Bogazici fathers had
occupations equivalent to teacher/nurse/officer or lower; 20% of the Tuskegee fathers and 19%
of the Bogazici fathers were either doctor/lawyer/engineer or small business owner. Only 5% of
the Tuskegee fathers and 5% of the Bogazici fathers had occupation with the highest status.

Fewer participants reported on mother occupation (see Table 1). Mean comparisons

showed that, on average, Auburn mothers had significantly higher occupational status than

98



Tuskegee and Bogazici mothers did (F (2, 425)= 13.437, p< .001). There was no significant
mean difference between Tuskegee and Bogazici mothers. One of the main differences between
the samples was the number of the housewives. None of the mothers in the Tuskegee sample
were housewives, whereas 7% of the Auburn mothers, and 38% of the Bogazici mothers were
housewives. The most frequent occupation set selected in all samples was teacher/nurse/officer
or equivalent (48%, 51%, and 17% for the Auburn, Tuskegee, and Bogazici samples). The
percentages of mothers who had higher occupational status than teacher/nurse/officer were 23%
for the Auburn sample, 12% for the Tuskegee sample, and 3% for the Bogazici sample.

Parent income

Father and mother income were variables with a larger portion of missing responses
compared to other variables (see Table 1). One-Way ANOVA results showed significant group
differences (F (2, 555)= 358.653, p< .001). Post hoc analysis revealed that on average the
Auburn fathers had significantly higher income than their Tuskegee and Bogazici counterparts
did; and the Bogazici fathers had significantly lower income than the American fathers did. The
proportions of fathers with $50,000 or less annual income were 26%, 36%, and 78% for the
Auburn, Tuskegee, and Bogazici samples, respectively.

Average mother income was less than father income in the Auburn and Bogazici samples
but not in the Tuskegee sample (see Table 1). Average mother income was significantly different
across the Bogazici and American samples (F (2, 424)= 137.291, p< .001). The proportions of
mothers with $50,000 or less annual income were 48%, 55%, and 89% for the Auburn,
Tuskegee, and Bogazici samples, respectively.

Overall, average father education, mother occupation, and father income were the highest

in the Auburn sample; whereas parent education and income were the lowest in the Bogazici
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sample. The Bogazici and Tuskegee samples were similar in terms of mother occupation. The
Auburn and Tuskegee samples were similar in terms of mother education, and mother income.
Father occupation was similar across the three groups. Mother and father characteristics also
were compared. On average mother education and father education were not different from each
other in the Auburn sample, whereas fathers had significantly higher levels of education than
mothers did in the Tuskegee and Bogazici samples. Fathers had significantly higher occupational
status than mothers did in the American samples, but not in the Bogazici sample. Fathers also
had significantly higher levels of annual income than mothers did in the Auburn and Bogazici
samples but not in the Tuskegee sample. Bivariate analyses showed that father education and
mother education were significantly correlated with each other in the Auburn (see Table 7),
Tuskegee (see Table 8), and Bogazici (see Table 9) samples. Father occupation and mother
occupation were significantly associated only in the Auburn and Bogazici samples, but not in the
Tuskegee sample. On the other hand, father and mother income were significantly associated
only in the Tuskegee and the Bogazici samples, but not in the Auburn sample. Furthermore, all
father characteristics were significantly correlated with each other in the three samples, except
for the association between education and occupational status in Bogazici sample, and income
and occupational status in Tuskegee sample. All mother characteristics were also significantly
correlated with each other, except for mother education and occupational status in Auburn
sample, and income and occupational status in the Tuskegee sample. There were no sex
differences among the college students for any of the parental characteristics in the Tuskegee and
Bogazici samples.

The bivariate associations between social structural influences and identity variables

showed that there was a significant correlation between father education and the IPSQ-
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informational style only in the Auburn sample (see Table 10) whereas mother education had
significant correlations with the ISI-informational style and the ISI-normative style only in the
Bogazici sample (see Table 12). Father and mother occupational statuses were also significantly
correlated with the ISI-informational style only in the Bogazici sample. Father occupational
status also had a significant correlation with exploration in-breadth in the same sample. The
associations between father income and the IPSQ-normative style were significant in the Auburn
and Bogazici samples; whereas mother income was significantly correlated with exploration in-
depth only in the Auburn sample.
Immediate Environment Influences

Personal opportunities

Three items assessed personal opportunities. In terms of how good of a chance they have
to get ahead in life (PO1), all samples thought a little better than average; there was no
significant mean difference across the three samples. Another item asked whether they have fair
opportunities (PO2). American participants agreed that they have fair opportunities whereas
Bogazici participants neither disagreed nor agreed. The difference between the American and
Bogazici samples was significant (F (2, 632)=202.544, p< .001). Participants also were asked
where they think they are going to be within 5-10 years (PO3). The majority of responses to this
question included making steady advances. Moreover, almost all the participants scored the same
in the Bogazici sample.

Correlations among personal opportunities items were significant across the three
samples, except the correlations between PO1 and PO2 in the Bogazici sample, and between
PO2 and PO3 in the Tuskegee sample. However, internal consistency of the three items was as

low as .23, especially in the Bogazici sample. Therefore, factor analyses were conducted taking
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both exploratory and confirmatory approaches. Exploratory factor analysis revealed one factor
including all items for the American samples, but two factors for the Bogazici sample where PO3
loaded separately. When confirmatory factor analysis was conducted, the model did not fit to the
data in the Tuskegee sample and the coefficients were very low in the Bogazici sample. The best
fitting model that was consistent across the three samples was achieved when PO3 was excluded.
Thus, for the rest of the analysis, this item was removed; the average of PO1 and PO2 was used
as the indicator of personal opportunities. Higher scores for this variable indicate greater
expectations for getting ahead in life. Descriptives of the personal opportunities variable was
negatively skewed especially in the two American samples (skew score= -.99, se=.13 in the
Auburn sample; and skew value= -1.04, se= .25 in the Tuskegee sample), as well as in the
Bogazici sample (skew value= -.40, se= .17)'. Computed personal opportunities scores were
different across samples (F (2, 632)= 118.016, p< .001). Post hoc analysis showed that Bogazici
participants perceived significantly less personal opportunities than their American counterparts
did; whereas there was no significant difference between the American samples. There was no
sex difference in the Bogazici and Tuskegee samples.
Social support

The mean of twelve items was calculated to create the social support variable (see Table
2 for reliabilities). In general, participants reported moderate to high social support from their
family, friends, and significant others (see Table 1). Mean differences were found across the
three samples (F (2, 637)=52.466, p< .001). Post hoc analysis showed that, on average, Auburn

participants perceived significantly higher social support than their Tuskegee and Bogazici

1 The personal opportunities variable was transformed and tested in the models of the
current study; however, no differences were observed between the models where personal
opportunities was transformed and was not transformed. Thus, the current researchers
decided to use the untransformed variable.
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counterparts did. There was no significant difference between the Tuskegee and Bogazici
samples. However, there was a significant difference between females and males in the Bogazici
sample, where females perceived significantly more social support than males did (F (1,207)=
13.453, p< .001).

Everyday discrimination

Higher scores for the everyday discrimination variable indicate more perceived
discrimination. Internal consistency of this variable ranged from .80 to .88 in the three samples
(see Table 2). The current participants reported that, on average, they experience everyday
discrimination either seldom or occasionally (see Table 1). However, One-Way ANOVA results
showed group differences (F (2, 636)=9.716, p< .001). Specifically, Auburn participants
reported significantly less discrimination than the Tuskegee and Bogazici participants did; the
Tuskegee and Bogazici participants did not differ from each other. However, a sex difference
was found in the Tuskegee sample, where females experienced significantly less everyday
discrimination than males did (F (1, 92)= 8.018, p<.01).

Overall, Auburn participants scored higher on social support and perceived personal
opportunities, as well as lower on everyday discrimination; only they did not differ from the
Tuskegee participants in terms of the perception of personal opportunities. The Tuskegee and
Bogazici participants were similar in terms of social support and everyday discrimination.
Correlations among immediate environment influences varied from sample to sample (see Tables
7, 8, and 9). All three indicators were significantly correlated with each other in the Auburn
sample; whereas only everyday discrimination and social support were correlated with each other
in the Bogazici sample; and personal opportunities and social support were significantly

correlated in the Tuskegee sample. Thus, it was decided that instead of creating a latent factor
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(i.e., immediate environment influences), personal opportunities, social support, and everyday
discrimination were added to the models as individual observed variables.

Immediate environment influences also varied in their correlations with the identity
variables. The personal opportunities variable was significantly correlated with the I1SI- and
IPSQ informational style in the Auburn sample (see Table 10), and only with the 1SI-
informational style in the Bogazici sample (see Table 12). The personal opportunities variable
also had significant correlations with the identity formation behaviors except for the exploration
in-breadth dimension in the Auburn and Bogazici samples. Social support was significantly
associated with the 1SI- and IPSQ-normative style in the Auburn sample, but only with the IPSQ-
normative style in the Bogazici sample. It was also significantly correlated with the ISI-
informational and the ISI-diffuse/avoidant styles in the Auburn sample, and with the ISI- and
IPSQ-informational style in the Bogazici sample. Lastly, social support had significant
associations with the identity formation behaviors, except for exploration in-breadth in the
Auburn and Bogazici samples. The last factor of immediate environment was everyday
discrimination. It had significant correlations with almost all the identity variables. It was
significantly associated with the IPSQ-informational style in the three samples (see Table 10, 11,
and 12); and with the ISI-informational style in the Auburn and Bogazici samples. Everyday
discrimination had a significant negative association with the IPSQ-normative style in the
Auburn sample (see Table 10), whereas it had a significant positive association with the 1SI-
normative style in the Tuskegee sample (see Table 11). Its correlation with the ISI-
diffuse/avoidant style was significantly positive in the three samples. The associations between
everyday discrimination and the identity formation behaviors were significant in the Auburn and

Bogazici samples; whereas it was only significantly correlated with commitment-making in the
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Tuskegee sample. Overall, immediate environment influences were significantly related to both
identity styles and behaviors in the three samples.
Control Variables

Control variables for the current study were depression, self-esteem, and trait anxiety (see
Table 2 for reliabilities). The social desirability and openness variables were removed from the
analysis because they were not found to be reliable measures (internal consistency ranged from
.20 to .41).

In terms of depression, there were significant mean differences between the Bogazici and
Auburn samples (F (2, 637)=9.757, p<.001); whereas the Tuskegee sample did not differ from
other the two samples. Average trait anxiety scores were also low in all samples (see Table 1).
Mean comparisons showed that the Bogazici sample had significantly higher trait anxiety than
their American counterparts did (F (2, 637)= 31.918, p<.001). Average self-esteem was high in
all samples; especially in the American samples. One-Way ANOVA results showed that the
Bogazici sample had significantly less self-esteem than their American counterparts did (F (2,
634)= 20.218, p<.001); whereas there was no difference between the Auburn and Tuskegee
samples. No sex differences were found in the Tuskegee and Bogazici samples. There were
strong positive correlations between depression and trait anxiety across the three samples (see
Tables 7, 8, and 9); and a strong negative correlation between self-esteem and trait anxiety. The
association between depression and self-esteem was significant and negative in the Auburn and
Bogazici samples, but it was non-significant in the Tuskegee sample.

The associations between the control variables and the identity variables also were
examined. Depression had significantly negative association with the IPSQ-informational style,

commitment-making, and identification with commitments dimensions, and significantly
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positive association with the 1SI-diffuse/avoidant style in the three samples (see Table 10, 11,
and 12). On the other hand, self-esteem had a significant positive association with the IPSQ-
informational style and a negative correlation with the ISI-diffuse/avoidant style in the three
samples. Trait anxiety was negatively correlated with the IPSQ-informational style and
identification with commitments in the three samples. This variable’s association with the ISI-
diffuse/avoidant style was positive in the three samples. Trait anxiety also was associated with
commitment making; however, the correlation was positive in the Auburn sample but it was
negative in the Tuskegee and Bogazici samples.
Results for the 1% Research Question:
Direct Paths from Identity Styles to Identity Formation Behaviors

The first research question of the current study investigated how identity styles relate to
the behaviors of identity formation in the career domain. For the purpose of this research
question, the hypothesized models were tested in the three samples separately. Sex and age were
controlled in all analyses. The models were tested two times in each sample; the first test did not
control for depression, self-esteem, and trait anxiety (hereafter called well-being factors), and the
second test controlled for these well-being factors. The two tests were run first using the ISI, and
then using the IPSQ measure of identity style. The results for both models are reported in the
below section separately for the ISI and the IPSQ findings in each sample.

The ISI Findings

It was hypothesized that the ISI-informational style would be significantly and positively
associated with all four identity formation behaviors; the ISI-normative style would be
significantly and positively related only to the commitment behaviors, whereas its association

with the two exploration behaviors would be significant but negative; and the ISI-
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diffuse/avoidant style would be significantly and negatively associated with the four dimensions.
In order to test these hypotheses, the three identity styles simultaneously predicted the four
dimensions using path analysis.

Results for the Auburn sample

The initial model, where only sex and age were controlled, provided a good fit to the data
in the Auburn sample (y2 (1, N=341)=.460, p=.495; CFI= 1.000; and RMSEA= .000); however,
the hypotheses were only partially supported. As can be seen in Table 14, the ISI-informational
style had significant and positive associations only with the exploration in-breadth and
identification with commitment dimensions; the rest of the associations were non-significant.
The ISI-normative style had a significant and positive association only with the exploration in-
depth dimension but not with the commitment dimensions. This model showed that the ISI-
diffuse/avoidant style was the strongest predictor of the identity formation dimensions. The ISI-
diffuse/avoidant style had significant and negative associations with the two commitment
dimensions and the dimension of exploration in-depth.

The path coefficients did not change when the well-being factors were controlled in the
model (see Table 15), which also showed a good fit to the data (y2 (1, N=341)= 1.244, p=.265;
CFI=1.000; and RMSEA= .000). We also tested a model where the 1SI-diffuse/avoidant style
was removed in order to see if the two dimensions model of identity styles (as it is in the IPSQ)
also works with the ISI. The resulting model was not significantly different from the previous
model where the three identity styles were tested simultaneously, in terms of the goodness of fit
(4y2= 512, Adf= 3); however, the ISI-informational style had significant and positive

associations with the four dimensions of the identity formation as it was hypothesized (see Table
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16). The associations between the 1SI-normative style and the four dimensions of the identity
formation remained similar across the models.

Table 14. Unstandardized Coefficients (B), Standard Errors (SE), and Standardized Coefficients
(p) of Directs Paths from the ISI-Info, ISI-Norm, and ISI-Diff to the Identity Formation

Behaviors in the Auburn (N=341), Tuskegee (N=94), and Bogazici (N=209) Samples.

Auburn Sample Tuskegee Sample Bogazici Sample

B SE yis B SE yis B SE Yij
ISI_INFO— DIDS_CM -02 .09 -01 21 12 .18 -00 .13 -.00
ISI_INFO— DIDS_IC A7 .07 13* 29 12 27* 16 11 .09
ISI_INFO— DIDS_EB 42 .09  27F** 55 19 34** S50 .12 30%**
ISI_INFO— DIDS_ED 12 .08 .09 30 .13 .27* 24 11 A15*
ISI_ NORM—DIDS_CM 11 .09 .06 -12 15 -.10 .02 .09 .02
ISI_NORM— DIDS_IC -01 .07 -.00 -01 15 -01 .05 .08 .04
ISI. NORM— DIDS EB  -04 .08 -.02 -14 15 .28 -06 .08 -.03
ISI_NORM— DIDS_ED 21 .10 .12* -32 22 -19 .04 .08 .04
ISI_DIFF— DIDS_CM -40 .06 -37*** -38 .10 -41*** -61 .10 -41***
ISI_DIFF— DIDS_IC -31 .05 -35%** -28 .10 -31** -59 .09  -44%**
ISI_DIFF— DIDS_EB .08 .06 .06 40 .15 .28* 06 .09 -05
ISI_DIFF— DIDS_ED -32 .05 -33** -24 10 -27* -23 .09 -19**

NOTE: See Table 1 Notes for abbreviations. »2 (1, N=341) = .460, p=.498 in the Auburn
sample; ¥2 (1, N=94) = .183, p=.669 in the Tuskegee sample; and »2 (1, N=209) = 2.389, p=

.186 in the Bogazici sample. * p <.05; ** p <.01, *** p <.001.
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Table 15. Unstandardized Coefficients (B), Standard Errors (SE), and Standardized Coefficients
(p) of Directs Paths from the ISI-Info, ISI-Norm, and ISI-Diff to the Identity Formation
Behaviors Controlling for the Well-Being Factors in the Auburn (N=341), Tuskegee (N=94), and

Bogazici (N=209) Samples.

Auburn Sample Tuskegee Sample Bogazici Sample
B SE Y45 B SE Yis B SE Yij
ISI_INFO— DIDS_CM -01 .09 -01 24 14 .20 -04 12 -02
ISI_INFO— DIDS_IC A7 .07 .13 23 .14 .20 A1 11 .07
ISI_INFO— DIDS_EB 37 .09  23%** 53 .19 33** 49 11 30*%**
ISI_INFO— DIDS_ED 13 .08 .09 33 14 .27* 23 11 15*
ISI_ NORM—DIDS CM 12 .09 .07 -12 .15 -.10 A3 .09 .09
ISI_NORM— DIDS_IC .01 .07 .00 01 15 .01 12 .08 .10
ISI_NORM— DIDS_EB 06 .09 .04 -42 21 -.26* .03 .09 .02
ISI_NORM— DIDS_ED 19 .08 .11* -18 .15 -14 -09 .08 -.08
ISI_DIFF— DIDS_CM -35 .06 -31*** -33 .11 -32** -52 .10 -.36***
ISI_DIFF— DIDS_IC -26 .05 -29%** -25 11 -25* -52 .09 -40***
ISI_DIFF— DIDS_EB 06 .06 .05 10 .15 .07 -02 .09 -05
ISI_DIFF— DIDS_ED 229 .06 -28%** .27 11 -25* 18 .09 -.15*

NOTE: See Table 1 Notes for abbreviations. »2 (1, N=341) = 1.244, p=.265 in the Auburn
sample; ¥2 (1, N=94) = 1.686, p=.194 in the Tuskegee sample; and »2 (1, N=209) = 2.512, p=

.113 in the Bogazici sample. * p < .05; ** p <.01, *** p < .001.
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Table 16. Unstandardized Coefficients (B), Standard Errors (SE), and Standardized Coefficients
(p) of Directs Paths from the ISI-Info and ISI-Norm (ISI-Diff is Removed) to the Identity
Formation Behaviors Controlling for the Well-Being Factors in the Auburn (N=341), Tuskegee

(i=94), and Bogazici (N=209) Samples.

Auburn Sample Tuskegee Sample Bogazici Sample

B SE g B SE g B SE i
ISI_INFO— DIDS_CM A7 .09 11* 32 14 .27* A6 12 .19
ISI_INFO— DIDS_IC 31 .07 L24FF* 20 .14  .25* 31 11 19**
ISI_INFO— DIDS_EB 34 .09 21*** 51 19 32** 52 11 31**F*
ISI_INFO— DIDS_ED 28 .08  .14%** 39 .14 32** 30 .10 .19**
ISI_NORM—DIDS_CM 03 .09 .02 -29 14 -24* .06 .10 .07
ISI._ NORM— DIDS_IC -06 .07 -.04 -12 14 -11 .06 .08 .05
ISl NORM— DIDS EB  -13 .09 -.08 -36 .19 -23 .02 .08 .01
ISI_ NORM— DIDS ED 21 .09 11* -32 .14 -26* A1 .08 .10

NOTE: See Table 1 Notes for abbreviations. »2 (1, N=341) = 1.756, p=.185 in the Auburn
sample; »2 (1, N=94) = 1.686, p=.194 in the Tuskegee sample; and »2 (1, N=94) =3.100, p=

.078 in the Bogazici sample. * p <.05; ** p <.01, *** p <.001.

Results for the Tuskegee sample
The results for the Tuskegee sample were partially consistent with the results for the
Auburn sample. The initial model showed a good fit to the Tuskegee data (y2 (1, N=94)=.183,

p=.669; CFI=1.000; and RMSEA=.000). The path results partially supported the hypotheses (see
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Table 14). The ISI-informational style significantly and positively predicted the two exploration
dimensions and the identification with commitments dimension. On the other hand, the ISI-
diffuse/avoidant style negatively predicted the two commitment dimensions and the exploration
in-depth dimension; whereas it positively predicted the exploration in-breadth dimension. The
ISI-normative style did not have significant associations with the identity formation behaviors in
the Tuskegee sample.

