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ABSTRACT

THE EFFECTS OF EARLY MALADAPTIVE SCHEMAS ON PARTNERS’
MARITAL SATISFACTION: THE MEDIATING ROLES OF SCHEMA COPING
STYLES AND PERCEIVED PARTNER RESPONSIVENESS

Akkol, Selin
M.S. Department of Psychology
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Nuray Karanci

January 2017, 143 pages

The aims of the current study are to examine (1) the possible effects of early
maladaptive schemas, schema coping styles, and perceived partner responsiveness on
marital satisfaction; (2) the mediating role of avoidance coping style; (3) the mediating
role of compensation schema coping style; and (4) the mediating role of perceived
partner responsiveness in the relationship between schema domains (i.e. Impaired
Autonomy, Disconnection, Unrelenting Standards, Impaired Limits, and Other
Directedness) and marital satisfaction. The Actor-Partner Interdependence Model was
used to examine the bidirectional effects of variables pertaining to wives and husbands
in predicting their marital satisfaction. Each spouse among a hundred and twenty-four
couples who were married for at least 5 months completed the measures. The results
revealed that husbands’ avoidance coping style mediated the relationship between 1)
wives’ Unrelenting Standards, 2) husbands’ Disconnection, 3) husbands’ Other
Directedness schema domains and wives’ marital satisfaction. However, the hypothesis
about the mediating effects of compensation coping style was not supported. Regarding
the mediating role of perceived partner responsiveness, both wives’ and husbands’



Impaired Autonomy schema domains decreased wives’ perceived partner
responsiveness, and this decrease, in turn, leads to a decrease in both spouses’ marital
satisfaction. Moreover, husbands’ perceived partner responsiveness mediated the
relationship between husbands’ both Disconnection and Impaired Limits schema
domains and husbands’ marital satisfaction. Finally, this study discusses its strengths

and limitations, clinical implications as well as makes suggestions for future research.

Keywords: Early Maladaptive Schemas, Schema Coping Styles, Perceived Partner

Responsiveness, Marital Satisfaction



0z

ERKEN DONEM UYUMSUZ SEMALARIN PARTNERLERIN EVLILIK DOYUMU
UZERINE ETKILERI: SEMA BAS ETME STILLERI VE PARTNER DUYARLILIK
ALGISININ ARACI ROLLERI

Akkol, Selin
Yiiksek Lisans, Psikoloji Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Nuray Karanci

Ocak 2017, 143 sayfa

Bu ¢aligmanin amaci; (1) erken dénem uyumsuz semalar, sema bas etme stilleri ve
partner duyarlilik algisinin evlilik doyumu iizerindeki olasi etkilerini, (2) sema kaginma
bas etme stilinin, (3) sema telafi etme bas etme stilinin, ve (4) partner duyarlilik algisinin
sema alanlar1 (zedelenmis otonomi, kopukluk, yiiksek standartlar, zedelenmis sinirlar, ve
bagskas1 yonelimlilik) ve evlilik doyumu arasindaki iliskideki aract degisken roliinii
arastirmaktir. Evlilik doyumu tizerindeki ¢ift yonlii etkileri saptamak amaciyla istatiksel
analiz olarak Aktor-Partner Bagimlilik Modeli kullanilmistir. Bes aydan uzun siiredir
evli olan 124 evli giftten her es 6l¢ekleri ayr1 ayr1 doldurmustur. Bulgular erkeklerin
kacinma bas etme stili, kadinlarin Yiiksek Standartlar sema alani, erkeklerin Kopukluk
ve Bagkas1 Yonelimlilik sema alanlari ile kadinlarin evlilik doyumu arasindaki
iligkilerde arac1 degisken rolii oynadigini gostermistir. Ancak, telafi bas etme stilinin
aract degisken roliine iligskin hipotez desteklenememistir. Partner duyarlilik algisinin

araci rolii incelendiginde ise, hem kadinlarin hem de erkeklerin Zedelenmis Sinirlar

