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Objective: In recent years, interpersonal relationships have become more complex and 
increasing number of people suffers from seclusion and loneliness. Early maladaptive schemas 
(EMSs), important cognitive structures, are expected to have a profound effect on interpersonal 
relationships. The present study aimed to investigate the relationship between EMSs and 
interpersonal problems among university students.

Methods: This study was a cross-sectional correlational study. A total of 150 female students 
selected using snowball sampling method out of Rasht universities and completed the Short 
Form of Young Schema Questionnaire (SF-YSQ) and the 64-item Inventory of Interpersonal 
Problems (IIP-32). For data analysis, Pearson correlation coefficient test and stepwise 
regression were administered. SPSS-20 was used for statistical analysis.

Results: Results showed positive significant correlations between EMSs’ domains, especially 
the domains of disconnection/rejection and impaired autonomy and performance with 
interpersonal problems.

Conclusion: Given the important role of  EMSs in interpersonal relationships, and the significant 
role of interpersonal relationships in psychological adjustment, further investigations on this 
field seem necessary.
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1. Introduction

Social interactions play an important role in 
normal psychological adjustment; therefore, 
the ability of establishing effective social re-
lationships has significant importance in per-
sonal and occupational life (Forgas, 1985). 

However, in recent years, interpersonal relationships 
have become more complicated and increasing numbers 
of people have suffered from seclusion and loneliness. 
According to various studies, loneliness and failure in 
fulfilling the need for belongingness will lead to adverse 
outcomes, such as low self-esteem, depression, reduced 
social relationships, low interpersonal self-efficacy, lack 
of self-regulation, neurosis, perception of low self-con-
trol, reduced social behavior, and increased aggression 
(Wilhelm, Boyce, & Brownhill, 2004; Butler, Doherty, 

& Potter, 2007; Ayduk, Gyurak, & Luerssen, 2008; 
Gaertner, Iuzzini, & O’Mara, 2008). Bolton (1986) 
believes that loneliness is the most important problem 
of the world right now, and inappropriate style of com-
munication is one of the most important and improvable 
causes of loneliness. Zarb (2007) suggests that inap-
propriate styles of communication are the foundation of 
interpersonal problems in adulthood. Interpersonal prob-
lems are those problems which occur in relations with 
others and cause psychological distresses, or are associ-
ated with them (Horowitz, et al., 1988).

Different variables affect one’s interpersonal ability 
and contribute in the formation of interpersonal prob-
lems. According to social cognitive model, people de-
velop working models of their relationships, which act 
as cognitive maps and help them direct their social world 
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(Baldwin, 1992). According to Beck (1967), environ-
mental factors do not directly affect peoples’ behavior; 
rather the way they experience and interpret the events 
that affect behavioral outcomes more. 

Psychologists use the term of schema to explain the 
process of collecting, storing, and organizing the infor-
mation in the frame of one’s perception of the world 
(Hargie, Saunders, & Dickson, 1994). Schema is a 
cognitive structure for perception, organizing, process-
ing, and applying the information, interpreting the ex-
periences, and controlling the behavior (Atkinson et al., 
2000). According to Baldwin (1992), people’s internal-
ized feelings about their relationships with the important 
individuals of their lives form their schemas and affect 
their future interpersonal expectations; these schemas 
are reinforced by establishing specific patterns of behav-
ior that lead to specific interpersonal experiences.

Schemas are not necessarily functional and adaptive. 
Young, Kolsko, and Weishar (2003) theorized 18 early 
maladaptive schemas (EMSs) that are dysfunctional, 
self-harming emotional and cognitive patterns, develop-
ing during childhood, elaborating throughout life time, 
and affecting interpretation of experiences and relation-
ships. 

EMSs cause some biases in interpretations which re-
flect as misunderstanding, distorted attitudes, incorrect 
assumptions, and unrealistic expectations in interperson-
al psychopathology. According to Young’ theory, these 
18 EMSs fall into 5 broad domains as follows:

Disconnection and Rejection: owning to their early 
rejection-related experiences these individuals cannot 
establish satisfying secure relationships with others and 
believe that their needs for stability, security, love, and 
belongingness will not be fulfilled.