The path analysis showed variation in the model when the well-being factors were
controlled (2 (1, N=94)= 1.686, p=.194; CFI=.997; and RMSEA= .086). Although chi-square
and CFI scores showed a good fit to the data, RMSEA indicated a poor fit of the hypothesized
model to the Tuskegee data after controlling for the well-being factors. When the well-being
factors were controlled, the ISI-informational style predicted only the two exploration
dimensions, but not the commitment dimensions; the ISI-normative style negatively predicted
the exploration in-breadth dimension; and the ISI-diffuse/avoidant style continued to predict
negatively the two commitment dimensions and the exploration in-depth dimension (see Table
15). The positive association between the ISI-diffuse/avoidant style and the exploration in-
breadth dimension became non-significant when the well-being factors were controlled.

Results for the Bogazici sample

The model, where the three identity styles predicted the four dimensions of the identity
formation, also had a good fit to the Bogazici data (y2 (1, N=209)= 2.389, p=.186; CFI=.997;
and RMSEA=.060). As was seen for the American samples, the ISI-informational style
positively predicted the exploration in-breadth, as well as the exploration in-depth dimensions
(see Table 14). On the other hand (and similar to the Auburn sample), the 1SI-diffuse/avoidant

style negatively predicted the dimensions of commitment making, identification with
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commitments, and exploration in-depth. The ISI-normative style’s associations with the four
identity formation dimensions were non-significant. When the well-being factors were
controlled, the model still showed a good fit to the data (2 (1, N=209)=2.512, p=.113; CFI=
.996; and RMSEA= .065). The associations between the three identity styles and the four
dimensions of identity formation did not change when the well-being factors were controlled
(see Table 15).
The IPSQ Findings

Only informational and normative styles were tested in the models when the identity
styles were measured by the IPSQ. The same hypotheses as those for the ISI-informational and
normative style were posed; these hypotheses were partially supported.
Results for the Auburn sample

The model provided a good fit to the data in the Auburn sample (y2 (1, N=341)=.645,
p=.422; CFI=1.000; and RMSEA=.000). As hypothesized, the IPSQ-informational style had
significant and positive relations with the four identity formation behaviors; and the IPSQ-
normative style had significant and positive relation with the two commitment dimensions (see
Table 17). As opposed to what was expected, the IPSQ-normative style had significant and
positive association with the exploration in-depth dimension; and its relation with the exploration
in-breadth dimension was nonsignificant. After controlling for the well-being factors, the model
still showed a good fit to the data in the Auburn sample. (y2 (1, N=341) = 1.606, p=.205; CFI=
.999 ; and RMSEA=.042). As can be seen in Table 18, the associations between the identity
styles and the four identity formation behaviors were found to be similar across the models

except for the association between the IPSQ-normative style and the exploration in-breadth
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dimension. This association became significant and positive in the model where the well-being

factors were controlled.

Table 17. Unstandardized Coefficients (B), Standard Errors (SE), and Standardized Coefficients (5)

of Directs Paths from the IPSQ-Info and IPSQ-Norm to the Identity Formation Behaviors in the

Auburn (N=341), Tuskegee (N=94), and Bogazici (N=209) Samples.

Auburn Sample

Tuskegee Sample

Bogazici Sample

B SE B B SE g B SE Vi
IPSQ_INFO—> DIDS_CM 115 19 320 153 36 .A4L** 213 .32 425>
IPSQ_INFO— DIDS_IC 111 16 37*** 115 36 .32%* 243 26 .54
IPSQ_INFO—> DIDS_EB 45 20 13* 44 55 -08 124 30 .28%**
IPSQ_INFO— DIDS_ED 140 18 34 131 35 36%** 176 27 41%*x
IPSQ_NORM—DIDS_CM 84 20 22%% 22 46 .05 133 .30 .28
IPSQ_NORM-> DIDS_IC 46 17 5% 75 45 17 127 25 .29+
IPSQ_NORM—> DIDS_EB 28 22 .07 -70 .70 -10 32 29 -01
IPSQ_NORM-> DIDS_ED 69 18 20%** 57 45 .13 50 .26 .13*

NOTE: See Table 1 Notes for abbreviations. »2 (1, N=341) = .645, p=.422 in the Auburn sample; »2

(1, N=94) =.183, p=.669 in the Tuskegee sample; and »2 (1, N=209) = 1.188, p=.276 in the Bogazici

sample. * p <.05; ** p <.01, *** p <.001.

Results for the Tuskegee sample

The model, where the IPSQ-informational and the IPSQ-normative styles were related to

the four identity formation behaviors, was found to have a good fit to the data in the Tuskegee
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sample (y2 (1, N=94)=.183, p=.669; CFI=1.000; and RMSEA = .000). However, only three
associations out of eight direct paths were significant in the model (see Table 17). The significant
paths were positive from the IPSQ-informational style to the commitment dimensions and to the
exploration in-depth dimension. The association between the IPSQ-informational style and the
exploration in-breadth dimension was not significant. Thus, the results in the Tuskegee sample
partially supported the hypothesis regarding the informational style; and did not support the
hypothesis regarding the normative style (normative style was not associated with any of the
identity formation behaviors). The model in the Tuskegee sample still showed a good fit to the
data after controlling for the well-being factors (y2 (1, N=94)= .615, p=.433; CFI=1.000 ; and
RMSEA = .000). The paths from the IPSQ-informational style to the commitment making and the
exploration in-depth dimensions remained significant and positive; however, the path from the
IPSQ-informational style to the identification with commitments dimension became

nonsignificant after controlling for the well-being factors (see Table 18).
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Table 18. Unstandardized Coefficients (B), Standard Errors (SE), and Standardized Coefficients (5) of
Directs Paths from the IPSQ-Info and IPSQ-Norm to the Identity Formation Behaviors Controlling for

the Well-Being Factors in the Auburn (N=341), Tuskegee (N=94), and Bogazici (N=209) Samples.

Auburn Sample Tuskegee Sample Bogazici Sample
B SE yis B SE yis B SE yij
IPSQ_INFO— DIDS_CM 93 .20 25%** 1,04 44 24* 1.61 .33 .32%**
IPSQ_INFO— DIDS_IC 90 .27 30*** 63 43 .15 2.07 .28 A47***
IPSQ_INFO— DIDS_EB 62 21 A7F* 15 61 .03 145 31 .32%**
IPSQ_INFO— DIDS_ED 1.11 .19 33F** 127 44 20%* 144 29 33***
IPSQ_NORM—DIDS_CM g1 21 A9*%** 14 48 -.03 1.12 .30 .25***
IPSQ_NORM— DIDS_IC 36 .17 A1* 59 47 21 111 25 .28*%**
IPSQ_NORM— DIDS_EB 49 22 13* -18 .66 -.03 -20 .28 -.05
IPSQ_NORM— DIDS_ED .70 .29 20%** 57 48 12 36 .27 .09

NOTE: See Table 1 Notes for abbreviations. »2 (1, N=341) =.645, p=.431 in the Auburn sample; 2
(1, N=94) = 1.606, p=.220 in the Tuskegee sample; and 2 (1, N=209) = .902, p=.342 in the Bogazici

sample. * p <.05; ** p <.01, *** p <.001.

Results for the Bogazici sample
The model provided a good fit to the data also in the Bogazici sample (x2 (1, N=209)=

1.188, p=.276; CFI=1.000; and RMSEA = .000). Examination of the paths from the identity
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styles to the identity formation behaviors revealed similar results to that for the Auburn sample
(see Table 17). The only nonsignificant association in this model was between the IPSQ-
normative style and the exploration in-breadth dimension. The model also fit well to the data
when the well-being factors were controlled (2 (1, N=209)=.902, p=.342; CFI=1.000 ; and
RMSEA = .000). However, when the well-being factors were controlled, the association between
the IPSQ-normative style and the exploration in-depth dimension became nonsignificant (see
Table 18). Therefore, the hypotheses were partially supported when the well-being factors were
controlled. The IPSQ-informational style predicted all four dimensions of the identity formation;
whereas the IPSQ-normative style predicted the two commitment dimensions but not the
exploration dimensions.
Results for the 2™ Research Question:
Direct Paths from Contextual Influences to Identity Styles and Identity Formation
Behaviors
The second aim of the current study was to examine the role of contextual influences on

the identity styles and identity formation behaviors after controlling for the well-being factors.
Three sets of contextual influences were examined in the current study, cultural influences,
social-structural influences, and immediate environment influences. The initial plan was to create
latent factors for each set of influences. However, preliminary analyses did not support the
measurement model containing cultural, social-structural, and immediate environment influences
as latent factors; therefore, the indicators of these influences were added to the models as
observed variables. The focus of this research question addressed the associations between
identity variables and contextual influences when the impact of well-being factors was removed.

Thus, only the models, where well-being factors were controlled, are reported in this section.
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However, the hypothesized paths also were tested without controlling for the well-being factors;
where major difference between an uncontrolled and its controlled version occurred, this is
depicted in the corresponding table. Models were tested, first, using the ISI to measure identity
styles; and then, tests were repeated using the IPSQ to measure identity styles.
Cultural Influences

Two variables representing cultural influences were examined, future orientation and
uncertainty avoidance. The third indicator, gender egalitarianism, was removed from the model
due to lack of association with identity variables in any of the samples. It was hypothesized that
future orientation would be significantly and positively associated with informational style, and
the four dimensions of identity formation, whereas its association with normative style would be
nonsignificant. For uncertainty avoidance, negative relations with informational style and the
four identity formation behaviors, and a positive association with normative style were
hypothesized. On the other hand, diffuse/avoidant style is expected to be negatively associated
with future orientation and positively associated with uncertainty avoidance; however, these
associations were expected to become nonsignificant when the well-being factors were
controlled.
Results for Auburn sample
The paths from future orientation and uncertainty avoidance to the I1SI-informational style, the
ISI-normative style, the ISI-diffuse/avoidant style, and the four identity formation behaviors
were examined simultaneously. The model showed a good fit to the data (2 (5, N=341) =
7.894, p=.162; CFI=.996; and RMSEA = .041). The findings partially supported the hypotheses.
Supporting our hypotheses, future orientation had a significant and positive association with the

ISI-informational style (see Table 19). As opposed to our expectations, future orientation also
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had a significant but negative association with the ISI-diffuse/avoidant style, even after
controlling for the well-being factors. Future orientation and normative style were not related.
On the other hand, uncertainty avoidance’s significant, positive association with the 1SI-
normative style was consistent with the current hypotheses (see Table 19). In terms of identity
formation behaviors, our hypothesis was partially supported; the only significant link was from
future orientation to identification with commitments dimension. The link from future orientation
to commitment making was significant before the well-being factors were controlled; however,
once they were controlled, this link became non-significant (see Table 19).

The links from future orientation and uncertainty avoidance also were examined when
identity styles were measured by the IPSQ (see Table 20). The model showed a good fit to the
Auburn data (32 (3, N=341) = 3.877, p=.275; CFI=.999; and RMSEA = .029). There were
fewer significant associations compared to the previous model. The IPSQ findings partially
supported the hypotheses. Future orientation was significantly and positively associated with the
IPSQ-informational style and the identification with commitments dimension of identity
formation behaviors. The relation between future orientation and commitment making became
nonsignificant after controlling for the well-being factors. Uncertainty avoidance did not have

significant associations in this model.
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Table 19. Unstandardized Coefficient (B), Standard Error (SE), Standardized Coefficient
() for the Links from Future Orientation and Uncertainty Avoidance to the Identity Styles

Measured and Identity Formation Behaviors Controlling for the Well-Being Factors in the

Auburn Sample (N=341) and the Bogazici Sample (N=209).

Auburn Sample Bogazici Sample
B SE 4 B SE g
FTR ORINT — ISI-INFO .07 .03 .14** 01 .02 .02
FTR ORINT — ISI-NORM 02 .02 .04 .03 .03 .07
FTR ORINT — ISI-DIFF -10 .04 -13** .03 .03 .08
FTR ORINT — DIDS CM 08 .05 .10° .03 .04 .05
FTR ORINT — DIDS IC 07 .04 11* 05 .04 .09
FTR ORINT — DIDS EB .04 05 .05 -03 .04 -06
FTR ORINT — DIDS _ED 05 .04 .07 -04 .04 -08
UN AVOID — ISI-INFO -01 .03 -03 -02 .04 -04
UN AVOID — ISI-NORM .04 02 11* -06 .04 -11
UN AVOID — ISI-DIFF 05 .04 .08 .04 04 .07
UN AVOID — DIDS CM -01 04 -01 .02 .04 .03
UN AVOID — DIDS_IC .00 .04 .00 -01 .03 -03
UN AVOID — DIDS EB .00 .03 .01 -01 .03 -03
UN AVOID — DIDS _ED -01 04 -01 -01 .02 -03

NOTE: See Table 1 Notes for abbreviations. »2 (5, N=341) =7.894, p=.162 in the
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Auburn sample; 2 (5, N= 209) = 4.525, p=.104 in the Bogazici sample. ® was significant

in the uncontrolled model (B=.07, SE=.04, =.11*).* p <.05; ** p <.01, *** p < .001.

Table 20. Unstandardized Coefficient (B), Standard Error (SE), Standardized Coefficient
(p) for the Links from Future Orientation and Uncertainty Avoidance to the Identity Styles
Measured by the IPSQ and Identity Formation Behaviors Controlling for the Well-Being

Factors in the Auburn Sample (N=341) and the Bogazici Sample (N=209).

Auburn Sample Bogazici Sample

B SE B B SE p
FTR ORINT — IPSQ-INFO 03 .01 A5** -01 .01 -.06
FTR ORINT — IPSQ-NORM .00 .01 .01 02 .01 .09
FTR ORINT — DIDS_CM 08 .05 .10° 03 .04 .05
FTR ORINT — DIDS IC 07 .04 A1* 05 .04 .09
FTR ORINT — DIDS EB .04 .05 .05 -03 .04 -.06
FTR ORINT — DIDS _ED 05 .04 .07 -.04 .04 -08
UN AVOID — IPSQ-INFO -01 .01 -.06 .00 .01 .01
UN AVOID — IPSQ-NORM 01 .01 .07 .00 .01 .03
UN AVOID — DIDS CM -01 .04 -01 .03 .04 .05
UN AVOID — DIDS IC .00 .04 .00 05 .04 .09
UN AVOID — DIDS EB .00 .03 .01 -03 .04 -.06
UN AVOID — DIDS ED -01 .04 -01 -04 .04 -08

NOTE: See Table 1 Notes for abbreviations. »2 (3, N=341) = 3.877, p=.275 in the

Auburn sample; 2 (3, N= 209) = 3.236, p=.327 in the Bogazici sample. ® was significant
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in the uncontrolled model (B=.09, SE=.04, =.12*).* p < .05; ** p < .01, *** p <.001.

Results for the Tuskegee sample

The Tuskegee sample size was not big enough to test the full model. Therefore, the
impact of cultural influences was tested separately for identity formation behaviors and identity
styles. The model that examined the links from future orientation and uncertainty avoidance to
the four identity formation behaviors showed a good fit to the data (2 (2, N=94) = 3.465, p=
177; CFI=.991; and RMSEA = .039). None of the links were significant (see Table 21). As
opposed to what was expected, the cultural influences did not predict the identity formation
behaviors in the Tuskegee sample. However, two patterns are worth mentioning. The links from
uncertainty avoidance to commitment making and exploration in-depth were negative with
relatively smaller standard errors.
Table 21. Unstandardized Coefficient (B), Standard Error (SE), Standardized Coefficient (5)
for the links from Future Orientation and Uncertainty Avoidance to the identity Formation

Behaviors Controlling for the Well-Being Factors in the Tuskegee Sample (N=94).

B SE 3
FTR ORINT — DIDS_CM 01 05 02
FTR ORINT — DIDS_IC -.01 05  -03
FTR ORINT — DIDS_EB .09 07 12
FTR ORINT — DIDS_ED .00 05 00
UN AVOID — DIDS CM -.09 06  -13
UN AVOID — DIDS_IC -.01 05  -03
UN AVOID — DIDS_EB .00 07 00
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UN AVOID — DIDS ED -.09 .05 -14

NOTE: See Table 1 Notes for abbreviations. »2 (2, N=94) = 3.465, p=.177.* p<.05; ** p
<.01, ***p <.001.

Table 22 shows the model where the links from cultural influences to the 1SI-
informational, the I1SI-normative, and the 1SI-diffuse/avoidant styles were tested. This model also
showed a good fit to the data (2 (1, N=94) = .010, p=.922; CFI= 1.000; and RMSEA = .000).
In this model, our hypotheses were partially supported. Future orientation did not have any
significant associations. As expected the links from uncertainty avoidance to the ISI-normative
style was significant and positive; however, as opposed to what we expected the link from
uncertainty avoidance to the I1SI-diffuse/avoidant style remained significant and positive after
controlling for the well-being factors.

Table 22. Unstandardized Coefficient (B), Standard Error
(SE), Standardized Coefficient (f) for the links from Future
Orientation and Uncertainty Avoidance to the Identity Styles

Measured by the IS1 Controlling for the Well-Being Factors in

the Tuskegee Sample (N=94).

B SE F;

FTR ORINT — ISI-INFO -.02 .05 -.02
FTR ORINT — ISI-NORM -.02 .04 -.03
FTR ORINT — ISI-DIFF .03 .05 .06
UN AVOID — ISI-INFO .07 .05 A7
UN AVOID — ISI-NORM 12 .05 27
UN AVOID — ISI-DIFF A1 .06 23*

NOTE: See Table 1 Notes for abbreviations. »2 (1, N=94) =
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010, p=.922. * p < .05; ** p < .01, *** p < .001.

The associations were found to be different when the identity styles were measured by
the IPSQ (see Table 23). This model also had a good fit to the data (32 (1, N=94) = 1.814, p=
.178; CFI=.973; and RMSEA = .064). Only two links were found to be significant and they were
to the IPSQ-informational style. One was a positive association with future orientation, and the
other was a negative association with uncertainty avoidance. Therefore, the IPSQ findings only
supported the informational style hypotheses.

Table 23. Unstandardized Coefficient (B), Standard Error (SE),
Standardized Coefficient (/) for the Links from Future
Orientation and Uncertainty Avoidance to the Identity Styles
Measured by the IPSQ Controlling for the Well-Being factors

in the Tuskegee Sample (N=94).

B SE g
FTR ORINT — IPSQ-INFO 04 01  32%
FTR ORINT — IPSQ-NORM 01 .01 .07
UN AVOID — IPSQ-INFO -03 .01 -24*
UN AVOID — IPSQ-NORM 02 .01 .19

NOTE: See Table 1 Notes for abbreviations. »2 (1, N=94) =

1.814, p= .178.* p < .05; ** p < .01, *** p < .00L1.

Results for the Bogazici sample
The links from future orientation and uncertainty avoidance to identity styles and identity

formation behaviors were examined when identity styles were measured by the ISI, as well as
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when they were measured by the IPSQ (see Tables 19 and 20). Both models showed good fit to
the data (2 (5, N=209) = 4.525, p=.104; CFl=.994; and RMSEA = .068 for the ISI model; and
72 (3, N=209) = 3.236, p=.327; CFI=.999; and RMSEA = .024 for the IPSQ model). However,
none of the associations were found to be significant. These associations also were found to be
nonsignificant before the well-being factors were controlled. As opposed to what we expected,
cultural influences did not predict the identity formation behaviors and identity styles in the
Bogazici sample.
Social-Structural Influences

Parent education, occupation, and income level were examined separately for mothers
and fathers in order to understand the impact of social-structural influences on identity styles and
identity formation behaviors. It was hypothesized that (a) father/mother education, occupation,
and income level would have significant and positive associations with informational style and
the four identity formation behaviors; (b) they would have a significant and negative relation
with normative style; and (c) their association with diffuse/avoidant style would be non-
significant after controlling for the well-being factors, even though they might have a negative
relation before the well-being factors were controlled.
Results for the Auburn sample

Fathers’ and mothers’ education level, occupational status, and incomes were added to
the model as predictors of identity styles and identity formation behaviors. When identity styles
were measured by the ISI, the model showed a good fit to the Auburn data (2 (9, N=341) =
9.473, p=.292; CFI=.999; and RMSEA = .020). However, very few associations were found to
be significant, and they were all mother factors (see Table 24). There was a negative link from

mother income to the ISI-normative style, and there was a positive link from mother occupation
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to the dimension of identification with commitments. There were three more associations that
were significant before the well-being factors were controlled. After well-being factors were
controlled, the significant links from father education to the two commitment dimensions, and
the link from mother education to commitment making dimension became nonsignificant. As
expected, all parental characteristics had nonsignificant associations with the ISI-
diffuse/avoidant style. However, these associations were nonsignificant even before the well-
being factors were controlled.