Vi



sema alaninin kadinlarin partner duyarlilik algisini olumsuz sekilde yordadig: ve her iki
esin evlilik doyumunu diisiirdiigii bulunmustur. Ayrica, erkeklerin partner duyarlilik
algisinin kendi Kopukluk ve Zedelenmis Sinirlar sema alanlarinin ve kendi evlilik
doyumu arasindaki iligskide arac1 degisken rolii oynadigi bulunmustur. Son olarak, bu
calismanin giiclii yonleri ve sinirliliklari, klinik uygulama anlaminda katkilar1 ve gelecek

arastirmalar i¢in Oneriler tartisiimistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Erken Donem Uyumsuz Semalar, Sema Bas Etme Stilleri, Partner

Duyarhilik Algisi, Evlilik Doyumu
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This chapter consists of six sections. In the first section a general overview about
the study is given. The second section includes the definition of marital satisfaction and
demographic factors related to marital satisfaction. The third section presents the
definition of Schema Theory and early maladaptive schemas (EMSs), the definition of
schema domains and literature findings on the relationship between EMSs and marital
satisfaction. In the fourth section, the definitions of schema coping styles, schema
surrender, schema avoidance, and schema compensation, and the findings in the
literature about the relationship between schema coping styles and marital satisfaction
are introduced. The next section includes the definition of perceived partner
responsiveness and the findings in the literature about its relationship with marital
satisfaction. Finally, the last section is composed of aims and hypotheses of the present
study.

1.1. General Overview

Marriage has been delineated as one of the most fundamental human
relationships because of the fact that the possibility of rearing next generation begins
with the primary structure that marriage provides (Larson & Holman, 1994). Long and
Burnett (2005, p.321) stated “in a couple, one can find the deepest experience of
intimacy in life. Being a member of couple can lead to personal growth and self-
awareness or the failure of it can cause wounds that take years to heal”. Moreover,
marriage has some protective effects for both men and women. That is, married
individuals live longer, have better physical and psychological health, psychological
wellbeing, and emotional wellness (Mead, 2002). On the other hand, especially in a

marriage being a couple is not easy (Gladding, 2011). Difficulties in marriages are
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reported as one of the most common problems for people who need psychological help
(Veroff, Kulka, & Douvan, 1981, as cited in Fincham & Bradbury, 1987). According to
the Marriage and Divorce Statistics 2015 of Turkish Statistical Institute (2016), in
Turkey there was no significant change in the number of couples who got married in
2015 (602.982) compared to 2014. Similarly, the number of couples who got divorced
did not change significantly in 2015 (131.830), which means that approximately one out

of five couples got divorced in 2015, and that is a considerably high ratio.

When the formula of happiness and stability in a marriage was investigated, it
was found that a common indicator of marital happiness and stability is marital
satisfaction (Ebrahimi & Kimiaei, 2014; Sternberg & Hojjat, 1997). Moreover, marital
satisfaction has also been found to be strongly associated with general and psychological
well-being of individuals (Hiinler & Gengdz, 2003; Yesiltepe & Celik, 2014). Thus, it is
an important variable in relationship research (Ebrahimi & Kimiaei, 2014). When one
assumes that the majority of individuals is married or will marry, it becomes vital to
understand the variables that affect satisfaction derived from their marriage (Cag &
Yildirim, 2013).

The other important variable that will be studied in the current study is schema
domains that consist of early maladaptive schemas. Many researchers have emphasized
the potential effects of schemas on couple satisfaction (Beck, 1979; Chatav & Whisman,
2009; Ellis, 1986; Sacco & Phares, 2001). Ellis (1986) was the first to highlight that
partners’ high level of irrational beliefs such as highly exaggerated, rigid, illogical,
absolutistic thoughts affect couple satisfaction. How individuals cope with their
schemas, also known as schema coping styles, are another important variable because of

their powerful relationship with schemas.

Perceived partner responsiveness is a key organizing principle for studies
examining romantic relationships (Reis, 2007; Reis & Clark, 2013; Reis, Clark, &
Holmes, 2004; Selcuk & Ong, 2013), and which has been found to be an important
predictor of relationship satisfaction among romantic couples (Gadassi et al., 2015; Bar-



Kalifa, Hen-Weissberg, & Rafaeli, 2015). Perceived partner responsiveness has usually
been investigated as a mediator factor when the relationship between
marital/relationship satisfaction and other different constructs (e.g. sexual satisfaction,
social anxiety) are examined. Similarly, in the present study its role as a mediator

between schemas domains and marital satisfaction is examined.

