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The aim of the present study is to identify the prototype of the concept of dependency in interpersonal 
relations in Turkish culture. Data were collected from young adults studying at university. The sample 
comprised 252 participants whose ages ranged between 17 and 35 and who were studying on different 
programs at university. Of the participants, 155 (61%) were female and 97 were male (39%) students. 
The scenario sample used in the prototype analyses was used as the data collection instrument. The 
data were analyzed by means of a prototype analysis method in order to identify the concept of 
dependency in interpersonal relationships and dependent relationships. As a result of the prototype 
analysis, three different head categories and 71 features were identified. The tables demonstrate these 
features in rank order in terms of representing the category in the best way.  These categories are 
defined as, a) interpersonal dependency, b) dependent individuals’ characteristics and c) indicators of a 
dependent relationship. Showing love, trust building and giving arm emerged as the prototype of 
interpersonal dependency concept. Inability to act by oneself, anxiety, lack of confidence, self-denial 
and being open to indoctrination emerged as the prototype of dependent personal characteristics. 
Inability to live without the dependable person, feeling the constant need to be near him/her, desire to 
satisfy him/her, placing that person in the center of one's life, and the need to be informed about that 
person also emerged as the prototype of a dependent relationship. It was found out that the prototype 
of dependency in interpersonal relationships and the prototype of dependent relationship indicators 
comprise both positive and negative characteristics. It is observed that the prototype of dependent 
individual characteristics is generally perceived negatively. 
    
Key words: Interpersonal dependency, dependent relationship, dependent individual, prototype analysis. 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 
 
In addition to their biological needs, people are born with 
various needs waiting to be met such as love, being 
loved and forming a relationship. Being with other people 
is a rooted need of mankind such that it is almost 
biological (Schaeffer, 2001). From (1998) informs that 
experiencing the feeling of loneliness leads to fear. For 
this reason, he argues that the most important need of an 
individual is to cope with loneliness. In order to cope with 
this loneliness, without doubt we try to create intimacy 
with others. It  is  inevitable  that  individuals  who  search 

for intimacy become connected to the people they are 
close to. Ainsworth (1972) defines dependency as an 
emotional bond which is expressed by means of the 
search for intimacy. However, one can be dependent on 
the needed person beyond the degree of bonding and 
become deprived of individual freedom. People find 
themselves to be unsatisfactory and defenseless in most 
periods of their lives (Vorhaus, 2007). These emotions 
pave the way for the emergence of dependency in the 
individual. 
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Dependency reflects complex ideas, feelings, and 
beliefs emerging in line with interaction, intimacy, and 
maintaining trust with the valued individual (Hirschfeld et 
al., 1977). Dependency is defined in four dimensions: 
motivational (feeling an intense need to receive approval 
and support from others), cognitive (perceiving oneself to 
be powerless and useless), emotional (experiencing 
anxiety in cases where one has to perform a duty 
autonomously), and behavioral (using strategies of 
presenting oneself so as to strengthen ties with the 
potential caregiver) (Borstein, 2005a). According to the 
approach presented in Figure 1 as the Cognitive-
Interactive Model (C/I Model), behaviors related to 
dependency are based on the individual, others and the 
interactions between him/her and others. The Cognitive-
Interactive Model is defined as a goal-oriented, controlled 
and future-oriented process determined by the 
expectations and beliefs related to these interactions. 
Although dependent individuals' behaviors change from 
situation to situation, their basic beliefs (perceiving 
oneself to be powerless and insufficient) and motivation 
(desire to strengthen relationships through protectors and 
supporters) are permanent (Bornstein, 2005b).  