The same associations were tested also when identity styles were measured by the IPSQ.
This model also showed a good enough fit to the data (¥2 (8, N= 341) = 9.034, p=.339; CFI=
.998; and RMSEA = .029). The majority of associations in this model also were non-significant
(see Table 25). There were only two significant associations between parental characteristics and
identity styles. Different from the 1SI model, there were significant and positive links from father
income to the IPSQ-normative style, and from mother income to the IPSQ-informational style.
The only significant association regarding identity formation behaviors was from father

education to commitment making dimension, which was also different from the ISI findings.
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Table 24. Unstandardized Coefficient (B), Standard Error (SE), Standardized Coefficient
(p) for the Links from Social Structural Influences to the Identity Styles Measured by the
ISI and Identity Formation Behaviors Controlling for the Well-Being Factors in the

Auburn Sample (N=341) and the Bogazici Sample (N=209).

Auburn Sample Bogazici Sample
B SE B B SE B

FEDU — ISI-INFO 02 .02 .08 01 .01 .03
FEDU — ISI-NORM 01 .01 .02 -02 .02 -.09
FEDU — ISI-DIFF .01 .03 .02 03 .02 .16
FEDU — DIDS CM -06 .03 -.12° -02 .02 -.08
FEDU — DIDS IC -04 .02 -11° -02 .02 -.08
FEDU — DIDS EB .04 .03 .09 02 .02 .09
FEDU — DIDS _ED -02 .03 -05 .00 .02 .00
FOCCUP — ISI -INFO -03 .02 -.09 04 02 .14*
FOCCUP — ISI -NORM 01 .02 .03 -02 .03 -.06
FOCCUP — ISI -DIFF -00 .01 -.00 -02 .03 -04
FOCCUP — DIDS CM -03 .03 -.06 -07 .04 -13
FOCCUP — DIDS _IC -04 03 -10 -00 .04 -.00
FOCCUP — DIDS EB .00 .03 .01 A5 .04 28%**
FOCCUP — DIDS ED -04 03 -.06 -03 .04 -.06
FINCOME — ISI -INFO -05 .03 -12 -07 .04 -14
FINCOME — ISI -NORM .04 .03 .09 15 .05 .25%*
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FINCOME — ISI -DIFF
FINCOME — DIDS_CM
FINCOME — DIDS_IC
FINCOME — DIDS_EB
FINCOME — DIDS_ED
MEDU — ISI -INFO
MEDU — ISI -NORM
MEDU — ISI -DIFF
MEDU — DIDS_CM
MEDU — DIDS_IC
MEDU — DIDS_EB
MEDU — DIDS_ED
MOCCUP — ISI -INFO
MOCCUP — ISI -NORM
MOCCUP — ISI -DIFF
MOCCUP — DIDS_CM
MOCCUP — DIDS_IC
MOCCUP — DIDS_EB
MOCCUP — DIDS_ED
MINCOME — ISI -INFO
MINCOME —> ISI -NORM
MINCOME — ISI -DIFF

MINCOME — DIDS_CM

-.03

.06

.03

-.07

-.03

.00

-.00

.00

.05

.03

-.06

.05

.01

.01

-.01

.05

.05

.00

.01

-.02

-.05

-.07

-.02

.04

.05

.04

.05

.04

.02

.02

.03

.04

.03

.04

.03

.02

.02

.04

.04

.03

.04

.04

.03

.03

.04

.05

-.03
08
05

-10

-.04
01

-.01
01
09°
06

-10
10
02
03

-.01
07
09*
01
01

-.04

- 12%

-11

-.05
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-.03

15

.03

-.06

.07

01

01

-.04

.06

.04

01

.03

22

-12

.03

22

35

.03

.03

11

-14

A7

-42

.05

.07

.06

.07

.07

.02

.02

.02

.03

.03

.03

.03

.04

.06

.06

.08

.07

.07

.07

.09

12

A2

.16

.05
18*
.04
-.08
.09
.04
.03
-12¢
18*
13
.04
11
33*Hx
- 14%*
.04°
18***
34w
03"
039
11
-10
13

23w



MINCOME — DIDS_IC -03 .04 .07
MINCOME — DIDS EB 05 .04 .07
MINCOME — DIDS _ED .08 .04 A1

-17 14 -10

-02 15 -01

-03 .13 -.02

NOTE: See Table 1 Notes for abbreviations. »2 (9, N=341) =9.473, p=.292 in the

Auburn sample; ¥2 (9, N=209) = 30.527, p=.051 in the Bogazici sample. ? It was

significant in the uncontrolled model (B=-.05, SE=.02, f=-.14%); ® It was significant in

the uncontrolled model (B=-.04, SE=.02, 5=-.14*); © It was significant in the uncontrolled

model (B=-.07, SE=.04, =.12*); It was significant in the uncontrolled model (B= -

.06, SE=.05, A=-.20%);° It was significant in the uncontrolled model (B=-.23, SE=.05, S=-

29%**); "It was significant in the uncontrolled model (B=.25, SE=.07, 4=.25**); 9 It was

significant in the uncontrolled model (B=.20, SE=.07, f=.20**). * p <.05; ** p < .01,

**% < 001
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Table 25. Unstandardized Coefficient (B), Standard Error (SE), Standardized

Coefficient (p) for the Links from Social Structural Influences to the Identity Styles

Measured by the IPSQ and Identity Formation Behaviors Controlling for the Well-

Being Factors in the Auburn Sample (N=341) and the Bogazici Sample (N=209).

Auburn Sample

Bogazici Sample

B SE Yij B SE Yij

FEDU — IPSQ-INFO -01 .01 -11 -01 .00 -01
FEDU — IPSQ-NORM 01 .01 .05 01 .01 .05
FEDU — DIDS CM -05 .03 -12* -02 .02 -04
FEDU — DIDS IC -04 02 -11 -01 .02 -04
FEDU — DIDS EB .04 .03 .09 03 .02 .08
FEDU — DIDS ED -02 .03 -05 -00 .02 .03
FOCCUP — IPSQ-INFO .00 .01 .02 00 .01 .09
FOCCUP — IPSQ-NORM -01 .01 -06 01 .01 .07
FOCCUP — DIDS CM -03 .03 -.06 -02 .04 -05
FOCCUP — DIDS IC -04 03 -10 -00 .04 -03
FOCCUP — DIDS EB 01 .03 01 14 .04 28FF*
FOCCUP — DIDS ED -03 .03 -.06 -03 .04 01
FINCOME — IPSQ-INFO -01 .01 -05 -01 01 -10
FINCOME — IPSQ-NORM 03 .01 15% 03 .02 19**
FINCOME — DIDS CM .06 .05 .08 16 .07 A1**
FINCOME — DIDS _IC 03 .04 .06 .03 .07 .03
FINCOME — DIDS EB -07 .04 -10 -07 .07 -12
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FINCOME — DIDS_ED
MEDU — IPSQ-INFO
MEDU — IPSQ-NORM
MEDU — DIDS_CM
MEDU — DIDS_IC
MEDU — DIDS_EB
MEDU — DIDS_ED
MOCCUP — IPSQ-INFO
MOCCUP — IPSQ-NORM
MOCCUP — DIDS_CM
MOCCUP — DIDS_IC
MOCCUP — DIDS_EB
MOCCUP — DIDS_ED
MINCOME — IPSQ-INFO
MINCOME — IPSQ-NORM
MINCOME — DIDS_CM
MINCOME — DIDS_IC
MINCOME — DIDS_EB

MINCOME — DIDS_ED

-.02

-.00

-.07

.05

.03

-.06

.05

-.00

-.00

.05

.05

.00

-.00

.04

-.01

-.03

-.03

.05

.07

.04

01

01

.04

.03

.04

.03

01

01

.04

.03

.04

.04

01

01

.04

.04

.05

.04

-.03

-.01

-.07

.09

.06

-.10

10

-.02

-.01

.08

.09

.00

-.01

18**

-.04

-.04

-.05

.07

10

.07

.00

-.01

.06

01

-.02

.03

12

-.08

.05

24

.28

01

-.07

.06

-41

-12

.00

-.05

.07

01

01

.03

.03

.03

.03

01

.02

.08

.07

.07

.03

.03

.16

14

14

.02

14

.05

19
-.18
15

.06
-.03

A1
A0***
- 18**
.09
35***
22FF*
.02
-.19°
.09
-27**
-.05

.05

.02

NOTE: See Table 1 Notes for abbreviations. »2 (8, N=341) =9.034, p=.339 in the

Auburn sample; 2 (8, N=209) = 19.197, p= .064 in the Bogazici sample. ? It was

significant in the uncontrolled model (B=-.09, SE=.03, f=-.19%). * p<.05; **p <

.01, *** p <.001.
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Results for the Tuskegee sample

To test the impact of social-structural influences on identity styles and identity formation
behaviors simultaneously was not possible in the Tuskegee sample due to small sample size.
Instead, these associations were tested in six different models, separating mother and father
characteristics, and also identity styles and identity formation behaviors.

The first model tested whether father characteristics (i.e., father education, occupation,
and income) will predict the identity styles when measured by the ISI, after controlling for the
well-being factors. The model showed a good fit to the data (y2 (1, N=94) = .503, p=.478; CFI=
1.000; and RMSEA = .000); however, none of the associations were significant. A good fitting
model with no significant associations might suggest a power problem in the Tuskegee sample
due to its small sample size. The second model tested the same associations but this time with
mother characteristics. This model showed a good fit to the Tuskegee data (2 (1, N=94) =
1.504, p=.220; CFI=.992; and RMSEA = .054). The associations in this model were, however,
not significant. In general, neither father characteristics nor mother characteristics predicted the
ISI-informational, the ISI-normative, and the ISI-diffuse/avoidant styles in the Tuskegee sample.
The results were similar when the well-being factors were not controlled.

The third and fourth models repeated the first two models, but this time measuring
identity styles with the IPSQ. Similar to the ISI results, models showed good fit to the data (2
(1, N=94) = .015, p=.903; CFI=1.000: and RMSEA = .000 for the father characteristics model;
and »2 (1, N=94) = 2.000, p=.157; CFI=.945: and RMSEA = .097 for the mother characteristics
model). There were no significant associations between mother characteristics and the identity
styles. On the other hand, father characteristics predicted the IPSQ-informational and the IPSQ-

normative style (see Table 26).
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Table 26. Unstandardized Coefficient (B), Standard Error (SE), Standardized Coefficient
(p) for the Links from Father Characteristics to the IPSQ-Info and the IPSQ-Norm

Controlling for the Well-Being Factors in the Tuskegee Sample (N=94).

B SE g
FEDU — IPSQ-INFO 00 01 -05
FEDU — IPSQ-NORM 03 .01 35w
FOCCUP — IPSQ-INFO 02 01 .23
FOCCUP — IPSQ-NORM 02 01 -13
FINCOME — IPSQ-INFO 0L .02 .09
FINCOME — IPSQ-NORM 03 .02 -20

NOTE: See Table 1 Notes for abbreviations. »2 (2, N=94) =.015, p=.903. * p < .05; **
p <.01, ***p<.001.

Consistent with our hypothesis, there was a significant and positive link between father
occupation and the IPSQ-informational style; however, as opposed what we expected, there was
also a significant and positive association between father education and the IPSQ-normative
style. The next model in the Tuskegee sample tested the links from father characteristics to the
four identity formation behaviors. The model was fit to the data (2 (3, N=94) = 2.746, p= .432;
CFI=.998: and RMSEA = .041). Father characteristics predicted the dimensions of exploration
in-breadth and commitment making (see Table 27). Specifically the links from father occupation
to the dimension of exploration in-breadth, and from father income to the dimension of

commitment making were significant.
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Table 27. Unstandardized Coefficient (B), Standard Error (SE), Standardized Coefficient
(p) for the Links from Father Characteristics to the Identity Formation Behaviors

Controlling for the Well-Being Factors in the Tuskegee Sample (N=94).

B SE g
FEDU — DIDS_CM 03 04 -09
FEDU — DIDS_IC 07 04 -21
FEDU — DIDS_EB 00 .06 -.00
FEDU — DIDS_ED 03 .04 -10
FOCCUP — DIDS_CM 01 05 -01
FOCCUP — DIDS_IC 07 05 .14
FOCCUP — DIDS_EB 18 .08 .25
FOCCUP — DIDS_ED 09 .06 .16
FINCOME — DIDS_CM 18 .07 .28%*
FINCOME — DIDS_IC 04 07 .07
FINCOME — DIDS_EB 02 .10 -.03
FINCOME — DIDS_ED 09 07 -14

NOTE: See Table 1 Notes for abbreviations. »2 (3, N=94) = 2.746, p= .432. * p < .05; **
p < .01, *** p < .001.

Mother characteristics also predicted the dimensions of identity formation in the last
model, which also showed a good fit to the data (2 (2, N=94) = 2.513, p=.285; CFI=.997: and
RMSEA = .052). As it is seen in Table 28, mother education significantly predicted the two
commitment dimensions, but as opposed to what we expected, the associations were negative.
On the other hand, mother occupational status significantly and positively predicted the two

commitment dimensions.
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Table 28. Unstandardized Coefficient (B), Standard Error (SE), Standardized
Coefficient () for the Links from Mother Characteristics to the Identity Formation

Behaviors Controlling for the Well-Being Factors in the Tuskegee Sample (N=94).

B SE g
MEDU — DIDS_CM 09 05 -24%
MEDU — DIDS_IC 11 .04 -30*
MEDU — DIDS_EB 02 06 .04
MEDU — DIDS_ED 08 05 -21
MOCCUP — DIDS_CM 18 .07 .26*
MOCCUP — DIDS_IC 14 07 21*
MOCCUP — DIDS_EB 05 .10 -.06
MOCCUP — DIDS_ED 10 08 .14
MINCOME — DIDS_CM -03 07 -05
MINCOME — DIDS_IC 06 .07 .10
MINCOME — DIDS_EB 03 09 -02
MINCOME — DIDS_ED 05 .07 .08

NOTE: See Table 1 Notes for abbreviations. 32 (2, N=94) = 2.513, p=.285. *p <

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

Results for the Bogazici sample
The model, where social structural influences simultaneously predicted the identity

variables, was tested in the Bogazici sample. When identity styles were measured by the 1SI, the
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model showed an acceptable fit to the data (2 (9, N=209) = 30.527, p=.051; CFI=.979: and
RMSEA = .073). Both father and mother characteristics predicted identity variables (see Table
24). The results partially supported the current hypotheses (see Table 24). As opposed to what
we expected, father income had significant and positive association with the 1SI-normative style
after controlling for the well-being factors. On the other hand, as we expected, mother
occupational status had a significant and positive association with the ISI-informational style,
and a significant but negative association with the I1SI-normative style. Moreover, its association
with the 1SI-diffuse/avoidant style became nonsignificant after controlling for the well-being
factors (the association was significant and negative before the well-being factors were
controlled). Our hypothesis regarding identity formation behaviors was also partially supported.
There were significant and positive associations from father occupational status to exploration
in-breadth dimension, from father income, mother occupational status, and mother education to
commitment making dimension, from mother occupational status to identification with
commitments dimension. However, the significant and negative link from mother income to
commitment making dimension was opposite of what we expected. The associations from
mother occupational status to the two exploration dimensions became nonsignificant after
controlling for the well-being factors, also were not consistent with the hypothesis.

The model showed an adequate fit to the data when identity styles were measured by the
IPSQ (2 (8, N=209) = 19.197, p=.064; CFI=.978: and RMSEA = .085). The significant
associations in this model were consistent with the ISI findings (see Table 25). Specifically,
father income positively predicted the IPSQ-normative style. Mother occupational status
positively predicted the IPSQ-informational style, and negatively predicted the IPSQ-normative

style. In terms of identity formation behaviors, there were positive links from father occupational
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status and mother occupational status to exploration in-breadth dimension, from father income to
commitment making, and from mother occupational status to identification with commitments
dimension. The negative association between mother income and commitment making also was
significant in this model. However, the significant associaton between mother income and the
IPSQ-informational style was negative before the well-being factors were controlled, but became
nonsignificant in this model. Overall, both mother and father characteristics predicted both
identity styles and identity formation behaviors in the Bogazici sample.
Immediate Environment Influences

Social support, everyday discrimination, and perceived personal opportunities were the
indicators of immediate environment influences, and their impact on style and behavior was
tested simultaneously in the Auburn and Bogazici samples, but separately in the Tuskegee
sample (due to small sample size). Specifically it was hypothesized that (a) social support will
have significant and positive associations with informational style, normative style, and the four
dimensions of identity formation, but a significant and negative association with diffuse/avoidant
style which will be negative but will become nonsignificant after controlling for the well-being
factors; (b) everyday discrimination will have significant and negative associations with
informational style and the four dimensions; but its association with normative style will be
positive, and with diffuse/avoidant style will be positive but will become nonsignificant after
controlling for the well-being factors; and (c) perceived personal opportunities will have
significant and positive associations with informational style and the four dimensions, and
significant but negative association with normative style, and its association with
diffuse/avoidant style will be negative but will become nonsignificant after controlling for the

well-being factors.
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Results for the Auburn sample

The model where identity styles were measured by the ISI showed a good fit to the data
after the well-being factors were controlled (2 (1, N=208)= 13.699, p=.072; CFI=.990; and
RMSEA = .071). Social support had significant and positive associations with the 1SI-
informational and the ISI-normative styles, as well as with exploration in-breadth dimension (see
Table 29). The links from social support to commitment making (B= .19, SE=.08, £=.15%),
identification with commitments (B= .17, SE=.06, =.15**), and to exploration in-depth (B= .14,
SE=.07, p=.12*) dimensions were also significant before the well-being factors were controlled.
These associations became non-significant after well-being factors were controlled. Everyday
discrimination did not have any significant associations in this model; however, there were two
significant links before the well-being factors were controlled. Everyday discrimination
significantly and positively predicted the I1SI-diffuse/avoidant style (B= .22, SE=.07, 5=.20***);
and it significantly but negatively predicted exploration in-depth dimension (B=-.13, SE=.06, f=-
.12**), Perceived personal opportunities was the last variable examined. It had significant and
positive associations with the dimensions of identification with commitments and exploration in-
depth. It also had significant and negative association with the ISI-diffuse/avoidant style. The
association from perceived personal opportunities to the ISI-informational style was also
significant and positive before the well-being factors were controlled (B= .14, SE=.04,
B 19%%%),

The model where the IPSQ was used to measure identity styles also had a good fit to the
Auburn data (y2 (1, N=341) = 4.290, p=.368; CFI=1.000; and RMSEA = .015). Consistent with
the ISI findings, social support significantly and positively predicted the dimension of

exploration in-breadth, and the IPSQ-normative style (see Table 30). The links from social
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support to the two commitment dimensions again became nonsignificant after controlling for the
well-being factors (B= .20, SE=.08, f=.15** for commitment making, and B= .17, SE=.08,
p=.15* for identification with commitments in the uncontrolled model). As opposed to what we
expected (also different from the ISI findings) there was no significant association between
social support and the IPSQ-informational style. The links from everyday discrimination to
identity styles and identity formation behaviors varied from the results of the 1SI model.
Everyday discrimination significantly predicted the IPSQ-normative style; however, the
association was negative. Before the well-being factors were controlled, everyday discrimination
also had significant associations with the IPSQ-informational style (B=-.06, SE=.01, f=-.19**),
commitment making dimension (B=-.16, SE=.07, f=-.14**), identification with commitments
dimension (B=-.19, SE=,05, f=-.12%*), and exploration in-depth dimension (B=-.16, SE=.06 f=-
.15%*). These associations became nonsignificant when the effects of the well-being factors were
removed from identity variables. The associations between personal opportunities and identity
variables also partially supported the hypotheses, and partially consistent with the findings of the
IS model. Personal opportunities had significant and positive associations with the IPSQ-
informational style, as well as with the dimensions of commitment making, identification with
commitments, and exploration in-depth. These associations were significant before and after the

well-being factors were controlled.
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Table 29. Unstandardized Coefficients (B), Standard Errors (SE), and Standardized Coefficients (f) of Direct
Paths from the Immediate Environment Influences to the Identity Variables when Identity Styles were
Measured by the ISI after Controlling for the Well-Being Factors in the Auburn (N=341), and Bogazici

(N=209) Samples.