Impaired Autonomy and Performance: these people 
cannot gain independent identity and manage their life 
without help; so they fail to act efficaciously and com-
petently.

Impaired Limits: this domain is characterized by ego-
tistical behaviors and insufficient self-control. These 
people only care about their own needs and have some 
problems in being responsible, collaborative, and re-
spectful towards others. Other-Directedness: these peo-
ple always focus on fulfilling others’ needs to gain their 
approval, maintain relationships, or avoid their anger 
and revenge.

Overvigilance/Inhibition: these people are over-con-
trolled and inflexible, who try to act according to their 
rigid perfect standards at any cost (Young et al., 2003).

Up to now, various studies have indicated significant 
association between EMSs/EMSs-related constructs 
and social relationships (Koch, 2002; Ponce, Williams, 
& Allen, 2004; Pinto-Gouveia, Castilho, Galhard, & 
Cunha, 2006; Massman-Moore & Coates, 2007; Gaffey, 
2009; Amani & Esfandiari, 2012; Attari, Nemati Yazdi, 
MirDorghi, Erfan, & Adabi, 2012). 

In one study, Downey and Feldman (1996) found that 
individuals with high rejection sensitivity misinterpret 
the behaviors of others more frequently and show more 
dissatisfaction with their romantic relationships. Beren-
son et al., (2009) showed that over worrisome about re-
jection was involved in some maladaptive patterns, such 
as hostility, social avoidance, and over agreeableness. 
Also, Zolfaghari, Fatehizadeh, and Abedi (2008), and 
Attari et al., (2012) showed that the impaired autonomy 
and performance schemas have significant negative ef-
fect on marital satisfaction, close relationships, and emo-
tional maturation. 

On the other hand, some studies have investigated the 
association between social relationships and close struc-
tures to EMSs, such as rejection sensitivity (Butler et al., 
2007; Berenson et al., 2009; Breen & Kashdan, 2011), 
shame (Kim, Talbot, & Cicchetti, 2009; Hasanvande 
Amoozadeh, Shaeeri, & Asghari Moghadam, 2012), per-
fectionism (Sherry, Law, Hewitt, Flett, & Besser, 2008; 
Ye, Rice, & Storch, 2008), entitlement and narcissism 
(Ogrodniczuk, Piper, Joyce, Steinberg, & Duggal, 2009; 
Mueller, Degen, Petitjean, Wiesbeck, & Walter, 2009), 
and factors like parent-child relationship (Robinson, 
2000), maltreatment experiences (Gaffey, 2005; Gaffey, 
2009), and childhood trauma (Drapeau & Perry, 2004). 
They have shown significant associations between these 
structures. However, the findings are inconsistent across 
cultures. For example, Yilmaz, Kumcagiz, Balci-Celik, 
and Eren (2011) investigated the relation of social skills 
and EMSs in college students and found no significant 
relationships between them. Apparently, numerous 
methodologies, different samples, and cultural differenc-
es have limited the generalization of the findings. In ad-
dition, few studies have investigated EMSs’ contribution 
in interpersonal problems in Iranian samples. Because of 
the important role of culture in interpersonal behaviors, 
and given the inconsistencies between previous findings, 
current study aimed to investigate the relationship be-
tween EMSs and interpersonal problems in an Iranian 
college student sample.
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Moreover, we used student sample because interper-
sonal relationships are very important during university 
years. Many people experience their first important ro-
mantic, academic, or professional relationships during 
their 20s or early 30s, and their social competency af-
fects their future personal and occupational life strongly. 
Therefore, interpersonal problems could be worse dur-
ing these years, and affect peoples’ future lives adverse-
ly. Also, we administered a non-clinical sample, for in 
clinical groups the interpersonal problems can be the 
secondary outcome of a clinical disease rather the sole 
outcome of maladaptive schemas.

2. Methods

Participants

Our population consisted of female university students. 
One hundred and seventy female university students 
were selected using snowball sampling method out of 
the students of the Rasht universities. After collecting 
the questionnaires, 20 questionnaires were omitted due 
to incomplete responses, and 150 questionnaires were 
selected for statistic analysis. Because of the unknown 
population size, the sample size was calculated using the 
necessary number of participants needed to produce val-
id results (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001; Stevens, 2002).