The most noticeable and observable features of 
dependent individuals are their displays of despair 
schema. The perception of insufficiency and power-
lessness of the self paves the way for the emergence of 
the motivational component of dependency. Seeing and 
perceiving yourself as insufficient and powerless will 
force you to try to ingratiate yourself with people you view 
as protectors and supporters. This motivation results in 
dependent behaviors and directs the individual to present 
oneself as a favor supplier in the relationship. Dependent 
individuals behave in certain ways to others like winning 
favor, begging, proving (showing that they need help), 
glorifying oneself (emphasizing one's personal value and 
achievements), threatening (showing threat and hatred, 
giving the impression that s/he experiences a breakdown 
and has poor health). As for emotional reactions, they 
mirror a dependent individual's basic beliefs about 
himself (Bornstein, 2011). According to the Cognitive-
Interactive Model dependent individuals' main motivation 
is to maintain a caring and supporting relationship. 
Dependent individuals form powerlessness and ineffi-
ciency schemes related to their personality. In conclu-
sion, these cognitive schemas influence motivations 
(needing others' guidance and support), behaviors 
(receiving help and guarantee from others) and emotional 
responses (experiencing fear and anxiety when perfor-
ming an individual task) (Fiori et al., 2008). Bornstein 
(1992) argues that dependent people choose behaviors 
which they believe will increase their chances of 
obtaining the supportive relationship and help and of 
maintaining this relationship and getting help in the 
future. Figure 1 explains the nature of dependency.  

It has been argued that psychological phenomenon 
never arises independently  from  its  context;  and  there- 
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fore, context is always a part of this psychological reality. 
However, it is noted that cultural environments may 
provide valuable explanations for the observed behaviors 
and their causal connections (Kağıtçıbaşı, 2010). Many 
social scientists agree that human perception is 
influenced by culture (Segal et al., 1968). Atkinson et al. 
(1996) argue that people perceive the world as a whole, 
although the information from the outer world comes in a 
fragmented way and units. This difference in perception 
determines our explanation of concepts.   

At present, there are five theories on the nature of con-
cepts in social sciences. These are: classical, prototype, 
sampler, neurological and information approaches 
(Medin, 1989; Murphy, 2002; Thagard, 2005; cited in 
Thagard and Toombs, 2005). In terms of the classical 
view, features defining a specific content have to meet 
the necessary and sufficient conditions (Rey, 2005). The 
classical view explains the concepts of typical words such 
as dog or chair in a powerful way while mostly 
summarizing the concepts of beauty or justice (Thagard 
and Toombs, 2005). Contrary to the classical view, the 
prototype view maintains that concepts can be organized 
regularly by means of the ways presented by the 
systematic and classical approach rather than arguing 
that concepts cannot be determined (Rusell, 1991).   

Prototype represents the blurry group of field-concept 
related parts (Le et al., 2008). The prototype analysis 
which is centered on the prototype approach is defined 
as forming a structure comprised not only of primary 
characteristics but also commonly known characteristics 
(Rosch, 1975). In studies conducted in the framework of 
the prototype approach, categorization is utilized (Gregg 
et al., 2008; Kearns and Fincham, 2004; Fehr, 1988). 
Categorization is cognitive functioning whereby the brain 
categorizes objects and events (Rey, 2005). Catego-
rization has two general and basic principles. Firstly, the 
category systems should be functional and provide the 
maximum amount of information with the least cognitive 
effort. Second, the structure of knowledge should be 
perceived as structural knowledge rather than arbitrary or 
unpredictable in all parts of the world (Rosch and Lloyd, 
1978). Category systems are divided into vertical and 
horizontal dimensions. The vertical dimension determines 
the level of belonging to the category. As for the 
horizontal dimension, it is related to the extent to which 
the statements reflect the category. In categorization in 
the horizontal dimension, categories' discriminatory 
features and flexibility increase (Rosch and Lloyd, 1978). 
The classical view assumes that in order to belong to a 
category, each component has to reflect the same set of 
characteristics and all components of the category reflect 
the category equally (Kearns and Fincham, 2004). The 
boundaries among concepts are thus determined clearly. 
However, in prototype analysis, identifying features 
reflec-ting a concept in the best way as central and 
others as peripheral shows that they do not reflect the 
category in an equal level. Unlike the classical view, 
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Figure 1. A cognitive/interactionist model of interpersonal dependency 
(Bornstein, 2011, An Interactionist Perspective on Interpersonal Dependency, s.126)  

 
 

Figure 1. A cognitive/interactionist model of interpersonal dependency.(Bornstein, 2011, An 
Interactionist Perspective on Interpersonal Dependency, s.126).  

 
 
 
prototype analysis does not define a concept in a none-
or-all fashion and overlook other features that involve this 
concept. Therefore, prototype analysis is more advan-
tageous than the classical view.  The feature which best 
represents the concept, that is, the prototype is based on 
categorization in the horizontal dimension.  