Auburn Sample Bogazici Sample
B SE g B SE g

SOC SUP— ISI_INFO A3 .05 16** 07 .04 128
SOC SUP — ISI_NORM A1 .04 15%* 13 .06 A7*
SOC SUP — ISI_DIFF -06 .07 -.05° -04 05 -06
SOC SUP —»DIDS_CM 12 .08 108 03 .07 .03
SOC SUP —» DIDS_IC A2 .06 A1 .02 .07 .03
SOC SUP — DIDS_EB 27 .08 20%** 02 .07 .02
SOC SUP — DIDS_ED 09 .07 078 06 .06 .07
EVDY DISC— ISI_INFO .01 .04 .01 -.05 .05 -.072
EVDY DISC — ISI_NORM .01 .04 .02 .05 .07 .05°%
EVDY DISC — ISI_DIFF A0 .07 10°8 .08 .07 .09°2
EVDY DISC —»DIDS_CM 02 .07 .01 -09 .09 -.07°
EVDY DISC — DIDS_IC .03 .05 .03 -.07 .08 -.06
EVDY DISC — DIDS_EB 06 .07 .05 06 .09 .05
EVDY DISC — DIDS_ED -06 .06 -.06° 06 .08 .05
PRS OPP— ISI_INFO .07 .04 108 .07 .04 A2
PRS OPP— ISI_NORM .02 .04 .04 .05 .05 .06
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PRS OPP— ISI_DIFF -.13 .06 -.13* -.04 .05 -.06

PRS OPP —»DIDS_CM 14 06  .13* 27 .07 .25%*
PRS OPP — DIDS_IC 16 .05  .18** 24 07 25%*
PRS OPP — DIDS_EB 03 .06 .03 13 07 13

PRS OPP — DIDS_ED 11 .06 .11* 23 .06 .24%*

NOTE: See Table 1 Notes for abbreviations. »2 (3, N=341) = 13.669, p= .28 in the Auburn sample; and 2
(3, N=209) = 10.315, p=.081 in the Bogazici sample. it was significant in the uncontrolled model. * p <

.05; ** p<.01, *** p <.001.
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Table 30. Unstandardized Coefficients (B), Standard Errors (SE), and Standardized Coefficients () of Direct

Paths from the Immediate Environment Influences to the Identity Variables when the IPSQ is Used

Controlling for the Well-Being Factors in the Auburn Sample (N=341), and Bogazici Sample (N=209).

Auburn Sample

Bogazici Sample

B SE g B SE g
SOC SUP— IPSQ_INFO 02 02 -06 01 02 -04
SOC SUP — IPSQ_NORM 05 .02  .14* 05 .02 .22%*
SOC SUP —DIDS_CM 12 .08 .09° 03 .07 .03
SOC SUP — DIDS_IC 12 06 .11° 02 .07 .03
SOC SUP — DIDS_EB 26 .08 .20%%* 02 07 .02
SOC SUP — DIDS_ED 09 .07 .07 06 .06  .07°
EVDY DISC— IPSQ_INFO .02 .02 -06° 05 .02 -20%*
EVDY DISC — IPSQ_NORM .03 .02 -11* 02 .02 .06
EVDY DISC —»DIDS_CM 02 .07 .01° .09 .09 -07%
EVDY DISC — DIDS_IC 03 .05 .03° .07 .08 -06°
EVDY DISC — DIDS_EB 06 07 .05 06 .09 .05
EVDY DISC — DIDS_ED 06 .06 -06° 06 .08 .05
PRS OPP—> IPSQ_INFO 03 .02 .12% .00 .02 -01
PRS OPP—> IPSQ_NORM 01 .02 .04 03 .02 .04
PRS OPP —>DIDS_CM 16 .06  .15%* 27 07 25%kx
PRS OPP — DIDS_IC 16 .05 .18%** 24 07 25%kx
PRS OPP — DIDS_EB 03 .06 .03 13 07 13
PRS OPP — DIDS_ED 12 06 .12* 23 .06 .24%xx

NOTE: See Table 1 Notes for abbreviations. #2 (1, N=341) = 4.290, p=.015 in the Auburn sample; and

72 (1, N=209) = 6.614. p=.085 in the Bogazici sample. ?it was significant in the uncontrolled model.*

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



Results for the Tuskegee sample

The impact of the immediate environment influences on identity styles and identity
formation behaviors were tested separately. The first model looked at the impact of social
support, everyday discrimination, and personal opportunities on the four dimensions of identity
formation. The model showed a good fit to the data ((»2 (3, N=94) = 3.000, p=.392; CFI=
1.000; and RMSEA = .001); however, none of the associations were significant. The associations
also were not significant before the well-being factors were controlled. In general, the immediate
environment influences did not predict the four identity formation behaviors in the Tuskegee
sample.

The model where the immediate environment influences predicted identity styles when
measured by the ISI also showed a good fit to the data (»2 (1, N=94) = 2.197, p=.140; CFI=
.980; and RMSEA = .083). The associations in this model were not found to be significant;
however, before the well-being factors were controlled, significant and positive links were found
from everyday discrimination to the ISI-normative style (B=.21, SE=.07 £=.31**), and to the
ISI-diffuse/avoidant style (B=.25, SE=.09, =.28**). These associations became nonsignificant
after the impact of the well-being factors were removed from identity variables.

When the IPSQ measured identity styles, the model still had good fit to the Tuskegee data
(72 (1, N=94) = 2.131, p= .144; CFI=.958; and RMSEA = .090) but with no significant paths.
The only path that was significant was before the well-being factors were controlled was that

from everyday discrimination to the IPSQ-informational style (B=-.05, SE=.02 f=-.24*%).
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Overall, in terms of immediate environment influences, only everyday discrimination predicted
identity styles before the well-being factors were controlled.
Results for the Bogazici sample

The three immediate environment factors simultaneously predicted identity styles using
the ISI to measure them, and the four dimensions of identity formation after controlling for the
well-being factors. The resulting model showed a good fit to the data (2 (3, N=209) = 10.315,
p=.081; CFI=.992; and RMSEA = .046). In the Bogazici sample, social support only predicted
the ISI-normative style (see Table 29). The two links from social support that became
nonsignificant after controlling for the well-being factors were to the 1SI-informational style
(B=.10, SE=.04, p=.17%*), and to the exploration in-depth dimension (B=.14, SE=.06, f=.15%).
Social support did not predict the two commitment dimensions or the exploration in-breadth
dimension. Social support also did not predict the ISI-diffuse/avoidant style before or after
controlling for well-being. None of the links from everyday discrimination to the identity
variables were significant after controlling for the well-being factors. However, everyday
discrimination had significant associations with the 1SI-informational style (B=-.16, SE=.05, f=-
.16%), the ISI-normative style (B=.19, SE=.07, =.20**), the ISI-diffuse/avoidant style (B=-.30,
SE=.07, f=-.21**), and with the dimension of commitment making (B=-.24, SE=.09, f=-.20**)
before the effects of the well-being factors were removed. Everyday discrimination did not have
significant associations with the dimensions of identification with commitments, exploration in-
breadth, and exploration in-depth. As it is seen in Table 29, perceived personal opportunities
only predicted identity formation behaviors, specifically commitment making, identification with

commitments, and exploration in-depth, but not exploration in-breadth. As opposed to what we

143



expected, perceived opportunities did not have significant associations with the 1SI-informational
and the ISI-normative styles.

This model also showed a good fit to the Bogazici sample when identity styles were
measured by the IPSQ (2 (1, N=209) = 6.614, p=.085; CFI=.986; and RMSEA = .077).
Similar to previous model, social support significantly and positively predicted the IPSQ-
normative style (see Table 30), whereas its association with the dimension of exploration in-
depth became non-significant when the model was residualized on the well-being factors (B=.14,
SE=.06, #=.15* in the uncontrolled model). The rest of the links from social support were
nonsignificant, which was not consistent with our expectations, as well as with the finding of the
ISI model. As expected, everyday discrimination significantly and negatively predicted the
IPSQ-informational style. It also had significant and negative associations with commitment
making (B=-.30, SE=.09, f=-.21**) and with identification with commitments (B=-.29, SE=.08,
[=-.20**) before the well-being factors were controlled; however, these associations became
nonsignificant in the final model. The links from perceived personal opportunities did not change
when the impact of well-being factors on identity variables were removed. Similar to the
findings of the 1SI model, personal opportunities had significant and positive associations with
identity formation behaviors (three dimensions with the ISI and all four dimensions with the
ipsq); however, they did not predict the identity styles in the Bogazici sample.

Results for the 3" Research Question:
Mediation versus Additive Effects

The third research question addressed mediation effects models and their alternative,

additive models, among the contextual influences, identity styles, and identity formation

behaviors after controlling for the well-being factors. In the current study, whether identity style
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mediated the association between a contextual influences and identity formation behavior was
examined. It was expected that the addition of the identity styles to the model, would result in the
direct path from contextual influences to identity formation behaviors becoming weaker or non-
significant.

There are four conditions that must be met in order to show a mediation effect (Baron &
Kenny, 1986). First, the independent variable must significantly predict the dependent variable,
such as the path from contextual influences to identity formation behaviors; second, the
independent variable must significantly predict the mediator, such as the path from contextual
influences to identity styles; third, the mediator must significantly predict the dependent variable,
such as the path from identity styles to identity formation behaviors; and last, the impact of the
independent variable (i.e., contextual influences) on the dependent variable (i.e., identity
formation behaviors) must be attenuated or become non-significant after including the mediator
(i.e., identity styles) in the model. For the hypothesized mediation models of this research
question, the first three conditions were already tested in the previous research questions.

A summary of the results for the first research question in each sample can be found in
Table 31. This table includes the expected associations between identity styles and identity
formation behaviors (the Hypothesized column); as well as what was found before the well-being
factors were controlled and after their impact on identity variables were removed (the results
before the slash represent the results before the well-being factors were controlled, whereas the
results after the slash represent the associations after the well-being factors were controlled).
Tables 33 to 38 summarize the results for the second research questions. In these tables, the
associations for the identity formation behaviors represent the results for the ISI-models (i.e.,

when the four dimensions of identity formation were examined with the ISI-informational, the
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ISI-normative, and the ISI-diffuse/avoidant styles). If any result was different in the IPSQ-
models (when the four dimensions of identity formation were tested with the IPSQ-informational
and the IPSQ-normative styles), the variation is noted in the tables. These results showed that
some of the contextual influences significantly predicted only identity styles, but not identity
formation behaviors, such as uncertainty avoidance, or father income; whereas other contextual
influences significantly predicted only identity formation behaviors, but not identity styles, such
as mother education. Some others significantly predicted both identity styles and identity
formation behaviors. The associations also showed variation across the three samples. There was
no single case that did not violate the assumptions of testing mediation in the Tuskegee sample.
Moreover, very few cases did not violate the assumptions of testing mediation in the Auburn and
Bogazici sample, and they were different across the two samples. The associations that met all
assumptions for testing mediation in the Auburn and Bogazici samples are presented in the
sections that follow.
Results for the Auburn Sample

Among the contextual influences, only future orientation, social support, and personal
opportunities met the conditions of testing mediation (i.e., they had significant association with
both identity styles and identity formation behaviors), but not for all the identity variables.

Specifically, following paths were tested for mediation:

Pathl: Future Orientation — ISlI-Info Style — Identification with Commitments
Path 2: Future Orientation — ISI-Diff Style — ldentification with Commitments
Path 3: Future Orientation — IPSQ-Info Style  — Identification with Commitments
Path 4: Social Support — ISI-Info Style — Exploration In-breadth
Path 5: Social Support — ISI-Norma Style  — Exploration In-breadth
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Path 6: Personal Opportunities — ISI-Diff Style — ldentification with Commitments
Path 7: Personal Opportunities — ISI-Diff Style — Exploration In-depth
Path 8: Personal Opportunities — IPSQ-Info Style  — Identification with Commitments
Path 9: Personal Opportunities — IPSQ-Info Style ~ — Exploration In-depth

Paths 1-3. The significant associations between future orientation and the 1SI-
informational style, between future orientation and the ISI-diffuse/avoidant style, as well as
between future orientation and the dimension of identification with commitments were
established in the previous research question (see Table 19). First, we examined if these
associations remain significant when a direct path from the ISI-informational style to the
dimension of identification with commitments was added (the unconstrained model). This model
showed a good fit to the data (2 (3, N=341) = 4.385, p=.223; CFI=.998; and RMSEA = .037).
The path from future orientation to the dimension of identification with commitments became
nonsignificant (B=.01, SE=.02, £=.01), which suggests that the impact of future orientation on
identification with commitment is likely to be through the ISI-informational style. Supportively,
when the path from future orientation to identification with commitments was constrained to be
equal to zero, the model showed a better fit to the Auburn data (2 (4, N=341) = 4.449, p=.340;
CFI=.999; and RMSEA = .018). Model comparison using delta chi-square test did not reveal any
significant difference between the unconstrained and constrained models (A2 (1) = .064, ns),
supporting that the link from future orientation to the dimension of identification with
commitments was not significantly different from zero, when the path from the ISI-informational
style to identification with commitments was added to the model.

Second, the mediation effect of the I1SI-diffuse/avoidant style was examined following the

same steps followed with the ISI-informational style. The unconstrained model, which included
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direct paths from future orientation to the ISI-diffuse/avoidant style and to identification with
commitments dimension, with a direct path from the 1SI-diffuse/avoidant style to identification
with commitments, showed a good fit to the data (2 (3, N= 341) = 4.381, p=.298; CFI=.998;
and RMSEA = .032). All the associations were significant, except that the direct path from future
orientation to identification with commitments dimension became nonsignificant (B=.00,
SE=.02, #=.01). When we constrained this path to be equal to zero, the model still showed a
good fit to the data (y2 (4, N=341) = 4.418, p= .358; CFI=.999; and RMSEA = .017).
Comparison of two models revealed that the path from future orientation to the identification
with commitments was not significantly different than zero (A2 (1) = .037, ns) when it was
mediated by the ISI-diffuse/avoidant style.

The same patterns were tested also when informational style was measured by the IPSQ.
Tables 17 and 20 show already established associations between pairs of future orientation, the
IPSQ-informational style, and identification with commitments dimension. When all the paths
were added simultaneously (the unconstrained model), the model showed an adequate fit to the
Auburn data (32 (3, N=341) = 4.385, p=.321; CFI=.998; and RMSEA = .037), and the link
from future orientation to the dimension of identification with commitments became
nonsiginficant (B=.00, SE=.01, £=.00). When this path was constrained to be equal to zero, as
expected, the model still showed a good fit to the data (2 (4, N=341) = 4.413, p=.378; CFI=
.999; and RMSEA = .019), revealing no significant difference between two models (Ay2 (1) =
.028, ns). In other words, the path from future orientation to identification with commitments
was equal to zero when the path from the IPSQ-informational style to identification with
commitments was in the model. The current findings showed that future orientation impacts the

dimension of identification with commitments is through the mediation of informational style
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(either the ISI-informational style or the IPSQ-informational style) and diffuse/avoidant style in
the Auburn sample.

Paths 4-5. The mediation effects of the I1SI-informational style and the ISI-normative
style between social support and exploration in-breadth were also hypothesized based on the
significant associations between pairs of these variables found in the previous research questions
(see Table 15 and Table 27). First, the mediation effect of the I1SI-informational style was
examined, comparing the results of the unconstrained model with the results of the constrained
model. The model, where the associations among social support, the 1SI-informational style, and
exploration in-breadth dimension were freed, showed an adequate fit to the data (2 (3, N= 341)
= 8.090, p=.044; CFI=.992; and RMSEA = .072). However, the link from social support to
exploration in-breadth dimension remained significant (B=.20, SE=.07, =.16**). When we
constrained this path to be equal to zero, the model showed a worse fit to the data (2 (4, N=
341) = 17.076, p=.002; CFI=.979; and RMSEA = .096). The delta chi-square test between the
unconstrained and constrained models confirmed a significant difference (Ax2 (1) = 8.986,
p<.01), which suggested that the path from social support to the dimension of exploration in-
breadth is still significant and positive even after adding the path from the ISI-informational style
to exploration in-breadth dimension to the model. Thus, an additive model is supported.

The indirect effect of social support on exploration in-breadth dimension through the 1SI-
normative style was also tested. The unconstrained model, where all the associations were freed,
showed an adequate fit to the data (2 (3, N=341) = 8.012, p=.053; CFI=.993; and RMSEA =
.071). As it was in the previous model, the path from social support to exploration in-breadth

dimension remained significant in the unconstrained model (B=.12, SE=.04, $=.16**). When this

path was constrained to be equal to zero, the model showed a worse fit to the data (32 (4, N=
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341) = 18.250, p=.001; CFI=.976; and RMSEA = .102), suggesting that the path was
significantly different than zero. The delta chi-square test confirmed the difference between
unconstrained and constrained models (Ax2 (1) = 10.233, p<.001).

An alternative to the mediation effects model is testing the additive model, where the ISI-
informational style, the ISI-normative style, and social support predict exploration in-breadth
dimension. To test this model, the delta chi square differences among the model with the ISI-
informational style only, and the model with both the 1SI-informational style and the 1SI-
normative style; and then the model with the ISI-informational style, the I1SI-normative styles,
and social support was examined. The results indicated that the ISI-informational style only
model and the model with both the I1SI-informational style and the I1SI-normative style were
significantly different from each other (Ay2 (1)= 11.278, p<.001), and the second model showed
a better fit to the data. Adding social support to the model also created significant difference
between identity styles only model and identity styles with social support model (Ay2 (1)= 7.235,
p<.001), which supported the additive model. In other words, the current findings revealed that
social support has an additive impact on the extent to which one explores his or her career
alternatives in-breadth, in addition to the role of informational and normative styles as measured
by the ISI.

Paths 6-9. The associations among the pairs of personal opportunities, the ISI-
diffuse/avoidant style, the IPSQ-informational style, identification with commitments dimension,
and exploration in-depth dimension were shown in the previous research questions (see Tables
16, 18, 27, & 28). The mediation effect of the ISI-diffuse/avoidant style and the IPSQ-
informational style in the links from personal opportunities to the dimensions of identification

with commitments and exploration in-depth were examined.
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First, the associations were tested with the ISI-diffuse/avoidant style. The unconstrained
model showed a good fit to data (y2 (4, N=341)= 10.701, p=.073; CFI=.994; and RMSEA =
.045). All the association remained significant, except the links from personal opportunities to
the dimension of exploration in-depth (B=-.00, SE=.04, #=-,00) and to the dimension of
identification with commitments (B=.04, SE=.03, =.04). Although these links were significant
in the previous models where personal opportunities predicted both identity styles and identity
formation behaviors; they became nonsignificant when diffuse/avoidant style also predicted
identity formation behaviors in the same model. The significance of mediation was also tested by
calculating the chi-square differences between constrained and unconstrained models. When the
paths from personal opportunities to both identification with commitments and exploration in-
depth were constrained to be equal to zero, the model still showed a good fit to the data (x2 (6,
N=341)=12.176, p=.058; CFI=.990; and RMSEA = .055). No significant difference was found
between the unconstrained and constrained models (Ay2 (2)= 1.48, ns), suggesting that the
impact of personal opportunities on the dimensions of identification with commitments and
exploration in-depth is fully mediated by the degree to which one is diffusion/avoidance
oriented.

The same paths from personal opportunities were also tested with the IPSQ-informational
style. The unconstrained model showed a good fit to the data (y2 (4, N=341)= 29.595, p=.073;
CFI=.991; and RMSEA = .053). All the associations were significant in this model. Thus, adding
the indirect effect of personal opportunities through the IPSQ-informational style did not change
the direct impact of personal opportunities on the identification with commitments and
exploration in-depth. First, the path to identification with commitments was constrained. The

constrained model was found to be significantly different from the unconstrained model (Ay2
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(1)=11.30, p<.001). A similar results was found when the path to exploration in-depth was
constrained to be equal to zero. The constrained and unconstrained models were significantly
different from each other (Ay2 (1)= 6.8, p<.01). In general the findings showed that the IPSQ-
informational style did not mediate the relations between perceived personal opportunities and
the two dimensions.