When students were at the university campus (where 
they gathered, waited, or got ready for the next class), 
they were asked to attend in a research project. Then, 

they were asked about their mental health situation. Stu-
dents with clinical diagnosis were excluded from the 
study. After taking their consent and ensuring the ano-
nymity of the questionnaires, a brief description was giv-
en about the goal of the research. Next, the participants 
were asked to answer the questionnaires. At the end, they 
were thanked for their cooperation. The participants did 
not receive any cash bonus.

Measures

Short Form of  Young Schema Questionnaire (YSQ-
SF) (Young et al., 2003) is a 75-item questionnaire eval-
uating 15 EMSs in 5 domains; including disconnection 
and rejection; impaired autonomy and performance; im-
paired limits; other-directedness; and overvigilance and 
inhibition. Respondents are asked to rate each statement 
on a Likert scale (1-6). Various studies have supported 
YSQ-SF’s validity and reliability in Iranian samples 
(Ahi, Mohammadi Far, & Besharat, 2007; Divandari, 
Ahi, Akbari, & Mahdian, 2009). Divandari et al. (2009) 
reported this questionnaire subscales’ internal consis-
tency in a range between 0.65 and 0.93. In the present 
study, Cronbach’s α for the five subscales were obtained 
as follows: disconnection and rejection: 0.89; impaired 
autonomy and performance: 0.91; impaired limits: 0.82; 
other-directedness: 0.77; and overvigilance and inhibi-
tion: 0.77. 

The Inventory of Interpersonal Problems (IIP-64) 
(Horowitz et a1., 1988) is one of the most widely used 
self-report measures assessing interpersonal difficul-
ties, which was developed by Horowitz et al. (1988). 
This questionnaire consists of 64 items and 8 subscales. 
These 8 subscales assess different blends of dominance 
and affiliation, which are the two basic dimensions of 
the Circumplex Model. In this study, we used the Per-
sian version of this questionnaire that was composed of 
6 subscales, including: social avoidant, exploitable and 
submissive, overly nurturing, vindictive, domineering, 
and intrusive (Mojallal, 2012). 

Respondents are asked to rate the extent to which they 
have had difficulty with each subscale on a 4-point Lik-
ert scale from 1 (not at all) to 4 (extremely). Acceptable 
psychometric properties of this scale have been reported 
by various studies (Horowitz et al., 1988; Vanheule, Des-
met, & Rosseel, 2008). The scale showed good internal 
consistency in the present study as follows: social avoid-
ant: α= 0.95, exploitable and submissive: α= 0.88, overly 
nurturing: α= 0.78, vindictive: α= 0.74, domineering: α= 
0.62, intrusive: α= 0.62, and for total items: α= 0.95. 

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of the EMSs and interpersonal 
problems in the sample group.

Variable n Mean SD

Disconnection/ rejection 150 1.39 0.722

Impaired performance 150 1.37 0.603

Impaired autonomy 150 2.67 1.024

Other directedness 150 2.44 0.794

Overvigilance/ inhibition 150 2.72 0.901

Social avoidant 150 1.33 0.833

Submissive 150 1.08 0.686

Over-nurturing 150 1.70 0.763

Vindictive 150 1.25 0.801

Domineering 150 1.46 0.626

Intrusive 150 1.37 0.684

Total 150 1.33 0.558
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Also, its test-retest reliability obtained in a range from 
0.97 (social avoidant) to 0.86 (domineering).

Stepwise regression analysis were administered to in-
vestigate the relations among EMSs and interpersonal 
problems.

3. Results

In the present study, the mean age of the sample was 
33.17± 2.909 y. The sample consisted of 84 (56%) single 

and 66 (44%) married students, also 123 students (82%) 
had bachelor and 27 students (18%) had M.A degrees.

Table 1 presents the results of descriptive statistics of 
EMSs and interpersonal problems in our sample group.