Since dependency in interpersonal relationships provi-
des significant information as to the individual's well-
being and dynamics of close relationships, interest into 
the nature of dependency has increased in recent years 
(Alonso-Arbiol et al., 2002). Although the concept of 
interpersonal dependency has been clearly understood in 
the literature, it also has a dimension which is influenced 
by culture. The present study analyzes the interpersonal 
dependency concept and the perception of individuals 
living in Turkish culture. The sample comprised young 
adults who experience interpersonal relationships inten-
sely due to the period of life they are passing through. 
The results related to how the sample perceive and 
explain interpersonal dependency will give clues related 
to this culture. The main aim of this study is to point out 
the similarities and differences between the definitions of 
interpersonal dependency in the literature and among 
young adults in Turkey. In addition to this, the charac-
teristics of dependent individuals  will  be  determined  and 

the indicators of a dependent relationship will be outlined. 
Thus, a multidimensional evaluation of inter-personal 
dependency concept will be reached. 
 
 

METHODOLOGY 
 
The present study has adopted the survey model in order to 
describe an existing situation. The interpersonal dependency 
concept has been analyzed by means of prototype analysis 
involving categorization in the horizontal dimension.  
 
 
Sample 
 
The population represented students of İnönü University; the 
sample comprised 252 students (155 females-61% and 97 males-
39%), whose ages ranged between 17 and 35 (m=22.23). They 
were studying Pre-school Education, Primary Education, Mathe-
matics Education, Science Education, Social Sciences Education, 
English Language Education in the 1st, 2nd, 3rd and 4th years and 
were receiving pedagogical formation training. Female participants 
outnumbered male participants since the number of female 
students studying in the programs was higher.  
 
 
Operation 
 
In  order  to  determine  the  frequently  used  features  in  prototype  



 
 
 
 
analysis, the scenario adapted from Kearns and Fincham (2004) 
was used.  

 
 
Scenario 

 
The present study aims to determine what kind of features and 
qualities come to mind when people think of the concept of 
dependency in interpersonal relationships. For example, if you were 
asked to list the qualities of an individual who arouses the 
experience of fear in you, you would list features like there is a 
possible danger, her/his heart beats fast, and the individual runs 
away in a fast way. In the present study we are interested in 
dependency in interpersonal relationships, not the fear experience. 
Imagine you are going to explain the concept of dependency in 
interpersonal relationships to an individual who has not experienced 
dependency. Write down all negative and possible features, 
considering the common ones rather than those which are not 
associated with the word dependency.  

The forms filled out by the participants were analyzed one by 
one. Each expression in the form was written on a blank sheet. A 
sum of 71 statements under three categories was obtained from 
252 participants. The expressions were categorized by two resear-
chers individually. Each researcher grouped each statement to a 
category (interpersonal dependency concept, dependent indivi-
duals' characteristics, and indicators of a dependent relationship). 
In terms of validity, the consistency in researchers' coding was 
analyzed and 85% consistency was observed between the 
researchers' coding. Within the scope of the validity analysis, a pilot 
study was conducted in a small 27-participant group before 
administering it to 252 participants. These forms were analyzed in 
terms of intelligibility, duration and participants' answers. At the end 
of the study, it was determined that the scenario is intelligible, the 
duration is satisfactory, and participants' responses are related to 
the interpersonal dependency concept. The number of answer 
sheets with different numbers, signifying the same feature was 
calculated and the frequency of each feature was determined. 
Answer sheets which were out of the scope of the research and 
which did not signify any feature related to dependency were 
excluded. To exemplify, answer sheets containing statements like 
"Consider someone whose parents have died. This person will feel 
the need to be connected to someone in the adolescence years", 
which indicate that the instruction has not been understood, were 
excluded from analysis. When determining the characteristics of 
dependency in interpersonal relationships, statements addressing 
the question of what dependency is were taken into consideration 
(e.g., "dependency is an instrument of socialization", "dependency 
equips one with belonging", etc.). Although only a prototype 
analysis of interpersonal dependency was conducted in the study, 
two upper level categories other than interpersonal dependency 
were obtained. These were defined as indicators of a dependent 
relationship and characteristics of dependent people. The indicators 
of a dependent relationship were formed on the basis of the 
features/tendencies participants displayed in dependent relation-
ships (e.g., 'the dependent person puts the person who s/he 
depends on in the center of his/her life', 's/he cannot leave the 
person who s/he depends on', etc.) and the characteristics of the 
dependent individual were formed on the basis of their 
characteristics regardless of whether the participants were in a 
dependent relationship or not (e.g., 'the dependent person is 
emphatic', 'the dependent person is sacrificing', 'the dependent 
person is forgiving', etc.).  