An alternative was testing an additive model, where both the IPSQ-informational style
and the personal opportunities predicted the dimensions of identification with commitments and
exploration in-depth. To test this model, the delta chi square differences between the model with
the IPSQ-informational style only, and the model with both the IPSQ-informational style and
perceived personal opportunities was examined. The results indicated that the IPSQ-
informational style only model and the model with both the IPSQ-informational style and
perceived personal opportunities are not significantly different from each other (Ay2 (1)= 2.4, p=
ns), which did not support the additive model too. In other words, the current findings revealed
that perceived personal opportunities impact the dimensions of identification with commitments
and exploration in-depth, regardless of the IPSQ_informational style level of individuals.
Results for the Bogazici sample

Among the contextual influences, only mother characteristics (i.e., mother occupational
status) within the social-structural influences significantly predicted both identity styles and
identity formation behaviors in the Bogazici sample (see Table 36). The current research
question was whether styles would mediate the associations between mother characteristics and
identity formation behaviors. Specifically, following paths were tested for mediation:

Path 1: Mother Occupation — IPSQ-Informational Style — Identification with Commitments

Path 2: Mother Occupation — IPSQ-Informational Style — Exploration In-breadth
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Path 3: Mother Occupation — IPSQ-Normative Style — ldentification with Commitments

Mother occupational status predicted both identity styles when they were measured by
the IPSQ and identity formation behaviors in the Bogazici sample (see Table 25). First, we
examined whether the IPSQ-informational style would mediate the relation between mother
occupational status and the two dimensions of identification with commitments and exploration
in-breadth. In order to test this hypothesis, a path from mother occupation to the IPSQ-
informational style was added to a model where both mother occupation and the IPSQ-
informational style predict the identity formation behaviors. The results showed a good fit of the
model to the Bogazici data (y2 (3, N=209)=.863, p=.833; CFI=1.000; and RMSEA = .000).
Adding a path from mother occupation to the IPSQ-informational style changed the association
between mother occupation and exploration in-breadth (B=.10, SE=.07, =.09), but not the
association between mother occupation and identification with commitments (B=.19, SE=.04,
f=.16***). Delta chi-square tests were computed in order to see if the changes in the paths were
significant. First, the path from mother occupation to identification with commitments was
constrained to be equal to zero. The difference was significant (Ay2 (1)=17.90, p<.001),
suggesting that mother occupation directly impacts identification with commitments in addition
to its indirect effect through the IPSQ-informational style. On the other hand, constraining the
path from mother occupation to exploration in-breadth did not reveal a significant difference
from the unconstrained model (Ay2 (1)= 1.84, ns). Therefore, the IPSQ-informational style was
fully mediated the association between mother occupation and exploration in-breadth, but not the
association between mother occupation and identification with commitments. An additive effects
model for the IPSQ-informational style and mother occupation on identification with

commitments also was tested; however the results did not support the additive model.
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The associations between mother occupation and identification with commitments also
was examined when the IPSQ-normative style was added to the model as a mediator. The
unconstrained model showed a good fit to the Bogazici data (y2 (4, N=209)= 6.61, p=.241; CFI=
.995; and RMSEA = .040). All the associations in the model were found to be significant. As it
was the case in the previous model, the direct path from mother occupation to identification with
commitments remained significant (B=.24, SE=.03, =.22***). even after adding an indirect
path from mother occupation to identification with commitments through the IPSQ-normative
style. As expected, the comparison of unconstrained and constrained models showed that the
direct path was significantly different from zero (Ay2 (1)= 31.39, p<.001). Furthermore, an
additive model also was tested to examine whether adding mother occupational status would
make a difference and improve the quality of model fit. However, no significant difference was
found between the model where the identity styles predicted identification with commitments
and the model where both identity styles and mother occupation predicted identification with
commitments (Ay2 (1)= 2.20, ns), suggesting the lack of additive effect. Overall, three mediation
effects were tested in the Bogazici sample. Only the path from mother occupational status to
exploration in breadth was mediated by the IPSQ-informational style. Neither mediated nor
additive models were supported for associations between mother occupational status, identity
style and identification with commitments

Research Question 4: Multi-Group Analyses

The fourth and final research question of the current investigation aimed to examine the
moderating effects of nation, sex, and the interaction of nation and sex on the mediation and
additive models. Because the mediation and additive models were only examined in the Auburn

and Bogazici samples, and the mediation models tested varied across samples, moderating effect
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of nation on these models could not be tested in the current investigation. The moderating role of
sex also could not be examined in the current study, due to imbalanced and small numbers of
males across the three samples. Only 21 out of 341 participants in the Auburn sample, and 27 out
of 94 participants in the Tuskegee sample were males; whereas 32% of the Bogazici sample was
male. Thus, the minimum sample sizes, which are required for testing path analyses could not be
achieved in any of the samples. However, the impact of sex was controlled in all the analysis by
removing its effect from all variables.

It was determined that the sets of paths from identity styles to identity formation
behaviors could be tested for their similarities and differences across the samples of the current
investigation. Although, it was not proposed initially, the current investigators decided to report
on whether the link between identity styles and identity formation behaviors operate similarly
across the nations using the two measures of identity styles, the ISI, and the IPSQ. Similarities,
rather than differences, were expected across the samples.

To compare the path coefficients multi group analysis was used. In the initial model, the
parameters were freed, and then constrained to be equal to across groups. First, all the paths were
constrained simultaneously. If the fully constrained model was found to be significantly different
from the unconstrained model, each parameter was constrained separately in order to see which
paths were similar across the samples and which were not.

First, the ISI model was tested, where the I1SI-informational, the ISI-normative, and the
ISI-diffuse/avoidant styles predicted the four dimensions of identity formation simultaneously.
All the paths from identity styles to identity formation behaviors were constrained to be equal
across the groups. As it is seen in Table 31, the fully constrained model was not found to be

significantly different from the unconstrained model. In other words, all the paths operated
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similarly across the samples. The ISI-informational style significantly and positively predicted
the dimensions of identification with commitments, exploration in-breadth, and exploration in-
depth, but not the dimension of commitment making. The ISI-normative style did not predict any
of the dimensions, whereas the 1SI-diffuse/avoidant style significantly and negatively predicted
the two commitment dimensions and the dimension of exploration in-depth, but not the
dimension of exploration in-breadth across the three samples of the current investigation.

The invariance of the paths from identity styles to identity formation behaviors across the
Auburn, Tuskegee, and Bogazici samples was examined when the identity styles were measured
by the IPSQ. Table 32 summarizes the results for the chi square difference tests across a series of
models fitted. First, the unconstrained model and a model where all the paths from identity styles
to identity formation behaviors were constrained, were fitted. The delta chi-square revealed that
two models are significantly different from each other, suggesting that one or more paths are not
similar across the three samples. In order to understand which paths were not equal across
groups; each path was constrained in a sequence of models (see Table 32, Models 6 to 13). The
majority of the paths were found to be equal across the Auburn, Tuskegee, and Bogazici
samples. Across the three samples, the IPSQ-informational style and the IPSQ-normative style
significantly and positively predicted the dimensions of commitment making and exploration in-
depth. The association between the IPSQ-normative style and the dimension of exploration in-
breadth was nonsignificant across the three groups. Only three paths were different across the
groups, the two paths from the IPSQ-informational and the IPSQ-normative styles to
identification with commitments dimension, and the path from the IPSQ-informational style to
exploration in-breadth dimension. Pairs of groups were compared in order to investigate the

different paths in detail.
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Table 31. Invariant Tests of the Paths from Identity Styles to Identity Formation Behaviors across the Auburn

Sample (N=341), the Tuskegee Sample (N=94), and the Bogazici Sample (N=209), when Identity Styles was

Measured by the ISI.

Model Description Groups Baseline 2 df  Ay2 Adf  Sig.
Model

Unconstrained Model (Model 1) AU 6.286 3

Unconstrained Model (Model 2) TU 6.392 3

Unconstrained Model (Model 3) BU 4.274 3

Unconstrained Model (Model 4) AU & TU & BU 16.980 9

All Paths Constrained Model (Model 5) AU & TU&BU  Model4 46.533 29 29.554 20 ns

NOTE: AU=Auburn Sample; TU=Tuskegee Sample; and BU=Bogazici Sample.
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Table 32. Invariant Tests of the Paths from Identity Styles to Identity Formation Behaviors across the Auburn Sample (N=341), the Tuskegee

Sample (N=94), and the Bogazici Sample (N=209), when Identity Styles was Measured by the IPSQ.

Model Description Groups Baseline Model ~ »2 df  Ay2 Adf  Sig.
Unconstrained Model (Model 1) AU 1.606 1

Unconstrained Model (Model 2) TU 615 1

Unconstrained Model (Model 3) BU 902 1

Unconstrained Model (Model 4) AU & TU & BU 2.017 3

All Paths Constrained Model (Model 5) AU & TU &BU  Model 4 52.726 19 51.120 17 p<.001
IPSQ-INFO to DIDS_CM was constrained (Model 6) AU & TU &BU  Model 4 8120 5 6104 2 ns
IPSQ-INFO to DIDS_IC was constrained (Model 7) AU & TU &BU  Model 4 21.145 5 19.728 2 p<.001
IPSQ-INFO to DIDS_EB was constrained (Model 8) AU & TU &BU  Model 4 10.647 5 6.630 2 p<.01
IPSQ-INFO to DIDS_ED was constrained (Model 9) AU & TU &BU  Model 4 5624 5 3.607 2 ns
IPSQ-NORM to DIDS_CM was constrained (Model 10) AU & TU & BU  Model 4 6.339 5 4.322 2 ns
IPSQ- NORM to DIDS_IC was constrained (Model 11) AU & TU &BU  Model 4 9123 5 7.106 2 p<.05
IPSQ- NORM to DIDS_EB was constrained (Model 12) AU & TU & BU  Model 4 5876 5 3.759 2 ns
IPSQ- NORM to DIDS_ED was constrained (Model 13) AU & TU & BU Model 4 2380 5 .363 2 ns

NOTE:AU=Auburn Sample; TU=Tuskegee Sample; and BU=Bogazici Sample.
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It was found that there was a stronger relation between the IPSQ-informational style and
identification with commitments dimension in the Bogazici than it was in the Auburn sample
(Ax2 (1)=13.960, p<.001), and than it was in the Tuskegee sample (Ay2 (1)= 7.626, p<.001).
However, the same path was found to be equal between the Auburn and Tuskegee samples (Ay2
(1)=.325, ns). In other words, the link from the IPSQ-informational style to identification with
commitments dimension was stronger in the Bogazici sample than it was in its American
counterparts. The association between the IPSQ-normative style and the dimension of
identification with commitments was also examined between the pairs of the samples. It was
found that the path was not significantly different between the Tuskegee and the Bogazici
samples (Ayx2 (1)=.994, ns), and between the Auburn and Tuskegee samples (Ay2 (1)= 1.615,
ns); however, it was significantly different between the Auburn and Bogazici samples (Ay2 (1)=
7.101, p<.001). There was a stronger association in the Bogazici sample.

In terms of the association between the IPSQ-informational style and the dimension of
exploration in-breadth, it was found that there was no significant difference between the Auburn
and Tuskegee samplea (Ay2 (1)= 2.271, ns); however the association was significantly stronger
in the Bogazici sample than it was in the Auburn sample (Ay2 (1)= 4.194, p< .05) and than it was
in the Tuskegee sample (Ay2 (1)= 7.005, p<.01).Overall, it was found that the differences in the
paths from the two identity styles to identification with commitments, and the path from the
IPSQ-informational style to exploration in-breadth were significantly different between the
Bogazici sample and its American counterparts, but not between the two American samples. The

rest of the paths were found to be equal across the three samples.
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Summary

The first research question of the current study addressed the paths from identity styles to
identity formation behaviors. As it can be seen in Table 33, the paths from diffuse/avoidant style
to the dimensions of identity formation were similar across the samples and were as expected,
except for the nonsignificant link to exploration in-breadth. Using the ISI or the IPSQ to measure
identity styles resulted in some differences in the paths. For instance, informational style, when it
was measured by the IPSQ, was significantly associated with almost all identity formation
dimensions across the samples (except the Tuskegee sample), whereas when it was measured by
the ISI, informational style significantly predicted exploration in-breadth dimension and did not
predict commitment making dimension across the three samples, and its association with other
dimensions showed variation. Variations across methods of measuring identity styles were also
observed for normative style. When it was measured by the IS, it did not have significant
associations with identity formation behaviors in any of the samples, except for the significant
and negative link with exploration in-breadth in the Auburn sample. However, when normative
style was measured by the IPSQ, it had significant and positive associations with the dimensions
of identity formation except for exploration in-breadth, and these associations were significant
across the three samples.

Tables 33 to 35 summarize the results for the second research question. Majority of the
contextual influences did not predict identity styles or identity formation behaviors; and when
one contextual influence predicted any identity variable, it was generally sample specific. No
specific pattern in the paths from contextual influences to identity variables was observed; some
influences predicted only identity styles (i.e., uncertainty avoidance, father education, father

income, and everday discrimination); other contextual influences predicted only identity
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formation behaviors (i.e., mother education); whereas some other contextual influences predicted
both (i.e., future orientation, father occupation, mother occupation, mother income, social
support, and personal opportunities). In general, controlling for the well-being factors did not
reveal any difference in the paths from contextual influences to identity variables, except for the
paths from social support and everyday discrimination.

For the third research question, the mediation effects model, and its alternative, additive
model were tested only with variables that met the conditions for testing mediation in the Auburn
and Bogazici samples. Findings of the previous research questions did not support a general
mediation effect of identity styles in the relations between contextual influences and identity
formation behaviors; rather they pointed only a few potentially mediated associations. Table 36
summarizes the results for this research question. Within the models tested for mediation, more
than half supported full mediation, such as the links from future orientation, personal
opportunities, and mother occupation to identity formation behaviors.

Finally, the moderating role of nation was investigated only for the paths from identity
styles to identity formation behaviors. The paths from identity styles to identity formation
behaviors showed similarities across the Auburn, Tuskegee, and Bogazici samples, using either
the ISI or the IPSQ, with the exception of three paths that were different between Bogazici and

Auburn, when styles were measurd by the IPSQ.
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Table 33. The Summary of Results for the RQ1 in the Auburn, Tuskegee, and Bogazici Samples: The Hypothesized
Association (Hypothesized), the Association Found before/after the Well-being Factors were Controlled.

Predictor Outcome Hypothesized Auburn Sample Tuskegee Sample Bogazici Sample
ISI-INFO with
DIDS-CM  sig+ ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
DIDS-IC sig + sig +/ns sig +/ns ns/ns
DIDS-EB  sig+ sig +/sig + sig +/sig + sig +/sig +
DIDS-ED  sig+ ns/ns sig +/sig + sig +/sig +
IPSQ-INFO with
DIDS-CM  sig+ sig +/sig + sig +/sig + sig +/sig +
DIDS-IC sig + sig +/sig + sig +/ns sig +/sig +
DIDS-EB  sig+ sig +/sig + ns/ns sig +/sig +
DIDS-ED  sig+ sig +/sig + sig +/sig + sig +/sig +
The ISI-NORM with
DIDS-CM  sig+ ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
DIDS-IC sig + ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
DIDS-EB  sig- ns/ns ns/ sig - ns/ns
DIDS-ED  sig - sig +/ sig + ns/ns ns/ns
IPSQ-NORM with
DIDS-CM  sig+ sig +/ sig + ns/ns sig +/sig +
DIDS-IC sig + sig +/ sig + ns/ns sig +/sig +
DIDS-EB  sig - ns/sig + ns/ns ns/ns
DIDS-ED  sig- sig +/ sig + ns/ns sig +/ns
The ISI-DIFF with
DIDS-CM  sig - sig -/sig - sig -/sig - sig -/sig -
DIDS-IC sig - sig - /sig - sig -/sig - sig -/sig -
DIDS-EB  sig- ns/ns sig + /ns ns/ns
DIDS-ED  sig - sig -/sig - sig -/ sig - sig -/sig -

NOTE: The column labelled as “Hypothesized” refers to the expected association between the predictor and the outcome;
“sig +” refers to a significant and positive association; “sig -” refers to a significant and negative association; “ns” refers to
a nonsignificant association. The association before the dash represents the result found before the well-being factors were
controlled, whereas the association after the slash represents the result found after the well-being factors were controlled.
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Table 34. The Summary of Results for the Cultural Influences Section of RQ2 in the Auburn, Tuskegee, and Bogazici
Samples: The Hypothesized Association (Hypothesized), the Association Found before/after the Well-being Factors were
Controlled.

Predictor Outcome Hypothesized Auburn Sample Tuskegee Sample Bogazici Sample

FTR ORINT with

ISI-INFO sig + sig +/ sig + ns/ns ns/ns
ISI-NORM ns ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
ISI-DIFF ns sig -/sig - ns/ns ns/ns
DIDS-CM sig + sig +/ns ns/ns ns/ns
DIDS-IC sig + sig +/sig + ns/ns ns/ns
DIDS-EB sig + ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
DIDS-ED sig + ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
IPSQ-INFO sig + sig +/ sig + sig +/sig + ns/ns
IPSQ-NORM  ns ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
UN AVOID with
ISI-INFO sig - ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
ISI-NORM sig + sig +/sig + sig +/sig + ns/ns
ISI-DIFF ns ns/ns sig +/sig + ns/ns
DIDS-CM sig - ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
DIDS-IC sig - ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
DIDS-EB sig - ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
DIDS-ED sig - ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
IPSQ-INFO sig - ns/ns sig -/sig - ns/ns
IPSQ-NORM  sig + ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns

NOTE: The column labelled as “Hypothesized” refers to the expected association between the predictor and the outcome;
“sig +” refers to a significant and positive association; “sig -” refers to a significant and negative association; “ns” refers to
a nonsignificant association. The association before the dash represents the result found before the well-being factors were
controlled, whereas the association after the slash represents the result found after the well-being factors were controlled.
The results for the four dimensions of identity formation are based on the ISI models, and similar with the results of the
IPSQ models. See Table 1 Notes for abbreviations.
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Table 35. Summary of Results for the Social-Structural Influences - Father Section of RQ2 in the Auburn, Tuskegee, and Bogazici
Samples: The Hypothesized Association (Hypothesized), the Association Found before/after the Well-being Factors were Controlled.

Predictor Outcome Hypothesized Auburn Sample Tuskegee Sample Bogazici Sample
FEDU with
ISI-INFO sig + ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
ISI-NORM sig - ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
ISI-DIFF ns ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
DIDS-CM sig + sig -/ns® ns/ns ns/ns
DIDS-IC sig + sig -/ns ns/ns ns/ns
DIDS-EB sig + ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
DIDS-ED sig + ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
IPSQ-INFO sig + ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
IPSQ-NORM sig - ns/ns sig +/sig + ns/ns
FOCCUP with
ISI-INFO sig + ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
ISI-NORM sig - ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
ISI-DIFF ns ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
DIDS-CM sig + ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
DIDS-IC sig + ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
DIDS-EB sig + ns/ns sig +/sig + sig +/sig +
DIDS-ED sig + ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
IPSQ-INFO sig + ns/ns sig +/sig + ns/ns
IPSQ-NORM sig - ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
FINCOME with
ISI-INFO sig + ns/ns sig +/sig + sig +/sig +
ISI-NORM sig - ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
ISI-DIFF ns ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
DIDS-CM sig + ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
DIDS-IC sig + ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
DIDS-EB sig + ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
DIDS-ED sig + ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
IPSQ-INFO sig + ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
IPSQ-NORM sig - sig +/sig + ns/ns sig +/sig +

NOTE: The column labelled as “Hypothesized” refers to the expected association between the predictor and the outcome; “sig +” refersto a
significant and positive association; “sig -” refers to a significant and negative association; “ns” refers to a nonsignificant association. The
association before the dash represents the result found before the well-being factors were controlled, whereas the association after the slash represents
the result found after the well-being factors were controlled. The results for the four dimensions of identity formation are based on the ISI models, and
similar with the results of the IPSQ models, except # where the association remained significant and positive after controlling for the well-being factors
in the IPSQ model. See Table 1 Notes for abbreviations.
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Table 36. The Summary of Results for the Social-Structural Influences - Mother Section of RQ 2 in the Auburn, Tuskegee, and Bogazici Samples: The
Hypothesized Association (Hypothesized), the Association Found before/after Controlling for Well-being Factors.