First, the skewness and kurtosis test was conducted 
to examine the normal distribution of data. As Table 2 
shows, all values are less than 2; so the distribution of 
data is normal. Next, the colinearity assumption was 
examined. As Table 3 shows, all the linearity statistics 
are significant, while the deviation from linearity is not 

Table 2. Skewness and Kurtosis test for EMSs and interpersonal problems.

Variable
Skewness Kurtosis

Statistic SE Statistics SE

Disconnection/ rejection 0.334 0.198 -0.707 0.394

Impaired performance 0.575 0.198 -0.202 0.394

Impaired autonomy 0.340 0.198 -0.134 0.394

Other directedness 0.865 0.198 -1.249 0.394

Overvigilance/ inhibition 0.569 0.198 0.651 0.394

Social avoidant 0.476 0.198 -0.854 0.394

Submissive 1.117 0.198 -1.319 0.394

Over-nurturing 0.387 0.198 -0.027 0.394

Vindictive 0.935 0.198  0 .797 0.394

Domineering 0.273 0.198 -0.298 0.394

Intrusive 0.367 0.198 -0.334 0.394

Total 0.427 0.198 -0.444 0.394

Table 3. Linearity test for EMSs and interpersonal problems.

Variable Linearity Sig Deviation from linearity Sig

Rejection*social avoidant 3470.330 0.000 1.540 0.051

Rejection*submissive 20.044 0.000 1.083 0.363

Rejection*over-nurturing 34.498 0.000 1.406 0.072

Rejection*vindictive 14.604 0.000 1.502 0.058

Rejection*domineering 57.883 0.000 1.116 0.316

Rejection*intrusive 62.283 0.000 1.115 0.317

Rejection*total 529.899 0.000 0.880 0.699

Impaired autonomy* social avoidant 252.305 0.000 0.585 0.976

Impaired autonomy* submissive 75.476 0.000 1.096 0.347

Impaired autonomy* over-nurturing 146.591 0.000 1.105 0.334

Impaired autonomy* vindictive 9.541 0.003 1.050 0.410
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significant. Therefore, the results confirmed colinearity 
assumption.

The results of Pearson correlation coefficients between 
domains of EMSs and interpersonal problems are pre-
sented in Table 3. Results indicated positive significant 
correlations among total interpersonal problems and the 
domains of disconnection and rejection (P<0.001), im-
paired autonomy and performance (P< 0.001), impaired 
limits (P<0.01), other-directedness (P<0.001), and over-
vigilance/inhibition (P<0.05).

Stepwise regression was conducted to determine the 
contribution of EMSs in the variance of interpersonal 
problems. First, the significance level of 0.01 was deter-
mined as the appropriate level for entering the predictors 

to the regression analysis. Then, the Cook’s distance was 
used, which showed no outliers in the data.

Table 5 shows the results of stepwise regression analy-
sis. To determine the contribution of EMSs in the vari-
ance of social avoidant, the domains of disconnection/re-
jection, impaired autonomy, and other-directedness were 
entered as predictors. Durbin-Watson statistic (2.010) 
detected no significant autocorrelation in the residuals. 
VIF of disconnection/rejection and impaired autonomy 
(2.389) indicated no multicollinearity. Also, the results 
supported HOV assumption. They indicated that discon-
nection/rejection and impaired autonomy could predict 
96% of the variance of social avoidance.

To determine the contribution of EMSs in the variance 
of submissive, the domains of disconnection/rejection, 