Statements signifying similar meanings were collected under the 
same category. To illustrate, the statements 'to show love', ' the 
indicator of interpersonal dependency is love', 'interpersonal depen-
dency is an instrument of sharing love and happiness' were 
collected under the category of showing love.  
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Who did analysis? How about reliability and validity of data 
analysis process? Did analysis process, that is defining categories 
and placing items or exspression under these categories check by 
another person or researcher?  Information about reliability and 
validity should be given.  

 
 
FINDINGS  
 
In the prototype analysis, the content of 252 people's 
answer sheets were taken into consideration and a 71-
item feature list was made ranking from the best to the 
weakest representing ones. Fourteen characteristics 
under the category of interpersonal dependency are 
demonstrated in Table 1. Thirty one features are listed 
under the category of dependent individuals' characte-
ristics in Table 2. Twenty six features are listed as 
indicators of a dependent relationship in Table 3. The 
characteristics signifying three different categories, 
frequency values and percentages are summarized in the 
tables below.  

Table 1 demonstrates the features defining the concept 
of dependency in interpersonal relationships, as well as 
their frequency and percentages. 

The features having the highest frequency were found 
to be showing love, building trust and giving harm. Table 
2 demonstrates the features defining dependent indivi-
duals in interpersonal relationships, frequency and 
percentages. 

The characteristics with the highest frequency were 
found to be 'unable to act for oneself, being anxious, 
lacking confidence, being open to indoctrination'. Table 3 
shows the characteristics defining the indicators of a 
dependent relationship, as well as the frequency and 
percentages.  

Indicators with the highest frequency were found to be 
inability to carry out life without him/her, always wanting 
to be with him/her, desire to satisfy him/her, placing 
him/her at the center of one's life, being curious, inability 
to leave him/her and doing things which will be approved.  
 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
The prominent prototypes among dependency in inter-
personal relationships are showing love, trust building, 
giving harm and socialization. Pincus and Wilson (2001) 
mention three types of dependency: exploitative, 
submissive, and love-oriented. They have come to the 
conclusion that dependency based on love reflects 
preservation and continuation of the close relationship 
with the individual who they depend on and see as 
protective/supportive (as a figure of dependence). 
Therefore, love-oriented dependency has a more 
compatible function. The fact that participants of the 
present study view dependency as a love-oriented de-
pendency is in line with the definition of love-oriented 
dependency  in  the  literature. Oral  (2006)  explains  that 
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Table 1. Features of dependency in interpersonal 
relationships. 
 

Characteristics Frequency % 

1. Showing love 13 5 

2. Building trust 10 4 

3. Giving harm 10 4 

4.Socialization 7 3 

5.Showing respect 5 2 

6.Self-seeking acts 4 2 

7.Habit 3 1.5 

8.Parasitism 3 1.5 

9.One-sidedness 3 1.5 

10.As it should be 2 1.5 

11.Cooperation 2 1.5 

12.Showing interest 2 1,5 

13.No self interest 2 1.5 

14.Two people's world 1 0.3 
 
 
 

people who have trust-oriented dependencies have 
positive expectations that the others are dependable and 
good-willed. A negative relationship was found between 
dependency and trust dependency while a positive 
relationship was found between dependency and 
obsessive dependency (Alonso-Arbiol et al., 2002). As for 
those people who have obsessive dependency, they do 
not feel that they deserve to be loved (Oral, 2006). 
Although the literature points to findings of obsessive 
dependency in dependent individuals, the participants of 
the present study mostly associated the interpersonal 
dependency concept with trust building. Birtchnell (1988) 
explains that extreme dependency causes harm to the 
individuals' close relationships and threatens the 
individual's well being (cited in Alonso-Arbiol et al., 2002). 
The fact that there is a positive relationship between 
dependency, aggressive attitudes and lack of self-respect 
(Morgan and Clark, 2010) confirms the dangerous and 
threatening aspect of dependency. Although the negative 
aspects of dependency were emphasized in these 
studies, the findings of the present study reveal that 
positive aspects of dependency are emphasized more.  