Predictor Outcome Hypothesized Auburn Sample Tuskegee Sample Bogazici Sample
MEDU with
ISI-INFO sig + ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
ISI-NORM sig - ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
ISI-DIFF ns ns/ns ns/ns sig -/ ns
DIDS-CM sig + sig +/ns sig -/sig - sig +/sig +
DIDS-IC sig + ns/ns sig -/sig - ns/ns
DIDS-EB sig + ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
DIDS-ED sig + ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
IPSQ-INFO sig + ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
IPSQ-NORM sig - ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
MOCCUP with
ISI-INFO sig + ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
ISI-NORM sig - ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
ISI-DIFF ns ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
DIDS-CM sig + ns/ns sig +/sig + sig +/sig +°
DIDS-IC sig + sig +/sig +° sig +/sig + sig +/sig +
DIDS-EB sig + ns/ns ns/ns sig +/ns®
DIDS-ED sig + ns/ns ns/ns sig +/ns
IPSQ-INFO sig + ns/ns ns/ns sig +/sig +
IPSQ-NORM sig - ns/ns ns/ns sig -/sig -
MINCOME with
ISI-INFO sig + ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
ISI-NORM sig - sig -/sig - ns/ns ns/ns
ISI-DIFF ns ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
DIDS-CM sig + ns/ns ns/ns sig -/sig -
DIDS-IC sig + ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
DIDS-EB sig + ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
DIDS-ED sig + ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
IPSQ-INFO sig + sig +/sig + ns/ns sig -/ns
IPSQ-NORM sig - ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns

NOTE: The column labelled as “Hypothesized” refers to the expected association between the predictor and the outcome; “sig +” refers to a significant and
positive association; “sig -” refers to a significant and negative association; “ns” refers to a nonsignificant association. The association before the dash
represents the result found before the well-being factors were controlled, whereas the association after the slash represents the result found after the well-
being factors were controlled. The results for the four dimensions of identity formation are based on the I1SI models, and similar with the results of the IPSQ
models, except for # where the association was nonsignificant in the IPSQ model; ® the association became nonsignificant after controlling for the well-
being factors in the IPSQ model and © where the association remained significant and positive after controlling for the well-being factors in the IPSQ
models. See Table 1 Notes for abbreviations.
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Table 37. The Summary of Results for the Immediate Environment Influences Section of RQ2 in the Auburn, Tuskegee, and Bogazici Samples: The
Hypothesized Association (Hypothesized), the Association Found before/after the Well-being Factors were Controlled.

Predictor Outcome Hypothesized Auburn Sample Tuskegee Sample Bogazici Sample

SOC SUP with
ISI-INFO sig + sig +/sig + ns/ns sig +/ns
ISI-NORM sig + sig +/sig + ns/ns sig +/sig +
ISI-DIFF ns ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
DIDS-CM sig + sig +/ns ns/ns ns/ns
DIDS-IC sig + sig +/ns ns/ns ns/ns
DIDS-EB sig + sig +/sig + ns/ns ns/ns
DIDS-ED sig + sig +/ns ns/ns sig +/ns
IPSQ-INFO sig + ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
IPSQ-NORM sig + sig +/sig + ns/ns sig +/sig +

EVDY DISC with
ISI-INFO sig - ns/ns ns/ns sig -/ns
ISI-NORM sig + ns/ns sig +/ns sig +/ns
ISI-DIFF ns sig +/ns sig -/ns sig +/ns
DIDS-CM sig - ns/ns? ns/ns sig -/ns
DIDS-IC sig - ns/ns? ns/ns ns/ns
DIDS-EB sig - ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
DIDS-ED sig - sig -/ns ns/ns ns/ns
IPSQ-INFO sig - sig -/ns sig -/ns sig -/sig -
IPSQ-NORM sig + ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns

PRS OPP with
ISI-INFO sig + sig +/ns ns/ns ns/ns
ISI-NORM sig - ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns
ISI-DIFF ns sig -/sig - ns/ns ns/ns
DIDS-CM sig + ns/ns ns/ns sig +/sig +
DIDS-IC sig + sig +/sig + ns/ns sig +/sig +
DIDS-EB sig + ns/ns ns/ns sig +/sig +
DIDS-ED sig + sig +/sig + ns/ns sig +/sig +
IPSQ-INFO sig + sig +/sig + ns/ns ns/ns
IPSQ-NORM sig - ns/ns ns/ns ns/ns

NOTE: The column labelled as “Hypothesized” refers to the expected association between the predictor and the outcome; “sig +” refers to a significant and
positive association; “sig -” refers to a significant and negative association; “ns” refers to a nonsignificant association. The association before the dash
represents the result found before the well-being factors were controlled, whereas the association after the slash represents the result found after the well-
being factors were controlled. The results for the four dimensions of identity formation are based on the ISI models, and similar with the results of the IPSQ
models, except ® where the associations were significant and negative before the well-being factors were controlled. See Table 1 Notes for abbreviations.

166



Table 38. The Summary of Results for the Mediation and Additive Models of RQ 3 in the
Auburn and Bogazici Samples after the Well-being Factors were Controlled.

Path Mediator Auburn Sample Bogazici Sample
FTR ORINT — DIDS_IC
ISI-INFO sig mediation
ISI-DIFF sig mediation
IPSQ-INFO  sig mediation
SOC SUP —» DIDS EB
ISI-INFO additive
ISI-NORM  additive
PRS OPP — DIDS _ED
ISI-DIFF sig mediation
IPSQ-INFO ns
PRS OPP — DIDS_IC
ISI-DIFF sig mediation
IPSQ-INFO ns
MOCCUP — DIDS_IC
IPSQ-INFO sig mediation
IPSQ- ns
NORM
MOCCUP— DIDS_EB
IPSQ-INFO sig mediation

Note: See Table 1 Notes for abbreviations.
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION

In the identity literature, various models and empirical studies have examined the process
of identity formation in order to describe the mechanisms of this process. The current study
aimed to contribute to this literature through investigating associations among identity
processing styles, identity formation behaviors (i.e., exploration and commitment), and
contextual influences, and by examining whether these associations operate similarly across
national cultures/subcultures, and across two measures of identity styles. The results partially
supported the study hypotheses.

Overall, the findings of the current study showed that identity styles significantly
predicted identity formation behaviors. The associations were consistent across the three samples
and measurement methods of identity styles with a few exceptions. However, no specific pattern
in the paths from contextual influences to identity variables was observed; some contextual
influences predicted only identity styles; other contextual influences predicted only identity
formation behaviors; and still other contextual influences predicted both. Findings did not
support a general mediation effect of identity styles in the relations between contextual
influences and identity formation behaviors. Finally, the moderating role of nation (and
subculture within nation) for the paths from identity styles to identity formation behaviors
showed similarities across the Auburn, Tuskegee, and Bogazici samples, using either the ISI or
the IPSQ, with the exception of three paths that were different between Bogazici and Auburn
samples when styles were measured by the IPSQ.

In the sections that follow, a general discussion of how the samples differed on the key

study variables is offered. This is followed by a discussion of the findings for each of the
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research questions comparing the results with the results found in the literature. Finally,
limitations and future research directions are discussed.
Similarities and Differences across the Samples

The three samples were high on information-orientation and low on diffuse/avoidance
orientation; and were less likely to have a normative-orientation in their approach to identity
issues. Consistent with the literature (Berzonsky, 1992; Nurmi et al., 1997; Pittman, et. al., 2009;
Soenens et al., 2005), when identity styles were measured by the 1SI, the diffuse/avoidant style
had moderate negative correlations with informational and normative styles in the Auburn and
Bogazici samples, but these expected associations were not found in the Tuskegee sample. A
significant negative correlation also was found between informational and normative styles in all
three samples, which was not consistent with the literature, where the results generally showed
either moderate positive associations (Pittman, et al., 2009) or nonsignificant associations
(Berzonsky, 1992; Nurmi et al., 1997; Soenens et al., 2005). The difference might be a result of
using different versions of the ISI. The majority of the literature is based on the third version of
the ISI; however, in the current study, a newer version of the ISI, the ISI-1V, was used. On the
other hand, the correlation between informational and normative styles also was significant and
negative in the Auburn and Bogazici samples when they were measured by the IPSQ, which is
consistent with the ISI-1V and past research findings when the IPSQ has been used to measure
identity styles (Eryigit & Kerpelman, 2009; Pittman et al., 2009). Thus, regardless of the
measurement method, a negative correlation was found between informational and normative
styles in the Auburn and Bogazici samples, which indicates that if individuals engage in certain

approaches to exploration, such as seeking and evaluating relevant information, they are less
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likely to engage in other types of identity formation activities, such as obeying the standards and
norms of the family or community.

Engagement in the four identity formation behaviors in the career domain was high in the
three samples. High scores were expected because career is an important area for identity
formation, especially for college students. Career development researchers also agree that
college students spend a significant amount of time and effort in activities related to the
development of their future careers (Blustein et. al., 1989; Vondracek, et. al., 1995; Wallece-
Broscious et. al., 1994). Average commitment (both making tentative career decisions, and
identification with these decisions) was highest in the Tuskegee sample, whereas the Bogazici
sample reported the lowest levels of career commitment. Exploring career alternatives in breadth
was similar across the three samples, whereas the American samples reported significantly
higher exploration of career alternatives in-depth than the Bogazici sample did. Differences in
the university system are one of the likely reasons for the differences in commitment and
exploration in-depth scores between the American and Bogazici samples. For instance, choosing
a major, taking classes, or changing majors would be considered efforts to explore career
alternatives in-depth. These opportunities are more available to the students in the American
universities than they are in the Bogazici University, where only one or two students have an
opportunity to change their majors each year (i.e., programs have quota for the number of
students who can transfer to their program every year, and this number is on average two
students).

The correlations among the four dimensions of identity formation were similar across the
three samples. Strong positive correlations found between commitment making, identification

with commitments, and exploration in-depth were consistent with the findings of Luyckx and his
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colleagues (2008) using the DIDS, as well as with the findings in the career literature (Schimtt-
Rodermund &Vondracek, 1999). These results support the thinking that the college years are an
important period for individuals to engage actively in identity formation processes within the
career domain. The association of exploration in-breadth with other dimensions showed variation
across the samples. Consistent with the literature, it had a significant and negative correlation
with the dimension of commitment making only in the Auburn sample but not in the other two
samples; whereas it had a significant and positive association with exploration in-depth only in
the Bogazici sample. Contrary to the findings of Luyckx and his colleagues, exploration in-
breadth also had a significant and positive correlation with the identification with commitments
in the Tuskegee sample. The differences in the current findings and the findings of the previous
studies might be a result of variation in the way the exploration in-breadth factor was measured,;
two items were removed in the current investigation. The differences also might be a reflection
of the variation in the meaning of identity constructs across cultural (e.g., American versus
Turkish cultures) and subcultural groups (European-Americans versus African-Americans). The
identity literature has been based on research with European-American and Western European
middle class samples; however, the current study adds to the literature by including the
experiences of less frequently studied groups (i.e., African American college students; Turkish
college students).

Contextual influences also showed similarities and variation across the three samples. In
terms of cultural influences, all the samples reported a high future orientation (the Auburn
sample had significantly higher scores than the Bogazici sample did), and average levels of
uncertainty avoidance. All the participants perceived that their society supports their engagement

in the future-oriented behaviors, and that there is a balance between their society’s attempt to

171



develop rules to control social behaviors and to support risk taking in trying new things.
Similarities found in cultural influences across the samples might be related to sample
characteristics. College students’ experiences of the society might look more similar across
cultural/subcultural groups than the non-college young adults’ experiences of their society across
cultural/subcultural contexts.

Social structural influences (i.e., parent education, occupation, and income) had higher
mean levels in the American samples than in the Bogazici sample. This was not a surprising
finding because the U.S. compared to Turkey has approximately ten times the gross domestic
income rate, approximately twice the employment rate, and a larger proportion of the population
attending college.

Social support and perceived opportunities also were higher in the American samples
than they were in the Bogazici sample. Although no identified prior study has compared the
amount of social support, perceived opportunities, or any other similar constructs between an
American (or a Western European) sample and a Turkish sample, lower levels of perceived
opportunities in the Bogazici sample was expected due to the higher unemployment rates, lower
incomes, and less variety of jobs available in Turkey than in the U.S. In addition, Auburn
students perceived the least everyday discrimination from their environment. Everyday
discrimination implies the general unfair treatment towards oneself, such as being treated more
poorly in comparison to others, or having people behave in suspicious or superior ways due to
various possible reasons, such as race, sex, or religion. European-American females were the
majority in the Auburn sample, and Auburn offers a relatively homogenous campus and

community life (compared to the communities of the other two samples), which may reduce the

172



likelihood of perceiving everyday discrimination. Furthermore, in the U.S. context, African
Americans are more likely than European Americans to experience discrimination.

Lastly, well-being factors, specifically, depression, self-esteem, and trait anxiety, were
examined. As expected, on average, all the participants showed lower levels of depression and
trait anxiety, but they were lowest in the Auburn sample. Average self-esteem was high in the
three samples, however, it was higher in the two American samples than it was in the Bogazici
sample. The variation in self-esteem between the Bogazici and the two American samples might
be explained by the variation in child rearing practices in American and Turkish cultures.
Current trends of child rearing practices in Turkey can be described as task-related
interdependence with emotional relatedness, where parents are controlling, emphasizing
interpersonal relationships and obligations in these relationships (Kagitcibasi, 1992, 1995, 1996).
Thus, there is less focus on the individual in the Turkish culture than in the American culture,
which might be a reason for lower average levels of self-esteem in a Turkish sample.

Associations between Identity Styles and Identity Formation Behaviors

Paths from identity styles to identity formation behaviors were examined for the first
research question. The findings partially supported the hypotheses. When the IS was used to
measure identity styles, and before the well-being factors were controlled, the path from
informational style to exploration in-breadth was significant and positive in all the samples,
whereas the path from informational style to exploration in-depth was significant and positive
only in the Tuskegee and Bogazici samples, but not in the Auburn sample. Controlling the
impact of well-being factors on these variables did not change the associations between

informational style and the two exploration dimensions.
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For the paths from informational style to commitment dimensions, the only significant
path was to the identification with commitments dimension in the two American samples, but not
in the Bogazici sample. However, this association became nonsignificant in the American
samples after well-being factors were controlled. Thus, when informational style was measured
by the ISI, the results supported only the hypothesis related to exploration in-breadth, and
partially supported the hypothesis related to exploration in-depth, but did not support the
hypotheses for informational style and commitment. This may be due, in part, to the primary
focus of the ISI-informational style items on gathering information about identity alternatives
rather than on elaborating and evaluating those alternatives (see Appendix 1b1 for informational
style items), which is consistent with the activities of the exploration in-breadth dimension of
identity formation behaviors.

Our expectations regarding normative style and identity formation behaviors also were
partially supported when normative style was measured by the ISI. Before the well-being factors
were controlled, normative style significantly predicted only exploration of career alternatives in-
depth in the Auburn sample, but not in the other two samples. After the well-being factors were
controlled, it continued to have a significant and positive association with exploration in-depth in
the Auburn sample; it also had significant but negative association with the exploration in-
breadth dimension in the Tuskegee sample, but not in the other samples. As opposed to our
expectations, the ISI-normative style did not have significant associations with the two
commitment dimensions. As can be seen in Appendix 1b1, the normative items in the ISI
emphasize relying on rules and norms when making decisions. That is, it emphasizes holding a
firm set of beliefs, following what important people expect, and disregarding information that

challenges beliefs and values. These items reflect learning about and maintaining one’s current
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identity alternatives. Although those alternatives were not chosen through a process of in-breadth
exploration, maintaining those alternatives involves exploring those alternatives in-depth.
Making and identifying with commitments may occur regardless of whether a normative or
informational style is used.

Consistent with the literature, diffuse/avoidant style had significant and negative
associations with the two commitment dimensions and the exploration in-depth dimension in the
three samples. This finding supported the hypothesis that a more diffuse/avoidant orientation
towards identity formation is related to less engagement in making tentative career decisions,
evaluating and elaborating these decisions, and internalizing them (Berzonsky, 1989, Berzonsky
& Kuk, 2000, Berzonsky & Neimeyer, 1994; Schwartz et al., 2000; Streitmatter, 1993).
Diffuse/avoidant style had a significant and positive association with the exploration in-breadth
dimension in the Tuskegee sample, but this association became nonsignificant after controlling
for the well-being factors.

In general, the associations between identity styles (when measured by the ISI) and
identity formation behaviors showed partial support for the hypotheses regarding how identity
styles, as attitudinal aspects of the identity formation process, would influence the behavioral
aspects of this process (exploration and commitment). Greater use of an informational style, after
controlling for well-being, was particularly influential on the exploration of career alternatives
in-breadth, whereas greater use of normative orientation, after controlling for well-being,
predicted exploration of identity choices in-depth. On the other hand, having a stronger
diffuse/avoidant style influenced negatively all identity formation dimensions, except for the
dimension of exploration in-breadth. In other words, informational and normative identity styles,

as measured by the ISI, varied based on their links to exploration dimensions of identity
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formation behaviors, but not based on their links to commitment dimensions of identity
formation behaviors (when diffuse/avoidant style was controlled). However, diffuse/avoidant
style differed from informational and normative styles by having significant negative
associations with commitment dimensions, and was characterized by lack of any commitment
activities.

The associations between identity styles and identity formation behaviors also varied
when identity styles were measured by the IPSQ. The majority of the hypotheses regarding the
links between styles and behaviors was supported. When measured by the IPSQ, informational
style had significant associations with the four dimensions in all the three samples, except for the
exploration in-depth dimension in the Tuskegee sample. However, when the well-being factors
were controlled, informational style significantly predicted commitment making and exploration
in-depth dimensions in all the three samples, and also significantly predicted the identification
with commitments dimension in the Auburn and Bogazici samples. In general, consistent with
the theory, the more a person employs an informational style the more she or he engages in
identity formation activities across the exploration and commitment dimensions (Erikson, 1968;
Grotevant, 1987). The current IPSQ results showed that in the Auburn and Bogazici samples,
information-orientated college students were more likely to search for possible career
alternatives that would be good for them, make tentative career choices, evaluate and elaborate
their choices, and internalize the career path they think is the best for them. These findings are
consistent with research conducted in the career literature (Blustein et. al., 1989; Schimitt-
Rodermund & Vondracek, 1999; Vondracek et. al., 1995; Wallece-Broscious et. a., 1994).
However, in the Tuskegee sample, information-orientation was only associated with making

tentative career choices and evaluating these choices in-depth. The variation between the
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Tuskegee sample and the other two samples might be a result of a Type 2 error due to the small
size of the Tuskegee sample. Alternately, the differences may be due to sample characteristics.
Although they had higher levels of average exploration in-depth and commitment making scores;
average exploration in-breadth scores were lowest in the Tuskegee sample. Thus, the Tuskegee
sample, in general, might be focusing on making decisions and gathering information about
those decisions. A stronger use of the informational style in the Tuskegee sample might reflect
greater efforts on making tentative choices and elaborating these choices, rather than on
examining various alternatives or trying to internalize some of the choices made.

When measured by the IPSQ, stronger use of the normative style did not look very
different than stronger use of the informational style, except that normative-orientation was not
associated with exploration in-breadth. The results of the current study showed that before well-
being factors were controlled, both American and Turkish college students who employed high
use of normative style were likely to make tentative career choices, evaluate and elaborate these
choices, and internalize the direction they wanted to follow in their future career. After the well-
being factors were controlled; normative style continued to have significant associations with the
three dimensions, but the associations varied across the samples. It had significant and positive
associations with the two commitment dimensions in the Auburn and Bogazici samples, and had
significant and positive associations with exploration in-depth. In the Auburn sample only, it
had a modest association with exploration in-breadth. Berzonsky (1992) defines normative style
as internalizing and conforming to standards and expectations of significant others without
engaging in exploration activities. However, the current study suggests that college students who
employ a normative style in their identity formation might use significant others’ standards or

expectations in order to make their tentative career commitments and then explore these
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alternatives in-depth in order to internalize and identify with those commitments. These results
could explain the conflicting findings in the identity status literature, where normative style
significantly predicts both foreclosed and achieved statuses (Berzonsky, 1989; Berzonsky &
Kuk, 2000; Berzonsky & Neimeyer, 1994; Schwartz et. al., 2000; Streitmatter, 1993). It is
necessary to examine exploration in breadth as well as in depth to capture the difference between
the exploration activities of young adults using varying levels of informational and normative
styles. Although information orientation has been associated with greater exploration in past
research (Berzonsky & Neimeyer, 1994; Schwartz, et. al., 2000), the current study shows that the
nature of the exploration matters. That is, although informational style is associated with more
exploration in breadth, both informational and normative styles are positively associated with
exploration in depth.