Impaired autonomy* domineering 72.798 0.000 1.189 0.236

Impaired autonomy* intrusive 107.653 0.000 0.895 0.654

Impaired autonomy* total 35.146 0.000 0.809 0.783

Impaired limits* social avoidant 4.725 0.032 1.334 0.131

Impaired limits* submissive 11.486 0.001 1.193 0.242

Impaired limits* over-nurturing 4.707 0.039 1.309 0.147

Impaired limits* vindictive 18.926 0.000 1.340 0.127

Impaired limits* domineering 5.946 0.019 0.903 0.625

Impaired limits* intrusive 4.775 0.029 1.343 0.125

Impaired limits* total 10.621 0.001 1.414 0.089

Other-directedness* social avoidant 8.080 0.005 0.646 0.917

Other-directedness* submissive 14.162 0.000 0.902 0.616

Other-directedness* over-nurturing 31.771 0.000 1.114 0.333

Other-directedness* vindictive 17.279 0.000 0.828 0.745

Other-directedness* domineering 9.666 0.002 1.450 0.084

Other-directedness* intrusive 3.920 0.049 1.227 0.219

Other-directedness* total 22.070 0.000 0.873 0.657

Overvigilance* social avoidant 12.707 0.000 1.039 0.425

Overvigilance* submissive 10.816 0.001 1.389 0.099

Overvigilance* over-nurturing 5.488 .021 1.189 0.244

Overvigilance* vindictive 15.773 0.000 1.137 0.301

Overvigilance* domineering 5.150 0.025 1.133 0.305

Overvigilance* intrusive 5.019 0.027 1.074 0.378

Overvigilance* total 6.586 .012 1.140 0.297
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impaired autonomy, impaired limits, and other-directed-
ness were entered as predictors. Durbin-Watson statis-
tic (1.528) detected no significant autocorrelation in the 
residuals. VIF of impaired autonomy (2.389), impaired 
limits (1.038), and disconnection/rejection (2.433) indi-
cated no multicollinearity. The results supported HOV 
assumption. They indicated that impaired autonomy, im-
paired limits, and disconnection/rejection were the sig-
nificant predictors of submissiveness and could predict 
40% of the variance of this factor (Table 6).

To determine the contribution of EMSs in the variance 
of over-nurturing, the domains of disconnection/rejec-
tion, impaired autonomy, and other-directedness were 
entered as predictors. Durbin-Watson statistic (1.813) 
detected no significant autocorrelation in the residuals. 
VIF of impaired autonomy (2.546), disconnection/rejec-
tion (2.391), and other-directedness (1.131) indicated no 
multicollinearity. The results supported HOV assump-
tion. They indicated that impaired autonomy, discon-
nection/rejection, and other-directedness were the sig-
nificant predictors of over-nurturing behavior and could 
predict 56% of the variance of this factor (Table 7).

To determine the contribution of EMSs in the variance 
of vindictive, the domains of disconnection/rejection, 
impaired autonomy, impaired limits, other-directedness, 
and inhibition were entered as predictors. Durbin-Wat-
son statistic (1.690) detected no significant autocorrela-
tion in the residuals. VIF of other-directedness (1.194), 

impaired limits (1.168), and disconnection/rejection 
(1.075) indicated no multicollinearity. The results sup-
ported HOV assumption and indicated that other-di-
rectedness, impaired limits, and disconnection/rejection 
were the significant predictors of vindictiveness and 
could predict 16% of the variance of this factor (Table 8).

To determine the contribution of EMSs in the variance 
of domineering, the domains of disconnection/rejection, 
impaired autonomy, and other-directedness were entered 
as predictors. Durbin-Watson statistic (1.922) detected 
no significant autocorrelation in the residuals. VIF of im-
paired autonomy and disconnection/rejection (2.389) in-
dicated no multicollinearity. The results supported HOV 
assumption and indicated that impaired autonomy and 
disconnection/rejection were the significant predictors of 
domineering and could predict 34% of the variance of 
this factor (Table 9).

To determine the contribution of EMSs in the variance 
of intrusive, the domains of disconnection/rejection and 
impaired autonomy were entered as predictors. Durbin-
Watson statistic (2.048) detected no significant auto-
correlation in the residuals. VIF of impaired autonomy 
(1.000) indicated no multicollinearity. The results sup-
ported HOV assumption. And indicated that impaired 
autonomy was the significant predictor of intrusive be-
havior and could predict 43% of the variance of this fac-
tor (Table 10).

Table 4. Pearson correlation coefficients between early maladaptive schemas and interpersonal problems.

Variable Social avoidant Submissive Over-nurturing Vindictive Domineering Intrusive Total

Disconnection 0.97** 0.34** 0.41** 0.27** 0.52** 0.53** 0.89**

Impaired autonomy 0.81** 0.58** 0.70** 0.24** 0.56** 0.65** 0.92**

Impaired limits 0.17* 0.26** 0.12 0.31** 0.13 0.08 0.25**

Other-directedness 0.24** 0.30** 0.42** 0.33** 0.24** 0.15 0.36**

Inhibition 0.13 0.13 0.18* 0.31** 0.18* 0.08 0.20*

n = 150  * P < 0.05  ** P < 0.001 

Table 5. Stepwise regression analysis to determine the contribution of EMSs in the variance of social avoidant.