There is a longitudinal study, in which the relationship between partner’s marital
satisfaction and divorce was investigated (Hirschberger, Srivastaya, Marsh, Cowan, &
Cowan, 2009). In this study, married couples were followed for a period of fifteen years,
and it was found that divorce can be predicted by husbands’ initial marital satisfaction,
but not by their most recent marital satisfaction. Specifically, whether husbands were
dissatisfied approximately 8 years after marriage was the best predictor of divorce,

suggesting that marital satisfaction is a very important predictor of marital stability.

Given the high rates of divorce in contemporary marriages and its deep and
destructive consequences, and the association of marital satisfaction with divorce and its
effects on psychological and physical well-being of married individuals, it seems
important to understand the factors affecting and predicting marital satisfaction. In the
present study, both actor effects (the effects of a person’s own characteristics on his or
her own outcomes; e.g., to what extent a person’s own schemas, own schema coping
styles, own perceived partner responsiveness have an effect on his/her own marital
satisfaction) and the partner effects (the effects of one partner’s characteristics on the
other partner’s outcome; e.g., to what extent a partner’s schemas, schema coping styles,
perceived partner responsiveness have an effect on a person’s own marital satisfaction)

were investigated.

Thus, the present study was conducted to investigate the dyadic effects of early
maladaptive schemas in predicting marital satisfaction of wives and husbands.
Specifically, this study examines the effects of EMSs, schema coping styles, and
perceived partner responsiveness on marital satisfaction and the mediating effects of

schema coping styles (i.e. avoidance and compensation coping styles) and perceived



partner responsiveness in the relationship between schema domains and marital
satisfaction by using the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model (APIM, Kenny, Kashy,
& Cook, 2006) that enables one to investigate interpersonal influence and bidirectional
effects between partner’s predictor variables on each other’s outcome variables. In other
words, it allows examining the effect of one person’s schemas, schema coping styles,
and perceived partner responsiveness on his or her partner’s marital satisfaction.
Although previous studies examined the role of early maladaptive schemas in predicting
marital satisfaction, these studies were limited to only one partner’s perspective (i.e.
Chay, Zarei, & Pour, 2014; Dumitrescu & Rusu, 2012; Nia, Ghiasi, Shirinlzadi, &
Forooshani, 2015; Soleymani, 2014; Yigit & Celik, 2015) and did not consider dyads.
Moreover, among these, there is no study that investigated the mediating roles of schema

coping styles and perceived partner responsiveness.
1.2. Marital Satisfaction

Marital satisfaction as a concept has been defined and discussed in different
ways in the literature (Bradbury, Fincham, & Beach, 2000). For instance, Thompson
(1988, p.95) defined marital satisfaction as “an individual’s subjective evaluation of and
personal sentiments toward the marriage”. Similarly, Pill (1990), stated that it is the
degree of a person’s gratification with his/her marital interaction. Another description of
marital satisfaction is “the subjective feeling of happiness, satisfaction, and pleasure
experienced by a spouse when considering all current aspects of his marriage”
(Hawkins, 1968, p. 164; as cited in Olson et al., 1989). The concept of marital
satisfaction was also introduced as the extent to which one’s expectations about
marriage being met in his or her marriage (Bahr, 1989, as cited in Sharaievska, Kim, &
Stodolska, 2013). Similarly, Tezer (1986) defined the term as “the perception of an
individual with regard to the level of which his/her needs in marriage relationship are

accommodated”.

There is a lack of conceptual clarity of the term “marital satisfaction” (Fisiloglu

& Demir, 2000). Marital satisfaction as a concept is used interchangeably with the



concepts such as marital adjustment, marital happiness, and marital stability (Karney &
Bradbury, 1995). Although there are some differences between the definitions of these
concepts, White (2003) stated that using these terms interchangeably can be acceptable
due to the fact that there is a high correlation between the concepts of marital
satisfaction, marital happiness, marital adjustment, and marital quality (as cited in
Aktiirk, 2006).