Overall, these results indicate that the different paths and procedures individuals follow
in the process of identity formation could account for the variation between a well-established
identity and role confusion (Erikson, 1968). The more a young adult uses a diffuse/avoidant
style, the less likely he or she is to engage in identity formation activities at any level, and
therefore, is more likely to end up in role confusion. Few differences were observed between
informational and normative styles (especially when measured by the IPSQ), suggesting that the
difference between these two styles may be most about whether an individual engages in
exploration in breadth. It was only for informational style that there was a significant association
consistently with exploration of various career alternatives in-breadth. Although use of a
normative style tended not to be associated with exploration in breadth activities, use of the
normative style was associated with exploration of identity choices in-depth. Therefore, the

current study helps to clarify links between identity styles (i.e., the orientation brought to identity
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work) and the process of identity formation in the career domain (i.e., the actual work of identity
exploration and commitment at multiple levels).
The Influence of Context on Identity Formation

For the second research question, the impact of contextual influences on identity styles
and identity formation behaviors before and after removing the impact of well-being factors was
examined. Three sets of contextual variables were investigated, cultural influences, social-
structural influences, and immediate environment influences. The cultural influences set included
future orientation and uncertainty avoidance, whereas the social-structural influences set was
composed of parent education, occupation, and income; and the immediate environment
influences set included social support, everyday discrimination, and perceived personal
opportunities. We expected that these influences would relate significantly to informational and
normative styles, but not to diffuse/avoidant style after controlling for the well-being factors.
Overall, the results did not support our hypotheses. Based on the findings of the current study, it
can be concluded that the context, the way it was operationalized in the current study, is less
likely to influence different aspects of the identity formation process, except in some instances.

The results showed that in the Auburn sample, future orientation was significantly
associated with both identity styles and identity formation behaviors, whereas uncertainty
avoidance was significantly associated only with identity styles. Father characteristics predicted
only identity styles, whereas mother characteristics predicted both identity styles and identity
formation behaviors. Social support, everyday discrimination, and perceived opportunities had
significant relations with both identity styles and identity formation behaviors. On the other
hand, in the Tuskegee sample, both future orientation and uncertainty avoidance predicted only

identity styles. Father characteristics predicted both identity styles and behaviors, whereas
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mother characteristics predicted only identity formation behaviors. Finally, in the Bogazici
sample, both father and mother characteristics predicted identity styles and identity formation
behaviors behaviors. Social support and everyday discrimination had significant association only
with styles, whereas perceived opportunities had significant association only with identity
formation behaviors. Overall, the patterns observed suggest no specific way through which the
contextual influences predict aspects of the identity formation process; instead, they suggest
multiple ways the contextual influences may matter for identity formation. For instance, the
impact of cultural and immediate environment influences on identity variables showed variation
across the three samples, whereas, in general, social-structural characteristics predicted both
identity styles and identity formation behaviors in all three samples.
Cultural factors

Future orientation, as measured in the current study, was about society’s attitudes towards
planning and investing in the future. College students in the American samples were more likely
to be information-oriented in their attitudes toward identity formation if they perceived more
future orientation in their society; Auburn students also were likely to show more identification
with their career commitments when they perceived greater societal future orientation. On the
other hand, uncertainty avoidance was about society’s attitude towards relying on established
rituals, and developing rules to control social behaviors. Thus, uncertainty avoidance was
expected to have a negative association with informational style and a positive association with
normative style. This hypothesis was partially supported in the American samples. Perceiving
more uncertainty avoidance was related to having a stronger normative style when approaching
identity formation (when normative style was measured by the ISI) in the Auburn sample.

Uncertainty avoidance was also significantly and positively associated with normative and
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diffuse/avoidant styles in the Tuskegee sample, even after controlling for well-being. Cultural
influences did not predict either identity styles or identity formation behaviors in the Bogazici
sample. Previous studies regarding cultural factors found that regardless of their identity style
preferences, Bogazici students perceive both a traditional and a collective cultural orientation in
their society (Eryigit & Kerpelman, 2009). This might hold true for future orientation and
uncertainty avoidance aspects of culture too. Alternately, it might be true only for this particular
sample and in the career domain. The Turkish sample for this study was recruited from a
university where the campus life can be characterized as Western in style yet also retains some
aspects consistent with traditional Turkish culture (e.g., supporting values of traditional Turkish
families), with a strong focus on career development.
Social structural influences

Although few of the paths from social structural influences were significant, there were
certain patterns that warrant further explanation. First of all, mother characteristics seemed to
have a stronger influence on identity styles and identity formation behaviors than father
characteristics did. After controlling for the well-being factors, mother education had significant
and negative associations with the commitment dimensions in the Tuskegee sample, whereas its
association with commitment making was positive in the Bogazici sample. Maternal
occupational status was the strongest predictor. As it was hypothesized, higher mother
occupational status was associated positively with making career choices and internalizing these
choices in all three samples. Moreover, in the Bogazici sample, college students with higher
maternal occupational status were less likely to be normative-oriented, and more likely to be
information-oriented in their approach to identity work in the career domain. Employed mothers

might be serving as role models for less normative thinking for their children in Turkey. The
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negative associations between mother income and identity commitment in the Bogazici sample,
and the negative associations between mother education and identity commitment in the
Tuskegee sample were not in the expected direction. In these samples, mother education or
income yielded less commitment with career choices. These findings were not consistent with
the findings of the few studies found in the literature. For instance, Orgocka and Jovanovic
(2006) found no significant association between mother education and identity commitment and
identity exploration in an Albanian sample. On the other hand, Celen and Kusdil (2006) found
that mothers with higher levels of education are likely to have children with high information
orientation. However, these studies have examined identity styles or identity formation behaviors
either as domain-free or referring to multiple domains (e.g., education, occupation, family,
romantic relations). In the current study, when identity styles and behaviors were examined
specifically in the career domain, in some instances higher mother education and income appear
to be providing opportunities for a moratorium period where the college students can explore
their future career alternatives freely, and can delay the commitment process.

In terms of father characteristics, college students in the Bogazici and Tuskegee samples
with higher levels of paternal occupational status reported more exploration of various career
alternatives in-breadth, whereas this association was nonsignificant in the Auburn sample. Father
income also was associated with identity styles, partially supporting the hypotheses. Specifically,
father income was significantly and positively related to informational style (measured by the
IS1) in the Tuskegee and Bogazici samples, and to normative style (measured by the IPSQ) in the
Auburn and Bogazici samples; however, the latter link was expected to be negative. Overall, past
research has shown in the occupational domain, that students from higher SES families are more

likely to engage in exploration activities, whereas students from lower SES families are more
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likely to be normative or not engaging in exploration activities at all (Celen & Kusdil, 2006;
Ojeda & Flores, 2008; Pulkkinen & Ronka, 1994; Stewart & Ostrove, 1993; Solomontos-
Kountouri & Hurry, 2008). The findings of the current study were partially consistent with the
findings in past research; however the variation observed might be a result of the way the social
structural factors were operationalized. Past research typically has used a global measure of SES
or used a single indicator as a proxy for SES. No identified study has examined the social
structural influences on identity looking at multiple SES indicators for mothers and for fathers.
Including a wider array of indicators permits identification of where mothers’ and fathers’ SES
matters for their children’s identity formation and builds on prior research by showing that
mother characteristics may be more crucial than father characteristics in identity formation
processes in the career domain. This may be particularly true for the female young adults who
dominated the samples (especially the Auburn sample) in the current investigation.
Supportively, father characteristics, such as occupational status and income, were more
important for identity formation in the Tuskegee and Bogazici samples (which contained a larger
percentage of male participants) than they were in the Auburn sample.
Immediate environment influences

Immediate environment influences were the strongest predictors of both identity styles
and identity formation behaviors, and partially supported our hypotheses. Social support
significantly and positively predicted normative style in the Auburn and Bogazici samples
regardless of the method used to measure identity styles. Perceiving more social support from the
environment, including family members, close friends, and romantic partners, also yielded
higher information orientation and engaging in more exploration in-breadth activities in the

Auburn sample. Supportively, Smits and her colleagues (2008b) found that parental support
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positively predicted both informational and normative orientations but not diffuse/avoidance
orientation when they were measured by the ISI. It was interesting that social support’s
associations with the two commitment dimensions and the exploration in-depth dimension of
identity formation process became nonsignificant after controlling for the well-being factors,
even though they were significant and positive before the impact of the well-being factors were
removed. This suggests that the impact of social support on identity variables was due, in part, to
its moderate association with well-being (see Tables 7-9). More focused social support from the
immediate environment relates to lower levels of depression and trait anxiety, as well as higher
levels of self-esteem. It also was interesting to find that social support did not predict any of the
identity variables in the Tuskegee sample, although Tuskegee participants reported moderate
levels of social support from their significant others. There are possible explanations that future
research can investigate in order to better understand the reasons for nonsignificant associations
found between social support and identity variables in the Tuskegee sample. First, the
nonsignificant associations may be misleading due to the small Tuskegee sample size. Second,
the nonsignificant associations might be a result of sample characteristics. The Tuskegee sample
was comprised of low- to middle-income African-American college students who perceived less
social support from their immediate environment than their Auburn counterparts did. Therefore,
the Tuskegee students may rely more on factors other than social support for their engagement in
the identity formation process in the career domain. Alternately, it may be that social support
does matter for the Tuskegee participants, but the way social support was measured in the current
study (i.e., general social support) does not capture the types of social support that are most

relevant for addressing educational and career issues. Future research will need to examine the
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nature of the social support received and whether the person receiving the social support
perceives it as relevant to identity formation in the area of career (or in other identity domains).
Perceived discrimination is another crucial factor for identity formation processes.
According to Yoder (2000), discrimination might inhibit identity formation. Although no
identified study examined the direct link between perceived discrimination and any aspect of the
identity formation process, some literature found that it affects attitudes, motivations, and
expectations for educational and career goals in college (Kenny et al., 2007; Panter et al., 2008).
In the current investigation, everyday discrimination was a strong predictor of both identity
styles and identity formation behaviors in all three samples before the well-being factors were
controlled. Examination of associations between everyday discrimination and identity variables
before the well-being factors were controlled showed some interesting patterns. As expected
everyday discrimination was negatively associated with informational style (when measured by
the IPSQ) in all the three samples; however, the association was significant only in the Bogazici
sample when informational style was measured by the ISI. Bogazici and Tuskegee participants
who reported higher levels of discrimination perceived from the immediate environment also
reported normative attitudes toward identity formation but only when normative style was
measured by the ISI, not when it was measured by the IPSQ. Therefore, the significant
associations between everyday discrimination and informational and normative styles were
sensitive to the measurement method used. Another interesting finding was for the path from
perceived discrimination to diffuse/avoidance orientation. Before the well-being factors were
controlled, a significant positive association was expected; however, this expectation was
supported only in the Auburn and Bogazici samples. Greater discrimination perceived from the

immediate environment was associated with less diffusion/avoidance orientation in the Tuskegee
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sample. Possibly, the Tuskegee college students who were less diffuse/avoidant in their identity
style were more aware of everyday discrimination because they were more actively engaged in
the identity formation process and therefore more likely to encounter situations where they
perceived discrimination.

However, after the well-being factors were controlled, the impact of everyday
discrimination on identity styles and identity formation behaviors disappeared, except the path
from everyday discrimination to informational style (measured by the IPSQ) in the Bogazici
sample. Thus, the current findings revealed that the impact of everyday discrimination was
primarily due to its association with depression, self-esteem, and trait anxiety. This is supported
by the moderate correlations between everyday discrimination and the three well-being factors.

The last factor that was investigated for its impact on identity styles and identity
formation behaviors was perceived opportunities in the immediate environment. Among the
other factors, this was found to be the strongest predictor of identity formation, especially in the
Auburn and Bogazici samples. As it was found in the study conducted by Orgocka and
Jovanovic (2006) with an Albanian sample, perceived available opportunities significantly
predicted identity exploration and commitment activities in the Bogazici sample. However, it
predicted only exploration of career choices in-depth and identification with these choices in the
Auburn sample. Surprisingly, perceived available opportunities did not have significant
associations with any aspect of the identity formation process in the Tuskegee sample, although
average opportunities perceived was the highest in the Tuskegee sample. The reasons for not
finding significant associations between perceived personal opportunities and any of the identity
variables in the Tuskegee sample might be similar to the reasons explained for the lack of impact

of social support on the same variables in the Tuskegee sample. It is a possibility that size of the
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Tuskegee sample was not large enough to detect the true nature of associations between
perceived personal opportunities and identity variables. However, the bivariate associations
among personal opportunities and the identity variables are small and close to zero (see Table
11). Alternately, perceived personal opportunities in the current study reflect one’s perception
of his or her opportunities compared to an average person in his or her environment. Thus, it is
meaningful to find that African-American students who are attending college perceive more
opportunities than an average person in their community who most likely does not have a college
education. However, this might not mean that the amount of opportunities they perceive is
actually higher than the amount of opportunities perceived in the other two samples. As was
suggested for social support, future research should compare the amount and nature of perceived
opportunities and assess whether individuals view such opportunities, or lack of opportunities, as
meaningful for their identity formation within the career domain.

Perceived available opportunities had some significant associations with identity styles in
the Auburn sample. Specifically, perception of greater opportunities available to oneself was
associated with less diffusion/avoidance orientation and with more information-orientation. It
was interesting to learn that perceived opportunities were less likely to be influenced by well-
being. Controlling for well-being did not change the associations between this immediate
environment influence and identity variables (except for its path to informational style in the
Auburn sample when it was measured by the ISI). Lastly, perceived opportunities available to
oneself in the immediate environment did not predict normative-orientation. This might be
explained by the conceptualization of normative style, which implies relying on norms and
standards of family or society. Thus a young adult who emphasizes use of this style is likely to

view a limited range of appropriate opportunities that exist in the immediate environment.
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Therefore, the amount of opportunities available to oneself is not as influential on the strength of
the normative style. A longitudinal and qualitative examination of this association between
perceived available opportunities and normative style may help elucidate the nature of this
relation. It may be that individuals who use a strong normative style in the identity formation
process do not take the amount of career alternatives available to them into account, because the
alternatives that would fit with the expectations of significant others may be clearly identified;
thus having many options is not a concern or a desire.

Overall, the findings of the current study, regarding the impact of contextual influences
on identity styles and identity formation do not fully support either Berzonsky’s perspective or
the novel perspective taken by the current investigators. The findings also showed differences
across the three samples. Cultural influences predicted identity styles, as well as identity
formation behaviors only in the American samples, not in the Bogazici sample; whereas social
structural influences predicted both identity styles and identity formation behaviors in all the
three samples. Lastly, the immediate environment influences were significantly associated with
both identity styles and identity formation behaviors in the Auburn sample. However, in the
Bogazici sample, social support and everyday discrimination had significant associations only
with identity styles and perceived opportunities had significant association only with identity
formation behaviors. Therefore, there was partial support for Berzonsky’s perspective which
suggested that contextual influences would predict identity formation behaviors but not identity
style preferences, and more limited support for the current investigators’ perspective, which
suggested that contextual influences would predict identity style preferences, and in turn identity
formation behaviors (discussed in more detail in reference to research question 3). From

Berzonsky’s perspective, the influence of context is more apparent for what individuals actually
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do in the process of identity formation. Identity style preference is more a product of intra-
individual factors. The majority of associations that became nonsignificant after controlling for
the well-being factors were the paths from contextual factors to identity styles with only a few
exceptions. However, not all the paths from contextual influences to identity styles became
nonsignificant after controlling for well-being, suggesting that Berzonsky’s perspective may not
be fully accurate in capturing relations among context, style and behavior. If identity style
preferences are a product of intra-individual factors only, than all the paths from contextual
influences to identity styles investigated in the current study should have become nonsignificant
after controlling for the well-being factors. The exceptions suggest that both intra-individual and
contextual influences, especially influences related to the immediate environment including
family and parent characteristics, might be important for identity style preferences.
Testing Mediated and Additive Models

The third research question of the current study aimed to investigate an alternative to
Berzonsky’s perspective about the associations among contextual factors, and attitudinal and
behavioral aspects of the identity formation process. Based on Grotevant’s process model of
identity formation, it was hypothesized that context’s influence on actual behaviors of identity
work might be mediated by the identity processing orientation of individuals. When testing
mediation, indicators of cultural influences and immediate environment influences were
examined in the Auburn sample; whereas indicators of social-structural influences were
examined in the Bogazici sample. Out of 220 possible mediation effect paths (11 contextual
variables X 5 identity styles X 4 identity formation behaviors = 220) in each sample, only nine
were tested in the Auburn sample, and only three were tested in the Bogazici sample, given the

limited associations among the variables that met the assumptions for testing mediation. The
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overall conclusion, therefore, is that styles generally do not mediate associations between context
and behavior.

There are at least two different explanations for the lack of evidence supporting the
mediation or additive models. The first explanation is related to the quality of the measures of
the contextual influences tested in the current study. For instance, the internal consistency of the
cultural influences scale was lower than desired. The associations tested in the current
investigation might not have been significant because the cultural influences scale were not
internally consistent enough. Better measures of cultural influences might yield more significant
associations. The contextual influences assessed in the current study also might not be the
prominent contextual influences on the identity formation aspects addressed in the current study.
Assessment of other contextual influences, such as whether social roles are acquired or ascribed
in the given society, and a better measure of gender egalitarianism, might reveal different results.

The second explanation is related to the mechanisms of the identity formation process. It
is possible that, in general, context might be less influential on various aspects of the identity
formation process, especially on identity processing styles. As Berzonsky would suggest,
contextual influences might be more crucial for identity formation behaviors, than they are for
identity styles. This might be true especially for the perceived opportunities available to oneself.
Regardless of one’s identity processing orientation, one might engage in less exploration and
commitment activities if she or he thinks there are not many alternatives (i.e., career alternatives)
to consider. The results regarding this variable showed that the amount of available opportunities
perceived in the immediate environment is more likely to influence exploration and commitment
efforts in the career domain rather than style preferences. Supportively, the mediation models

revealed significant mediation only for diffuse/avoidant style not for informational style.
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Individuals who perceive less life opportunities available to them might show reluctance to deal
with the identity formation process, and in turn, might not actively work on developing a well-
established identity. However, further research is needed to examine associations between
context, style and behavior in more detail.

Mediated/additive Models in the Auburn Sample

Within the few mediation models tested in the Auburn sample, one interesting finding
was that social support’s influence on identity formation behaviors was not mediated by identity
styles, but had an additive effect. These results suggest that social support is crucial for the
attitudinal aspect (i.e., identity style) of identity formation, and that both style and social support
matter for identity formation behaviors (i.e., exploration and commitment).

On the other hand, future orientation’s influence on identity formation behaviors was
fully mediated by identity styles in the Auburn sample. This particular finding suggests that
one’s perception of society’s cultural orientation is influential on identity processing style
preferences, which in turn influence identity formation behaviors. As an indicator of cultural
factors, future orientation differs from other aspects of contextual influences examined in the
current study. Future orientation is more about one’s beliefs and perceptions about society’s
norms, attitudes, and expectations about life and reality, whereas social-structural influences and
immediate environment influences are about which opportunity structures and life alternatives
exist in the environment. From this perspective, perceived beliefs and norms of one’s culture are
likely to influence one’s own beliefs and attitudes about life (i.e., what is allowed in the society),
which in turn would reinforce certain attitudes taken when dealing with identity issues. However,
opportunities and barriers perceived in the context (i.e., what is available in the society) would

influence both attitudinal and behavioral aspects of identity formation. Moreover, the current
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results suggest that social structural and immediate environment influences are more likely to
influence identity styles when the context has more barriers with less resources and
opportunities; and accounts for greater use of diffusion/avoidance orientation, which in turn
inhibits exploration and commitment activities. However, social structural and immediate
environment influences are more likely to influence identity formation behaviors when the
context has more opportunities with various resources and less barriers.

Mediated/additive Models in the Bogazici Sample

In the Bogazici sample, mother occupational status’s influence on identity formation
behaviors was mediated by informational style. In general, mother’s occupational status was
found to be one of the strongest social-structural influences on identity styles in the Bogazici
sample. In the majority of the Turkish population, mothers are the main caregivers (Kagitcibasi,
1996). Thus, the primary context of an individual’s development are more under the mother’s
than the father’s control. A mother with a higher occupational status might support a context
where child can develop a strong informational style while forming a well-established identity;
furthermore, a mother with a higher occupational status might serve as a role model for her child
for what the application of an informational style looks like.

Overall, the third research question of the current study was tested with a limited number
of models in the Auburn and Bogazici samples. Although the results of the previous questions
indicated that context has a crucial role on both the amount of identity alternatives individuals
explore and evaluate, and their view of how to approach the identity formation process, little
evidence was found for identity style as the mechanism linking context to identity formation

behaviors.
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Nation/Subculture as a Moderator of the Associations between Styles and Behaviors

The last question of the current investigation aimed to compare the findings of the third
research question, mediated and additive models, across the three samples in order to determine
whether the models were invariant across the samples. However, this last research question was
not examined due to the small number of mediated or additive models that could be tested, and
the lack of similarity of the models that were tested across the college samples. Thus, an
alternative route was taken using multi group analysis to compare associations between identity
styles and identity formation behaviors (models tested in the 1% research question) across the
three college samples.