The prominent prototypes in dependent individuals' 
characteristics are being unable to act for oneself, being 
anxious, lack of self-acceptance, lack of confidence, 
being open to indoctrination, being asocial and 
introverted. In exploitative dependency defined by Pincus 
and Wilson (2001) individuals need to preserve and 
continue instrumental support, for example they believe 
that deciding by oneself is terrible. The fact that parti-
cipants of the present study perceive dependent 
individuals to be unable to act for themselves implies that 
they exhibit exploitative dependency. Navaro (2005) also 
points out that dependency is beyond connecting to the 
person we need; it does not allow individual freedom, that 
is,   an   individual's   ability   to   act   for   himself/herself. 

 
 
 
 
Table 2. Characteristics of dependent individuals in interpersonal 
relationships 
 

Characteristics  Frequency % 

1.Unable to act for oneself 80 31 

2.Anxious  65 26 

3.Lack of self-acceptance 41 18 

4.Lack of confidence  38 15 

5.Open to indoctrination  34 13 

6.Asocial 21 8 

7.Introverted 21 8 

8.Melancholic  18 7 

9.Jealous  14 5 

10.Lack of self-actualization 12 5 

11.Social  10 4 

12.Self-acceptance  10 4 

13.Excited  9 4 

14.Frightened  9 4 

15.Selfish  8 3 

16.Indecisive  8 3 

17.Subjective  7 3 

18.Fear of taking responsibility 7 3 

19.Physically attractive 6 3 

20.Content with one's life 6 3 

21.Self-sacrificing  5 2 

22.Unstable emotions 5 2 

23.Sensitive  4 2 

24.Fear of change 4 2 

25.Passionate  4 2 

26.Emotion-centered 3 1,5 

27.Forgiving  3 1.5 

28.Emphatic 3 1.5 

29.Compliant with others  2 1 

30.Giving harm to one's environment 2 1 

31.Intelligence  2 1 

 
 
 
Hirschfeld et al.'s (1977) findings that there is a positive 
relationship between neuroticism pointing to anxiety and 
interpersonal interdependency; and that unhealthy 
dependency results in chronic anxiety (Overholser, 1996; 
cited in Bornstein, 2005b) are in line with the present 
finding that participants perceive dependent individuals 
as anxious. However, what is striking is that the present 
findings point to the features of an unhealthy dependency 
as defined in the literature. Morgan and Clark's (2010) 
finding that dependent individuals do not have self-
confidence and have lower self-esteem as an indicator of 
self-approval are in line with the present finding that 
participants view dependent individuals as people who   
lack self-acceptance and confidence. Bornstein (2005b) 
noted that in an unhealthy dependency, the counselee 
seeks a counsellor who knows everything and wants to 
direct him/her in psychological guidance, which is  in  line 
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Table 3. Indicators of a dependent relationship.  
 

Indicator Frequency % 

1.Inability to carry out one's life without him/her 63 25 

2.Feeling the need to be by her/his side 51 20 

3.Desire to satisfy him/her 41 16 

4.Placing her/him at the center of one's life 39 15 

5.Being informed/curiosity 33 13 

6.Inability to leave 28 11 

7.Doing things to be approved 28 11 

8.Being content with being by his/her side 26 10 

9.Inability to act freely 22 9 

10.Finding him/her to be superior 19 8 

11.Identification with her/him 18 7 

12.Ignoring others 17 7 

13.Unconditional love 17 7 

14.Feeling the need to receive help 15 6 

15.Ignoring one's faults 12 5 

16.Waiting to be approved 10 4 

17.Loyalty 10 4 

18.Depriving oneself of something 10 4 

19.Causing 9 4 

20.Excitement 8 3 

21.Inability to share  8 3 

22.Feeling the need to help 4 2 

23.Envy  4 2 

24.Being of secondary importance 4 2 

25.Being demanding 3 1.5 

26.Feeling the need to be loved 3 1.5 

 
 
 

with the present finding that participants perceive 
dependent individuals as open to indoctrination.  