Model Predictor R R2 SE df F B β t

Constant - - - - - -0.231 - -6.834**

1 Disconnection/ rejection 0.974 0.948 0.190 1, 148 2706.909** 1.123 0.974 52.028**

Constant - - - - - -0.343 - -9.986**

2
Disconnection/ rejection

0.980 0.960 0.168 2, 147 1760.633**
0.976 0.846 33.148**

Impaired autonomy 0.231 0.168 6.570**

* P < .05  ** P < .001 
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To determine the contribution of EMSs in the variance 
of interpersonal problems, the domains of disconnec-
tion/rejection, impaired autonomy, impaired limits, and 
other-directedness were entered as predictors. Durbin-
Watson statistic (1.565) detected no significant auto-
correlation in the residuals. VIF of impaired autonomy 
(2.389), disconnection/rejection (2.433), and impaired 
limits (1.038) indicated no multicollinearity. The results 
supported HOV assumption. They indicated that im-
paired autonomy, disconnection/rejection, and impaired 
limits were the significant predictors of submissiveness 
and could predict 93% of the variance of this factor (Ta-
ble 11).

4. Discussion

Current study aimed to investigate the relationship be-
tween EMSs and interpersonal problems among univer-
sity students. Results showed that disconnection/rejec-

tion was one of the strongest correlates of interpersonal 
problem and its factors. It was also the strong predictor 
of interpersonal problems, social avoidance, submis-
siveness, over-nurturing, vindictiveness, and domineer-
ing. This finding is consistent with the results of Ayduk, 
Downey, Testa, and Shoda (1999); Baldwin (1999); 
Holmes (2000); Drapeau and Perry (2004); Gaffey 
(2005); Gaffey (2009); Berenson et al., (2009); Kham-
seh and Hosseinian (2010); Yousefi, Abedin, Tirgari, and 
Fathabadi (2010); Nikmanesh, Keikha, Mahmoudi, and 
Mousavi (2010); Breen and Kashdan (2011); and Amani 
and Esfandiari (2012). According to Young et al. (2003), 
people who score high in this domain, believe that their 
needs for love and belongingness will not be fulfilled, 
so they may show increased rejection sensitivity due to 
their early rejection-related experiences. These people 
may react to these feelings through different coping 
strategies. For example, they may either try to protect 
themselves from rejections through social avoidance and 

Table 6. Stepwise regression analysis to determine the contribution of EMSs in the variance of submissive.

Model Predictor R R2 SE df F B β t

Constant - - - - - 0.188 - 0.102

1 Impaired autonomy 0.576 0.331 0.563 1, 148 73.391** 0.655 0.576 8.567**

Constant - - - - - -0.108 - -0.706

2
Impaired autonomy

0.605 0.366 0.550 2, 147 42.126**
0.626 0.550 8.300**

Impaired limits 0.126 0.188 2.835**

Constant - - - - - -0.109 - -0.732

3

Impaired autonomy

0.631 0.398 0.538 3, 146 32.211**

0.864 0.760 7.658**

Impaired limits 0.142 0.212 3.249**

Disconnection/ rejection -0.266 -0.280 -2.792**

* P < 0.05  ** P < 0.001 

Table 7. Stepwise regression analysis to determine the contribution of EMSs in the variance of over-nurturing.

Model Predictor R R2 SE df F B β t

Constant - - - - - 0.494 - 4.446**

1 Impaired autonomy 0.700 0.490 0.547 1.148 142.149** 0.885 0.700 11.923**

Constant - - - - - 0.538 - 4.984**

2
Impaired autonomy

0.726 0.528 0.528 2.147 82.113**
1.175 0.929 10.603**

Disconnection/ rejection -0.317 -0.300 -3.428**

Constant - - - - - 0.190 - 1.297

3

Impaired autonomy

0.750 0.562 0.510 3.146 62.399**

1.082 0.856 9.788**

Disconnection/ rejection -0.308 -0.291 -3.441**

Other directedness 0.189 0.196 3.373**

* P < 0.05  ** P < 0.001 
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coldness; or react vindictively toward subjective and ob-
jective cues of rejections, or show domineering manner 
to control others and maintain their relationships, or try 
to gain others’ love and save their relationships trough 
over-nurturing and submissive behaviors.