The results showed that when identity styles were measured by the ISI, the model was
similar across three samples; although, some of the paths showed variation when they were
individually examined. Informational style was positively related to exploration in-depth in
Tuskegee and Bogazici samples, but not in the Auburn sample; however, all three paths were
found to be similar in the multi group analysis. Discrepancies across the samples were found
when identity styles were measured by the IPSQ. Three paths were significantly different across
the three samples, two of the paths were from informational and normative styles to the
identification with career commitments dimension, and the other path was from informational
style to exploration of career alternatives in-breadth. All the paths that were different across the
samples, had a stronger association in the Bogazici sample. Overall, although there were some
variations in some of the paths, they were still in the same direction. Thus, it can be concluded
that the identity formation process in the career domain, among college students, is more similar

than different across the divergent cultural/subcultural contexts examined.
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Limitations and Future Directions

There are several important limitations of the current investigation. First, the current
study focused on college students. Although ethnically and economically diverse samples were
recruited for the American samples, on average lower middle class Turkish students were
recruited for the Bogazici sample. Future research should replicate this study with more diverse
samples across the different nations included. Second, some of the contextual variables did not
have high reliabilities, and some contextual variables had significant associations only with
certain aspects of identity formation. Future research should examine other contextual factors
that may influence the identity formation process, such as a better measure of gender
egalitarianism, or society’s attitudes toward identity formation. In addition, ensuring that the
measures for the contextual factors are reliable across samples will be important.

Third, the moderation effect of gender and its interaction with nation were not tested in
the current study due to the small number of males in each sample, especially in the Auburn
sample. However, few gender differences were found at mean levels in the Tuskegee and
Bogazici samples; and gender was controlled in all analyses. Future research should put more
emphasis on recruiting males and testing the potential moderating role of gender in the
associations between various components of identity formation. Fourth, the sample sizes of the
current study, especially for the Tuskegee sample, were smaller than was desired. Thus, we could
not test some of the models fully in the Tuskegee sample. In addition, some of the differences
between the findings of the Tuskegee sample and the other two samples, especially when the
associations were nonsignificant in the Tuskegee sample but significant and similar in the

Auburn and Bogazici samples, might be due, in part, to a Type 2 error.
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Fifth, the current investigation was a cross-sectional study which limits the ability to truly
test mediation or order of effects. Future research should collect longitudinal data in order to
better understand the true nature of the associations among context, style and behavior.
Collecting qualitative information about identity formation experiences of young adults residing
in different regions of the World also would contribute to the understanding and interpretation of
the current results.

Sixth, there were strong positive associations among the identity formation behaviors,
especially between the two commitment scales when measured by the DIDS in the three
samples. The two dimensions of commitment were not clearly distinct. Thus, future research is
likely to benefit from using more than one measure of exploration and commitment activities in
order to more clearly capture these dimensions of identity formation.

Seventh and finally, the current study emphasized the career domain when measuring
identity formation behaviors. Future studies should investigate identity formation behaviors and
their associations with other factors in a range of identity domains, such as relationships,
worldview/religion, citizenship, and sex role. Different contextual and individual factors might
be influential, and vary in the strength of their influence, on various aspects of identity formation
in different domains. Although it is important to be domain specific when examining identity
formation processes, further investigation is needed to understand whether the patterns of
identity formation look similar or different across various domains. For instance, contextual
influences might be more influential on the identity formation process in the romantic

relationships domain which is another crucial and prominent domain for young adults.
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Conclusions

Despite its limitations, the current study makes multiple contributions to the
understanding of identity formation processes in the career domain across diverse samples. First,
the current study clarified the associations between identity styles and identity formation
behaviors, and challenged the current view that normative orientation is associated with lack of
exploration by showing a significant association between normative orientation and exploration
in-depth. Second, the importance of considering well-being indicators when examining the
associations between various aspects of the identity formation process, as well as their
associations with contextual influences was delineated in the current study. Third, the role of
context on the identity formation process virtually has been ignored in past research; the current
study was an initial attempt to understand the role of context and provided various future
directions that can be studied in more detail. Understanding the variations and similarities in
identity formation processes across national cultures or subcultures is important. This especially
is true for the identity literature that has largely been established based on the experiences of
North American or Western European young adults. Finally, the current study showed that using
a multi-method approach when assessing identity styles, replicating the IS models with the
IPSQ models, revealed similarities and differences across these measures of identity styles.
Overall, the current study was an attempt to better understand identity formation processes from
a developmental perspective taking the context of this process at multiple levels into account. In
this regard, not only do the results of the current study provide insight into the specific directions
that future research can follow, the contextual, multi-nation, and multi-method approaches taken
in the current study show the need for developing identity theory in ways that better delineate the

nature of the identity formation process.
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Please enter your birthday

Month
Day
Year

Please indicate your gender

Female
Male

APPENDIX la

Demographic Questions

Please indicate your Race/Ethnicity

White/European-American

Black/African-American

Hispanic/Latino
Asian-American
Native-American
Other (please specify)

Who do you currently live with?

Parents

Roommate

Romantic partner
Alone

Other (please specify)

What is your major?

Please indicate your grade level

Freshman

Sophomore

Junior

Senior

Other (please specify)
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APPENDIX 1b1
Identity Styles Inventory (ISI) Items

You will find a number of statements about beliefs, attitudes, and/or ways of dealing with
identity issues. Read each carefully and use it to describe yourself in a five-point scale (1=
strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3= neutral, 4= agree, and 5= strongly agree).

1) Talking to others helps me explore my personal beliefs.

2) lautomatically adopt and follow the values | was brought up with.

3) I’m not sure where I’'m heading in my life; I guess things will work themselves out.

4) When facing a life decision, | take into account different points of view before making a
choice.

5) | strive to achieve the goals that my family and friends hold for me.

6) Many times, by not concerning myself with personal problems, they work themselves
out.

7) When facing a life decision, I try to analyze the situation in order to understand it.

8) I never question what | want to do with my life because I tend to follow what important
people expect me to do.

9) Iam not really thinking about my future now, it is still a long way off.

10) When making important life decisions, I like to think about my options.

11) I think it is better to adopt a firm set of beliefs than to be open-minded.

12) When | have to make an important life decision, I try to wait as long as possible in order
to see what will happen.

13) I handle problems in my life by actively reflecting on them.

14) When making important life decisions, I like to have as much information as possible.

15) I think it’s better to hold on to fixed values rather than to consider alternative value
systems.

16) I try not to think about or deal with personal problems as long as | can.

17) It is important for me to obtain and evaluate information from a variety of sources before
I make important life decisions.

18) Many times, by not concerning my self with personal problems, they work themselves
out.

19) I try to avoid personal situations that require me to think a lot and deal with them on my
own.

20) Sometimes | refuse to believe a problem will happen, and things manage to work
themselves out.

21) Who | am changes from situation to situation.

22) When personal problems arise, | try to delay acting as long as possible.

23) | prefer to deal with situations in which I can rely on social norms and standards.

24) When | make a decision about my future, | automatically follow what close friends or
relatives expect from me.

25) When others say something that challenges my personal values or beliefs, | automatically
disregard what they have to say.
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1)
2)

3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)

9)
10)

11)
12)
13)
14)
15)
16)
17)
18)
19)
20)
21)
22)
23)
24)
25)
26)
27)
28)
29)
30)
31)
32)

33)

34)
35)

APPENDIX 1b2

Identity Processing Styles Q-sort (IPSQ) Items

When faced with a problem, | put a lot of energy into thinking of possible solutions.

| prefer doing things that make me feel better, rather than working a long time to fix a
difficult problem.

I am someone who likes to gather a lot of information about myself.

| often try out different ways of thinking and behaving to learn about myself.

I think it’s important to do volunteer work that helps other people.

How | see myself feels like a roller coaster-changing from day-to-day.

Most of the time | feel good about myself.

If another person’s point of view differs greatly from my own, I work hard to understand
how that person sees things.

Once I make a decision about myself, I’'m not open to new information.

What my parents (parent-figures) think I should do is one of the MOST important
influences on my life choices.

A lot of what influences me in life comes from what my friends think | should do.

| consider myself to be someone who is open-minded.

Often | feel like my life has little direction or purpose.

Having self-control is important to me.

| take responsibility for my choices and behavior.

I really enjoy talking with people who have different values and beliefs than my own.

| tend to put decisions off.

It is difficult for me to come up with different possibilities for my own life choices.
When problems arise, | try to avoid dealing with them if at all possible.

My family and friends can pretty much predict how I will behave in different situations.
Rather than thinking about who I will be in the future, I prefer to deal with life day to day.
My future is something | think about a lot.

I don’t like it when people question my beliefs.

It is more important for me to be connected to members in my family than to anyone else.
For me it’s important to work hard in school.

Earning money is important to me.

It is important to me to spend time developing my talents/skills.

Having close relationships with my family is important to me.

I like to participate in organized groups (e.g., teams, clubs, fellowships).

It is important for me to be independent.

Having a sense of belonging with other people is a necessary part of my life.

Although I consider what other people think, I make the final decision when it comes to
important choices about my life.

When making decisions, I am inclined to think about what important people in my life
believe is right for me.

I am pretty good at looking at the possible consequences of my life choices.

| tend to seek out novel experiences where | can try out new things and learn about myself.
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36)
37)
38)
39)
40)
41)
42)

43)
44)
45)

46)
47)
48)
49)
50)
51)
52)
53)
54)
55)
56)
57)
58)
59)
60)

In new situations, I am uncomfortable until I figure out the rules for behavior.

I think it is important to respect other people’s beliefs and lifestyles.

I think boys should behave like boys, and girls should behave like girls.

| find that, if | wait long enough to make a decision, the decision will get made for me.

I think it’s important to be aware of my ethnic background.

I am open to the range of possibilities of who I could become.

It is important to me to work toward becoming the kind of person that important people in
my life can be proud of.

I work very hard at really knowing who | am.

It’s hard for me to explain to other people what’s important to me.

I am confidant about who | am because | know what is most important to my family and
friends.

I really don’t care about making things happen; whatever happens, happens.

I watch how others are acting before | decide how to act.

Sometimes | brush off information that is not consistent with my beliefs.

| am open to questioning my beliefs when | receive information that is different from them.
Often my friends and family are surprised at the choices | make.

I have ended friendships in the past because | discovered we differed in our core beliefs.
The problems | encounter in my life tend to be caused by someone or something else.
I’m different people in different situations.

When | think about the future, | have specific goals in mind that | am striving for.

I am not concerned with finding out who | am right now.

Being part of a group of friends is important to me.

It is important to me to save money.

Having a job is important to me.

It is important to me to have at least one close friend.

Having a romantic partner is important to me.
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APPENDIX 1c

Adapted Version of Dimensions of Identity Development Scale (DIDS) Items

Thinking about LAST THREE MONTHS, indicate how much you agree with each statement
about how you think about your career, such as career choices you have made, in a scale from 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)
9
10)
11)
12)
13)
14)
15)

16)
17)
18)
19)
20)
21)
22)
23)
24)
25)

| have decided on the direction | want to follow in my career.

| think actively about the direction | want to take in my career.

| am doubtful about what I really want to achieve in my career.

My plans for my career match with my true interests and values.

| talk with other people about the career plans | have made for myself.

| know what | want to do with my career.

| think purposefully about how | see my career.

| worry about what | want to do with my career.

My career plans give me self-confidence.

| work out for myself if the aims | put forward for my career life really suit me.

| have a clear view on my career.

| try to figure out regularly which career type would suit me.

| keep looking for the direction | want to take in my career.

Because of the path of career | have mapped out for myself, | feel certain about myself.
| try to find out what other people think about the specific direction | want to take in my
career.

| have made a choice concerning some of my plans for the career.

Lately, | think about what | am aiming for in my career life.

| keep wondering which direction my career has to take.

| sense that the direction | want to take in my career life will really suit me.

| actively think about if the career plans | strive for, correspond to what I really want.
| know what | want to achieve in my career life.

| try to find out which career type would be good for me.

It is hard for me to stop thinking about the direction | want to follow in my career.

| value my plans for my career very much.

| regularly dwell upon the career plans | have made.
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APPENDIX 1d
Cultural Influences Items (GLOBE)
In these following questions we are interested in your beliefs about the norms and practices IN
YOUR SOCIETY. Please think about the way your society is, and respond to the questions by
circling the number that most closely represents your observations about your society, ina 7-
point scale.
Future-Orientation Items:

1) The way to be successful in your society is to:

Take life events as they occur. Plan ahead
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.

2) In your society, the accepted norm is

Accept the status quo Plan for the future
1. 2. 3. 4, 5. 6. 7.

3) In your society, social gatherings are:

Spontaneous (planned less Planned well in advance

than an hour in advance) (2 or more weeks in advance)
1. 2. 3. 4, 5. 6. 7.

4) In your society, many people live,

Live for the present Live for the future

than live for the future than live for the present
1. 2. 3. 4, 5. 6. 7.

5) In your society, people place more emphasis on:

Solving current problems Planning for the future
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.
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Uncertainty-Avoidance ltems:

6) In your society, orderliness and consistency are stressed, even at the expense of
experimentation and innovation.

Strongly Agree Strongly Disagree
1. 2. 3. 4, 5. 6. 7.

7) In your society, most people lead highly structured lives with few unexpected events.

Strongly Agree Strongly Disagree
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.

8) In your society, societal requirements and instructions are spelled out in detail so citizens
know what they are expected to do.

Strongly Agree Strongly Disagree
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.

9) In your society, there are rules and laws to cover

Almost all situations Very few situations
1. 2. 3. 4, 5. 6. 7.
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Gender Egalitarianism Items:
10) In your society, boys are encouraged more than girls to attain a higher education
Strongly Agree Strongly Disagree
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.
11) In your society, there is more emphasis on athletic programs for

Boys Girls
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.

12) In your society, it is worse for a boy to fail in school than for a girl to fail in school

Strongly Agree Strongly Disagree
1. 2. 3. 4, 5. 6. 7.

13) In your society, people are generally

Physical Non-physical
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.

14) In your society, who is more likely to serve in a position of high education?

Men Women
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.
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APPENDIX 1e
Social-Structural Influence Items
The following questions are about your parents.
Parent Education Items:

1) How much schooling does your FATHER have? (Check the one that shows the highest level
of education he has obtained so far).

____ldon't have a father (figure)
____No formal education

____ Primary school graduate
____Middle/junior high school graduate
____Some high school

____High school graduate
____Trade/vocational school
____Some college

____College graduate

____Master's degree

____ Doctor/Lawyer other doctorate

2) How much schooling does your MOTHER have? (Check the one that shows the highest level
of education she has obtained so far).

____ldon't have a mother (figure)
____No formal education

____ Primary school graduate
____Middle/junior high school graduate
____Some high school

____High school graduate
____Trade/vocational school
____Some college

___ College graduate

___Master's degree
___Doctor/Lawyer other doctorate
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Parent Occupation Items:
3) Please choose the best option that fits to your FATHER'S current (last, if retired) occupation.

__ldon't have a father (figure)/ Not Applicable

__ Chief executives, manufacturer or landholder

___Small business owner or craftsman

__Doctor, engineer, lawyer, academician

__Teacher, nurse, officer, technician

__Worker, elementary occupations, such as cleaner, helper
__Forestry worker, farmer, fishermen

__Other

4) In order to give us a more detailed information, please specify your FATHER'S occupation.

5) Please choose the best option that fits to your MOTHER;S current (last, if retired) occupation.

___ldon't have a mother (figure)/ Not Applicable
___ Chief executives, manufacturer or landholder
__Small business owner or craftsman
__Doctor, engineer, lawyer, academician
__Teacher, nurse, officer, technician
__Worker, elementary occupations, such as cleaner, helper
__Forestry worker, farmer, fishermen
Other

6) In order to give us a more detailed information, please specify your MOTHER’S occupation.
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Parent Income Items:
7) Please indicate your FATHER'S annual income. Choose the range fits best.

__Not applicable

__Less than $15,000

__Between $15,000 and $30,000
__Between $30,000 and $50,000
__Between $50,000 and $100,000
__More than $100,000

8) Please indicate your MOTHER’S annual income. Choose the range fits best.

__Not applicable

__Less than $15,000

__Between $15,000 and $30,000
__Between $30,000 and $50,000
__Between $50,000 and $100,000
__More than $100,000
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APPENDIX 1f1

Personal Opportunities ltems

Next questions ask about your experiences. Think about yourself, and tell us
Compared to an average person in your society,

1) How good a chance do you have to get ahead today, if you work hard?
1. much worse than average
2. a little worse than average
3. neither worse nor better
4. a little better than average
5. much better than average

2) Do you think you have a fair opportunity to make the most of yourself in life?

1. Strongly disagree

2. Disagree

3. Neither disagree nor agree
4. Agree

5. Strongly agree

3) Thinking about your future career, do you expect that over the next 5-10 years you will....

1. loose some ground

2. stay all about the same
3. make steady advances
4. advance rapidly

5. make big jumps
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APPENDIX 1f2

Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support (MSPSS) Items

This question is about your experiences with people close to you.
Please rate how much (dis)agree with each statement in a 5-point scale, 1= strongly disagree,
2= disagree, 3= neither disagree nor agree, 4= agree, and 5= strongly agree.

1) There is a special person who is around when | am in need.

2) There is a special person with whom | can share my joys and sorrows.
3) My family really tries to help me.

4) 1 get the emotional help and support | need from family.

5) I have a special person who is a real source of comfort to me.

6) My friends really try to help me.

7) | can count on my friends when things go wrong.

8) I can talk about my problems with my family.

9) I have friends with whom | can share my joys and sorrows.

10) There is a special person in my life who cares about my feelings.
11) My family is willing to help me make decisions.

12) | can talk about my problems with my friends.
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APPENDIX 1f3

Everyday Discrimination Scale (EDS) Items

Now, think about your experiences in your community, and rate each statement in a six-point
scale.

1= never experience; 2= experience seldom; 3=experience occasionally; 4= experience
frequently; 5=experience usually; and 6= experience almost everyday.

In your community,

1) You are treated with less courtesy than other people.

2) You are treated with less respect than other people.

3) You receive poorer service than other people in restaurants or stores.
4) People act as if they think you are not smart.

5) People act as if they are afraid of you.

6) People act as if they think you are dishonest.

7) People act as if they are better than you are.

8) You are called names or insulted.

9) You are threatened or harassed.

Think about your above experiences in your community. Tell us the reason(s), you think, causes
them (click all that applies).

__Not applicable (if you've never experienced)
__Gender

__Race/Ethnicity

__Religion

__Sexual orientation

__Physical appearance (other than skin color)
Other (please specify)
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APPENDIX 1g1
Center for Epidemiologic Studies Depression Scale (CES_D) Items

Think back over the last week (7 days). For each item, how often have you felt like the
description? Circle the number that best indicates your answer.

1= Rarely (Less than 1 day); 2=A little (1-2 days); 3=Some-times (3-4 days); and 4= Most of the
time (5-7 days).

1) 1did not feel like eating; my appetite was poor.
2) | felt that everything I did was an effort.

3) |thought my life had been a failure.

4) My sleep was restless.

5) | felt lonely.

6) | felt sad.

7) Icould not get “going”.
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APPENDIX 192

A Shortened Version of Rosenberg’s Self-Esteem Scale Items

Please answer the next questions to describe your feelings about yourself these days.

1= Strongly disagree; 2=Disagree; 3=Neither disagree nor agree; 4=Agree; and 5=Strongly
agree

1) I feel I’'m a person of worth, at least on an equal basis with others.
2) | feel I have a number of good qualities.

3) lam able to do things as well as most people.

4) 1 take a positive attitude toward myself.

5) On the whole, I am satisfied with myself.
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APPENDIX 1g4
Trait Subscale of State Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI - T) ltems

There are a number of statements which people have used to describe themselves are given
below. Read each statement and indicate how you GENERALLY feel.

1= Almost never; 2= sometimes; 3= often; and 4= almost always

1) | feel pleasant.

2) | feel nervous and restless.

3) | feel satisfied with myself.

4) 1 wish I could be as happy as others seem to be.

5) | feel like a failure.

6) | feel rested.

7) lam "calm, cool, and collected."

8) | feel that difficulties are piling up so that | cannot overcome them.

9) I worry too much over something that really does not matter.

10) I am happy.

11) I have disturbing thoughts.

12) | lack self-confidence.

13) | feel secure.

14) I make decisions easily.

15) | feel inadequate.

16) | am content.

17) Some unimportant thought runs through my mind and bothers me.
18) | take disappointments so keenly that | can't put them out of my mind.
19) | am a steady person.

20) I get in a state of tension or turmoil as | think over my recent concerns and interests.
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