The most prominent prototypes among the qualities 
defining a dependent relationship are inability to continue 
one's life without him/her, feeling the need to be always 
by him/her, desire to satisfy him/her, placing him/her at 
the center of one's life, being informed/curiosity and 
inability to leave him/her. In order for identity to grow 
healthily, individualization-separation and the boundaries 
of identity should be clearly defined (Kağıtçıbaşı, 2010). 
Mahler et al. (1999) state that the separation-
individualization process is realized when the individual is 
ready to function independently in developmental terms 
and takes pleasure from this, unlike traumatic separation 
situations. Schaeffer (2001) holds that healthy 
relationships maintain unification and allows for being an 
individual and individualism. The fact that dependent 
individuals cannot carry out their lives without the person 
they are dependent on points to the fact that their 
separation-individualization process is not healthy. In 
addition, this finding from the present study is similar to 
Navaro's  definition  of  unhealthy  dependency,  which  is 

being dependent on someone without questioning it, 
desperation and inability to continue life without him/her. 
Desire to be together is realized by forming intimacy in 
order to cope with loneliness as explained previously 
(Fromm, 1998). However, the desire always to be with 
someone will prevent the individual's desire to live freely 
and the inability to live freely will prevent one from using 
his/her potential power and talents. On the other hand, 
dependent individuals' constant need to be guided and 
supported (Bornstein, 2005b) may lead them to be close 
to the dependable individuals all the time. The reason 
underlying the dependent person's efforts to satisfy the 
person s/he depends on is the motivation to carry on the 
relationship (Fiori et al., 2008), that is the dependent 
individual’s maintenance of support from that person, 
preserving and continuing the support depends on 
(Pincus and Wilson, 2001) satisfying that person. 
Dependent individuals' desire to obtain knowledge about 
the people they are dependent on can be explained by 
their sensitivity to the existence of people who have the 
possibility to support and help them in the future 
(Bornstein et al., 1996) and their active search  for  others  
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in order to cope with their hostile  emotions  of  loneliness 
(Besser et al., 2003). 
 
 

CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTIONS 
 
As a result of the prototype analysis, it was found that 
young adults perceive dependency in interpersonal 
relationships to be unhealthy due to its negative 
indicators. The fact that people are dependent on others 
due to their need to be approved by others, and to 
receive care and love (Vorhaus, 2007) is compatible with 
the conclusion that dependency is compatible with hu-
man nature. However, unhealthy dependency, which is 
characterized by extreme and uncontrollable arbitrary 
and common dependency efforts, differs from healthy 
dependency which is characterized by flexible depen-
dency efforts arising in selective situations (e.g. difficult 
situations) (Bornstein, 2011). In addition, it is interesting 
that interpersonal dependency has been defined as love-
centered dependency.  

The participants' views that they build a relationship 
based on trust have not been supported in the literature. 
In addition to this, the finding that dependent individuals 
have low self-esteem and anxiety, are unable to act by 
themselves and are open to indoctrination is not in line 
with the literature. Interestingly, no matter how negative 
dependent individuals' characteristics may be, they may 
benefit the other person in the relationship. According to 
Feeney (2007) who argues that dependency parado-
xically creates independence, the acceptance of one 
partner to be dependent causes the other partner to be 
satisfied, realize his/her aims independently and  have 
self-confidence. Interpersonal dependency has positive 
outcomes in terms of both the dependable (love, trust, 
etc.) and the dependent individual (self-confidence, 
independence, success, etc.). These positive outcomes 
may lead to a positive perception of dependency in 
Turkish culture. Considering these positive aspects, inter-
personal dependency is not viewed as an unhealthy 
mechanism in the Turkish culture, yet it is accepted to be 
a healthy and acceptable feature. On the basis of this, it 
could be argued that interpersonal dependency is not 
evaluated in negative terms in this culture.  

Limitations of the present study are the lack of analysis 
about which characteristics of the interpersonal depen-
dency concept, dependent person and dependent 
relationships represent central characteristics and which 
represent peripheral ones and the lack of comparison 
between male and female students. In addition, these 
findings have been collected from young adults represen-
ting the sample, which necessitates the repetition of the 
research with a larger population so that generalizations 
can be made. In a study on university students' values 
(Artan et al., 2005), being independent, making indivi-
dualistic preferences were found to be less important 
than others, which points to the role of culture in these   
results. Therefore, future research should investigate how  

 
 
 
 
dependency is perceived as well as the cultural 
background to this. 
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