Impaired autonomy was the strongest correlate of the 
interpersonal problem and most of its factors. This do-
main could predict interpersonal problems, social avoid-
ant, over-nurturing, domineering, and intrusiveness. 
This finding is consistent with the results of Zolfaghari et 
al,. (2008) and Attari et al,. (2012) studies. Presumably, 
the people who score high on this domain may avoid so-
cial relationships due to their feelings of incompetency 
and low self-esteem, or show domineering and intru-
sive manner owning to their overdependence. However, 
some of them may behave submissively because of their 
low self-esteem and overdependence, or use overcom-
pensation and show over-nurturing manner to enhance 
their damaged self-esteem.

Impaired limit was the significant correlate of social 
avoidant, submissiveness, vindictiveness, and interper-

sonal problems. It could predict submissiveness, vin-
dictiveness, and total interpersonal problems. Our result 
is partially in line with the findings of Pinto-Gouveia 
et al. (2006), Mueller et al. (2009), and Tremblay and 
Dozois (2009). According to Zolfaghari et al. (2008), as 
well as Amani and Esfandiari (2012), this domain is ac-
companied by some problems in marital satisfaction and 
emotional maturation. Because of their egotistical irre-
sponsible manner, people who score high on this domain 
are expected to experience many problems in their inter-
personal relationships. It was assumed that unfulfillment 
of their needs and expectations leads to hostility that 
reflects as vindictiveness. In contrast, these people may 
use overcompensation and show submissive manner.

Other-directedness was the significant correlate of in-
terpersonal problem and all its factors, except intrusive-
ness. It could predict over-nurturing and was the stron-
gest predictor of vindictiveness. Our result is partially in 
line with the findings of Mason, Platts, and Tyson (2005), 
Muris (2006), and Henning and Walker (2008). Presum-
ably, ignoring one’s own needs or feelings, which are 
the interpersonal characteristic of the people who score 

Table 9. Stepwise regression analysis to determine the contribution of EMSs in the variance of domineering.

Model Predictor R R2 SE df F B β t

Constant - - - - - 0.663 - 6.291**

1 Impaired 
autonomy 0.564 0.318 0.519 1.148 68.927** 0.585 0.564 8.302**

Constant - - - - - 0.636 - 6.063**

2

Impaired 
autonomy

0.581
0.338 0.513

2.147 37.487**
0.412 0.397 3.827**

Disconnection/ 
rejection 0.190 0.219 2.108*

* P < 0.05  ** P < 0.001 

Table 8. Stepwise regression analysis to determine the contribution of EMSs in the variance of vindictive.

Model Predictor R R2 SE df F B β t

Constant - - - - - 0.438 - 2.174*

1 Other directedness 0.329 0.108 0.759 1.148 17.978** 0.332 0.329 4.240**

Constant - - - - - 0.177 - 0.805

2
Other directedness

0.387 0.138 0.744 2.147 12.968**
0.252 0.249 3.054**

Impaired limits 0.171 0.219 2.684**

Constant - - - - - 0.027 - 0.119

3

Other directedness

0.427 0.165 0.732 3.146 10.826**

0.215 0.213 2.603*

Impaired limits 0.154 0.197 2.437*

Disconnection/ 
rejection 0.206 0.185 2.390 *

* P < 0.05  ** P < 0.001 
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high on this domain, can lead to vindictiveness through 
gradual increase of anger. Moreover, these people may 
try to gain others’ approval, avoid others’ anger or aban-
donment, and improve their self-esteem through submis-
siveness or self-sacrifice.