Positive effects of marriage were revealed by many studies (Hawkins & Booth,
2005; Helms & Buehler, 2007; Williams & Umberson, 2004). It has been found to be as
beneficial for both psychological and physical well-being throughout the literature (Carr
& Springer, 2010; Costanza et al., 2008; Hawkins & Booth, 2005; Mead, 2002; Waite &
Gallagher, 2000). Married people tend to have decreased illness and death rates, lower
depression levels, and higher close emotional support (Ross & Mirowsky, 2002; Stack &
Eshleman, 1998). In the light of these findings, it is obvious that individuals can more
easily reach to happy and fulfilled lives with a marriage. However, it is important to
highlight that the protective effects of marriage are present only when couples are
satisfied with their marriage (Proulx, Helms, & Buehler, 2007). Consistent with this
finding, in a 12-year longitudinal study, Hawkins and Booth (2005) found that unhappily
married people suffer from symptoms of psychological distress and poorer health, as
well as lower levels of overall happiness, life satisfaction, and self-esteem. It was
suggested that remaining in an unhappy marriage is more detrimental compared to
divorce and remarriage. That is, only high levels of marital satisfaction predict positive
outcomes on individuals’ psychological well-being. Similarly, in another study
conducted with 361 married older couples, spouses’ own marital satisfaction was
significantly associated with the life satisfaction of both man and woman (Carr,

Freedman, Cornman, & Schwarz, 2014).
1.2.1. Demographic Factors Related to Marital Satisfaction

Throughout the literature, the effects of some demographic factors such as
gender, age, education level, income, length of marriage, and existence of children on



marital satisfaction have been investigated, and the findings seem to be contradictory.
Jose and Alfons (2007) stated that while examining the findings, it is important to
consider that association of demographic factors with marital satisfaction can differ from
culture to culture. Thus, the contradictory findings might be due to cultural differences

of samples.

One of the main concerns in the literature is whether gender is a significant
predictor of marital satisfaction. Findings about the association between gender and
marital satisfaction are contradictory. Jose and Alfons (2007) examined whether
demographics affect marital satisfaction, and found that men tend to report higher levels
of marital satisfaction compared to women. Similarly, Aktiirk (2006) reported that
Turkish husbands are more satisfied with their marriages as compared to their wives.
This finding was interpreted from the gender roles perspective that women have more
responsibilities concerning housework and rearing children compared to men. Thus, it
may be more difficult for wives to be satisfied in marriage compared to their husbands.
On the contrary, Cag and Yildirim (2013), with a sample of 811 Turkish married
individuals, found no difference between men and women in terms of marital
satisfaction, which is consistent with the findings reported by Gilford and Bengtson
(1979) and Hamamci (2005).

As regards age, findings are contradictory as well. Gilford and Bengtson (1979)
conducted a study with 1056 currently married individuals composed of three
generational families with grandparents, parents, and grandchildren. The results revealed
that the highest marital satisfaction is reported by the youngest generation, while the
middle generation reported the lowest levels and the eldest generation reported medium
levels of marital satisfaction. Jose and Alfons (2007) found that age is significantly
associated with the only sexuality subscale of marital satisfaction measure for both man
and woman. That is, as the age of the spouses increases, their sexual adjustment
problems do so. On the other hand, Karney and Bradbury (1995) found that as the age

increases marital satisfaction decreases.



In addition to gender and age, education level has been examined in association
with marital satisfaction by some researchers. Cag and Yildirim (2013) found that there
is a negative relationship between marital satisfaction and education level of Turkish
married individuals. That is, as the partners’ education level increases, their marital
satisfaction decreases. People with higher education level may attribute different
meanings to marriage, feel more independent, and have different expectations than those
with lower levels of education, all of which may negatively affect their marital
satisfaction. Contrary to this finding, Jose and Alfons (2007), among married adults in

Belgium, found no significant effect of education level on marital satisfaction.

Other than the demographic variables discussed above there are also other
demographic variables that were found to be associated with marital satisfaction. It was
reported that socioeconomic resources such as income are also related with marital
satisfaction (as cited in Aktiirk, 2006).