Finally, inhibition/overvigilance was the significant 
correlate of over-nurturing, vindictiveness, domineer-
ing, and interpersonal problems, but it could not predict 
interpersonal problem and its factors in our sample. It 
was assumed that this domain’s association with social 
anxiety (Pinto-Gouveia et al., 2006), and low extrover-
sion and agreeableness (Thimm, 2010; Bahrami Ehsan 
& Bahramizadeh, 2011) has various negative influences 
on interpersonal relationships. Characteristics, such as 
emotional inhibition and anger restraint can gradually 
increase aggression and hostility, which reflect as vin-
dictiveness. Some people may cope with this schema 
through overcompensating strategy and show over-nur-
turing behaviors to improve their social deficits. So far, 
many studies have confirmed the association between 
perfectionism and interpersonal problems (Ye et al., 
2008; Gilman, Adams, & Nounopoulos, 2011; Chen et 
al., 2012; Roxborough et al., in press). Because of the 
relative similarity of perfectionism and unrealistic stan-
dards, as one of the schemas of this domain, it was ex-
pected that this domain shows a significant correlation 
with interpersonal problems, a finding that did not yield 

in the current study. The samples’ differences may ex-
plain this inconsistency, for mentioned studies’ samples 
consisted of adolescence or clinical population that were 
different from ours with respect to their age and health 
situation. Also, the difference between measured con-
structs and administered materials can be another reason 
for this inconsistency. Finally, our findings were incon-
sistent with the results of Yilmaz et al. (2011). According 
to their study, EMSs did not have a significant associa-
tion with students’ social skills. Presumably, cultural dif-
ferences, disparate measurements, and the dissimilarity 
of social skills and interpersonal problems are among the 
main reasons of this inconsistency.

In conclusion, our research supported the Young’s the-
ory and presented strong evidence regarding the asso-
ciations of EMSs, especially its first two domains, with 
the interpersonal problems. With respect to the important 
role of EMSs in the interpersonal relations of students as 
a normal and non-clinical group, and due to the signifi-
cant role of interpersonal relationships in psychological 
adjustment, further investigations on this field seem nec-
essary. In addition, given the strong association between 
EMSs and interpersonal problems, schema therapy can 
be used to decrease peoples’ problems in interpersonal 
problems.

Table 11. Stepwise regression analysis to determine the contribution of EMSs in the variance of interpersonal problems.

Model Predictor R R2 SE df F B β t

Constant - - - - - 0.165 - 3.633**

1 Impaired autonomy 0.917 0.840 0.224 1.148 779.377** 0.848 0.917 27.917**

Constant - - - - - 0.165 - 3.716**

2
Impaired autonomy

0.963
0.927 0.152

2.147 927.544**
0.528 0.571 16.525**

Disconnection/ 
rejection 0.351 0.454 13.134**

Constant - - - - - 0.006 - 0.158

3

Impaired autonomy

0.966

0.934 0.145

3.146 686.935**

0.530 0.573 17.403**

Disconnection/ 
rejection 0.337 0.436 13.126**

Impaired limits 0.047 0.087 4.004**

* P < 0.05  ** P < 0.001 

Table 10. Stepwise regression analysis to determine the contribution of EMSs in the variance of intrusive.

Model Predictor R R2 SE df F B β t

Constant - - - - - 0.355 - 3.370**

1 Impaired autonomy 0.655 0.429 0.519 1.148 111.111** 0.743 0.655 10.541**

* P < 0.05  ** P < 0.001 
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Our study has some limitations too. First, our sample 
consisted of female students, so the generalization of 
results to men and non-student groups should be done 
cautiously. Second, our research investigated females’ 
general interpersonal problems, so the generalization 
of results to specific levels of interpersonal problems 
should be done cautiously. In this study, some of our 
subscales (other-directedness, overvigilance, nurturing, 
vindictiveness, domineering, and intrusiveness) showed 
relatively low internal consistency, and this issue could 
affect our findings. We suggest that future studies inves-
tigate different levels of social relationships in various 
cultural, non-student, and male groups to obtain more 
generalized results. One important note refers to this fact 
that our study was correlational, so casual relationships 
cannot be inferred from these findings. We recommend 
that future studies investigate the casual relationships be-
tween these two constructs using experimental design.
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