Related to the length of marriage, there are also inconsistent findings about its
effects on marital satisfaction. Some researchers suggest that it follows a U-shaped
pattern; that is, at the beginning, the level of marital satisfaction is high, as it proceeds to
middle years it declines, and at later times it rises again (Rollins & Feldman, 1970, as
cited in Bradbury, Fincham & Beach, 2000). The study of Jose and Alfons (2007)
supports this by showing that individuals in the middle years of their marriage have
lower levels of marital satisfaction as compared to those in early and late years in their
marriages. On the other hand, other researchers support the idea that marital satisfaction
decreases after the first ten years of marriage (Glass & Wright, 1977; Bradbury et al.,
2000). Contrary to these findings, Aktiirk (2006) found that the length of marriage is
positively associated with marital satisfaction among Turkish married individuals. It was
suggested that due to the importance given to family ties and involvement of extended
family members in marriages in Turkey, newly married couples might need time to
adapt to the marriage. Thus, as years pass by, spouses become more adapted to their

marriage, which in turn increases their satisfaction.



In regards to the existence of children, findings suggest no significant difference
between married couples with and without children in terms of their marital satisfaction
(Hamamci, 2005; Sakmar, 2010). Consistent with this finding, Cag and Yildirim (2013)
reported that the number of children do not predict marital satisfaction.

Other relationship related factors such as high degree of acquaintanceship with
partner before marriage, similarity of one’s values, attitudes and backgrounds with the
partner, good communication between partners, and effective conflict resolution skills

were reported as predictors of high levels of marital satisfaction (Larson, 2000).
1.3. Schema Theory and Early Maladaptive Schemas

Young’s Schema Theory (1999) proposed the concept of Early Maladaptive
Schemas (EMS), which refers to extremely stable and enduring characteristics and
themes that are comprised of memories, emotions, cognitions, and bodily sensations
about self and relationships with others. These pervasive themes and patterns develop
primarily as toxic experiences in childhood, elaborated through individual’s lifetime,
and are dysfunctional to a significant degree. EMSs develop when core emotional needs
have not been met during childhood (Young, Klosko, & Weishaar, 2003). These five
core emotional needs are secure attachment to others; autonomy, competence, and sense
of identity; freedom to express valid needs and emotions; spontaneity and play; and
realistic limits and self-control. It is believed that every individual has these needs.
Psychologically healthy individuals’ core emotional needs have been adaptively met.
EMSs develop when the interaction between child’s innate temperament and early

environment bring about frustration instead of gratification.

Schemas play a major role in how individuals think, feel, and act (Young et al.,
2003). They help individuals to transform new stimulus experiences in line with the past,
the conditions in childhood that were most harmful to them. Moreover, when schemas
are triggered, individuals develop maladaptive behaviors as response to them. According
to Young’s theory (1990, 1999), behaviors are not part of the schema itself, but
maladaptive behaviors develop as responses to schemas. Each schema has its certain



dysfunctional behavior patterns, which affects relationships with others via individuals’
reactions to their partners and significant others. In addition to everyday behaviors,
individual’s major life decisions such as their choice of marital partner is affected by
their schemas as well. For instance, a woman with an emotional deprivation schema is
very likely to be attracted to an emotionally depriving man and marry him. Her husband
becomes irritated and pushes her away when she tries to hold him, which in turn triggers
her emotional deprivation schema and she overreacts with her anger. Her anger might in
turn lead her husband to alienate her even more, which maintains the existence of her
emotional deprivation schema. Thus, early maladaptive schema can have detrimental

effects on a romantic relationship and couple’s satisfaction.
1.3.1. Schema Domains and Early Maladaptive Schemas

There are five main categories of “schema domains” that results from unmet

emotional needs. These five schema domains include eighteen schemas.

The first schema domain is “Disconnection and Rejection”. People with EMS in
this schema domain are not able to form secure, satisfying attachments with others and
expect that their needs for safety, stability, nurturance, empathy, love, belonging,
acceptance, and respect are not going to be met. They tend to be most damaged
compared to people having other schema domains and have an inclination to go into
self-destructive relationships or, at the opposite side, avoid close relationships at all.
Their parents are typically unstable, abusive, cold, rejecting, or isolated. This domain
includes EMSs such as Abandonment/Instability, Mistrust/Abuse, Emotional
Deprivation, Defectiveness/Shame, and Social Isolation/Alienation.
“Abandonment/Instability” schema is the expectation that one’s connection to important
others is not stable because they are emotionally unpredictable, will die, or will leave the
person for someone better. Furthermore, people with “Mistrust/Abuse” schema expect
that others will abuse, hurt, humiliate, lie, cheat, manipulate or use the person because
they think of only their own selfish needs. “Emotional Deprivation” schema is the

perception that people’s emotional needs such as nurturance, empathy, and protection



from important others will be unable to met adequately. People with
“Defectiveness/Shame” schema perceives themselves as a defective, bad, unwanted,
inferior, or invalid in important aspects or as unlovable to their significant others.
“Social Isolation/Alienation” schema is the sense that the person is isolated from other

people, groups, community, and the rest of the world (Young et al., 2003).

The second schema domain is “Impaired Autonomy and Performance”. People
with EMSs in this schema domain have expectations about themselves and their
environment that contradicts with their ability to separate, survive, function
independently, or perform successfully. They are unable to develop their own identities,
to have their own independent lives, to set personal goals, and to master necessary skills.
Their parents are usually enmeshed, undermining confidence of the child, lacking
reinforcement for child’s performances outside the family, or overprotective parents who
did everything for their child. This domain includes EMSs such as
Dependence/Incompetence, Vulnerability to Harm or Iliness, Enmeshment/Undeveloped
Self, and Failure. “Dependence/Incompetence” is an EMS in which one perceives the
self as incompetent to handle everyday responsibilities without considerable help from
others. These responsibilities might be taking care of oneself, solving daily problems,
exercising good judgment, tackling new tasks, and making good decisions.
“Vulnerability to Harm or Illness” schema is the belief that imminent catastrophe can
strike any time that will be unable to be prevented by the person that results in
exaggerated fear. There are three types of catastrophes depending on the focus of fear:
medical catastrophes, emotional catastrophes, and external catastrophes.
“Enmeshment/Undeveloped Self” schema is present in people having excessive
emotional involvement and closeness with significant others, usually parents, at the cost
of having normal development of individuation. “Failure” schema is the expectation of
inevitable failure in important areas of achievement such as school, sports, and career

and the perception of inadequateness compared to peers (Young et al., 2003).

The third schema domain is “Impaired Limits”. People with EMSs in this schema

domain are unable to develop adequate internal limits in terms of reciprocity or self-
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discipline. Therefore, it might be difficult for them to respect other’s rights, cooperate,
keep commitments, or meet long-term goals. They tend to be selfish, spoiled,
irresponsible, narcissistic, and are unable to control their impulses and to delay
gratification. Their parents are typically overly permissive or indulgent. This domain
includes EMSs of Entitlement/Grandiosity and Insufficient Self Control/Self Discipline.
People with “Entitlement/Grandiosity” schema perceive themselves as superior to others
and not responsible for the rules of reciprocity, the latter of which guides normal social
interaction. They believe that they are entitled to special rights and privileges.
“Insufficient Self-Control/Self-Discipline” schema is present in people, who are unable
to have sufficient self-control and frustration tolerance in order to reach their personal

goals and to adjust the expression of their emotions and impulses (Young et al., 2003).

The fourth schema domain is “Other-Directedness”. People with EMSs in this
domain excessively focus on meeting the needs of other people instead of their own in
order to receive approval, sustain emotional connection, or avoid punishment. Their
families typically give more importance for their own emotional needs and social
presentation and eventually fail to give unconditional acceptance. This domain includes
EMSs of Subjugation, Self-Sacrifice, and Approval-Seeking/Recognition-Seeking.
People with “Subjugation” schema experience an excessive giving up control over other
people to avoid the threat of abandonment, anger, or retaliation. There are two types of
subjugation: subjugation of needs and subjugation of emotions. People with “Self-
Sacrifice” schema are volunteers to meet the needs of others for the cost of their own
needs and gratification. “Approval-Seeking/Recognition-Seeking” schema is the
perception that one needs approval or recognition from others, which risks developing a

secure, autonomous, and genuine sense of self (Young et al., 2003).

The fifth schema domain is “Overvigilance and Inhibition” which is defined as
suppression of spontaneous feelings and impulses. People with EMS in this domain try
hard to meet internalized rigid rules about their own performance. By doing this, they
risk their happiness, self-expression, relaxation, close relationships, or good health.

Their parents were typically grim, repressed, and strict. In their childhood, people with
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these schemas typically rely on self-control and self-denial at the expense of spontaneity
and pleasure. This domain includes EMSs of Negativity/Pessimism, Emotional
Inhibition, Unrelenting Standards/Hypercriticalness, and Punitiveness. People with
“Negativity/Pessimism” schema pervasively focus on the negative aspects on their life
and ignore the positive ones. Their focus is usually pain, death, loss, disappointment,
conflict, and betrayal. “Emotional Inhibition” schema is defined as the inhibition of
spontaneous actions, feelings, and communication when one has interaction with others
in order to avoid criticism or losing control of their impulses. “Unrelenting
Standards/Hypercriticalness” schema is the belief that one must make every effort to
meet high-internalized standards, usually with the aim of avoiding disapproval or shame.
This EMS is generally identified by perfectionism, rigid rules, preoccupation with time
and efficiency. “Punitiveness” schema is the perception that people who make mistakes

deserve harsh punishment (Young et al., 2003).

Depending on his clinical experience, Young (1990) originally suggested sixteen
EMSs. Then, Young and his colleagues (Young, 1999; Young et al., 2003) revised these
EMSs and proposed five schema domains that include 18 EMSs mentioned above.
Factor analyses of the schemas in different studies revealed different number of schema
domains; thus, the numbers of EMSs and schema domains seem to vary across studies.
In their studies with the samples of undergraduates and an Australian clinical population,
respectively, Schmidt, Joiner, Young, and Telch (1995) suggested 13 EMS; while Lee,
Taylor, and Dunn (1999) proposed 16 EMS according to the factor analyses of Young
Schema Questionnaire Long Form. Different factor structures depending on the use of

clinical or normal populations were produced.

In the Turkish literature, there are two main studies in which early maladaptive
schemas were used with two different populations and different numbers of schema
domains with different numbers of EMSs were found. Saritag-Atalar and Gengoz (2015),
conducted a study with Turkish high school students, principle component analysis of

YSQ-SF-3 revealed 3 schema domains, named as Impaired Limits-Exaggerated
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Table 1. Early Maladaptive Schemas and Associated Schema Domains

Schema  Disconnection Impaired Impaired  Other Direc- Overvigilance
Domain & Rejection Autonomy Limits tedness & Inhibition
&Performance
Early Abandonment Dependence  Entitlement Subjugation Negativity/
Maladap- /Instability Incompetence  /Grandiosity Pessimism
Tive
Schema Mistrust/ Vulnerability  Insufficient  Self- Emotional
Abuse to Harm or Self-Control Sacrifice Inhibition
IlIness /Self-
Discipline
Emotional Enmeshment Approval Unrelenting
Deprivation /Undeveloped Seeking/ Standards/
Self Recogniti-  Hypercriti-
on Seeking  calness
Defectiveness  Failure Punitiveness
/Shame
Social Isolati-

on/Alienation

Adapted from Young, Klosko, & Weishaar (2003)

Standards, Disconnection-Rejection, and Impaired Autonomy-Other Directedness,
which consist of 18 EMSs.

Soygiit, Karaosmanoglu, and Cakir (2009) conducted a study with Turkish
university students and proposed 14 EMSs under 5 schema domains, namely Impaired
Autonomy (consists of enmeshment/dependency, abandonment, failure, negativity,
vulnerability to harm EMSs), Disconnection (consists of emotional deprivation,
emotional inhibition, social isolation/mistrust, and defectiveness EMSs), Unrelenting
Standards (consists of unrelenting standards, approval seeking EMSs), Impaired Limits
(consists of entitlement/insufficient self-control EMS), and Other-Directedness (consists
of self-sacrifice and punitiveness EMSs) based on principal component analysis of
Young Schema Questionnaire Short Form Version 3 (YSQ- SF-3). In the present study
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Soygiit and her colleagues’ questionnaire (2009) and suggested schema domains in their
study were used (See Table 2.). They suggested that clinical population represent
suggested factors theoretically better than the population composed of university
students. They stated that emerged factors overlap with the basic structure of the original
factors. Although some of the items are loaded in different dimensions, they are

fundamentally universal representations of the schemas.

Table 2. Listing of Suggested Schema Domains and Early Maladaptive Schemas

Schema  Impaired Disconnection Unrelenting Impaired Other-
Domain  Autonomy Standards Limits  Directedness
Enmeshment ~ Emotional Unrelenting  Entitlement/ Self-
Dependence Deprivation Standards Insufficient Sacrifice
Self-Control
Abandonment  Emotional Approval- Punitive-
Inhibition Seeking ness
Failure Social Isolation
/Mistrust
Pessimism Defectiveness
Vulnerability
to Harm

Adapted from Soygiit, Karaosmanoglu, and Cakir (2009)

1.3.2. Early Maladaptive Schemas, Schema Domains, and Marital Satisfaction

Throughout the literature it has been acknowledged that cognitions have an
important role in the functioning of relationships (Whisman & Uebelacker, 2007). One
of those cognitions is an early maladaptive schema. Long-standing and strongly held
assumptions affect one’s emotions and behaviors towards partners. If these underlying
assumptions are unrealistic, extreme, or rigid, they are very likely to cause relationship

problems and distress in a marriage. Moreover, partners’ core beliefs shaped by
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dysfunctional assumptions are important in terms of affecting the way couples interact
with each other (Nia et al., 2015), which in turn has an impact on their marital
satisfaction. A study investigating the role of EMSs as predictors of divorce found that
couples with enmeshment and emotional inhibition EMSs are more likely to divorce
(Yoosefi, Etemadi, Bahrami, Fatehizade, & Ahmadi, 2010).

Studies investigating the effects of EMSs on marital satisfaction of individuals
are consistent in the sense that in general increased level of EMSs are associated with a
decrease in marital or couple satisfaction (Dumitrescu & Rusu, 2012; Nia et al., 2015;
Soleymani, 2014; Yigit & Celik, 2015). Dumitrescu and Rusu (2012) in their study
among 182 Romanian university students for at least have 6 months relationship or
married found that increased level of abandonment / instability, emotional deprivation,
social isolation / alienation, defectiveness/shame, dependence / incompetence,
vulnerability to harm or illness, subjugation, self sacrifice, approval seeking /
recognition seeking, and negativity / pessimism schemas predicts low levels of couple
satisfaction. Moreover, Young and Brown (2007, as cited in Dumitrescu & Rusu, 2012)
stated that people with abandonment and instability schemas might feel that their partner
will not provide emotional support, not meet their protection needs, and also have a
perception that they will be abandoned. Those with emotional deprivation and
defectiveness schemas might have a perception that their partners will not provide the
love they need, and might feel worthless. Having social isolation / alienation schemas
might make one feel isolated and different from partner. People with dependence /
incompetence schema might perceive that they need their partner to carry out all daily
responsibilities and are unable to do them without them. Approval-Seeking schema
might force people to be extremely committed to their partners’ confirmation to avoid
anger or abandonment. Those with negativity / pessimism schema might pay attention to
negative things in their relationship such as conflicts, blame, unsolved problems, or

betrayals while ignoring the positive aspects.

It is also important to consider the role of cultural differences and the perception

of family system in that culture when examining the relationship between EMSs and
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marital satisfaction. A study comparing the relationship between EMSs and marital
dissatisfaction in married individuals in India and Iran revealed that abandonment,
dependence, and subjugation schemas predict marital dissatisfaction in an Iranian
sample, while in an Indian sample emotional deprivation is the only predictor of marital
dissatisfaction (Nia et al., 2015). Another study conducted with an Iranian sample
showed that EMSs of emotional deprivation, emotional inhibition, and distrust

negatively predict marital satisfaction (Soleymani, 2014).

As regard to studies investigating the relationship between schema domains and
marital satisfaction, in a study conducted with Turkish couples, married or in a romantic
relationship, Yigit and Celik (2015) found that disconnection and rejection schema
domain negatively predict relationship satisfaction in married couples. Presence of
disconnection and rejection schema domain in people, who could not develop secure
attachment with significant others in their childhood and maintain this pattern in their
relationships in adulthood, explain their problems in their romantic relationships and
their decreased levels of marital satisfaction.

Another study examining the relationship between maladaptive schema domains
and marital satisfaction in Iranian mothers of primary school children revealed a
significant negative relationship between disconnection rejection, other directedness,
and over vigilance and inhibition schema domains and marital satisfaction (Chay, Zarei,
& Pour, 2014). Moreover, it was found that there is a positive relationship between
impaired autonomy and performance schema domain and marital satisfaction. When
interpreting this finding according to Young’s theory, people who score high on
impaired autonomy and performance schema domain have undeveloped inner self and
are incompetent and dependent individuals who cannot independently take
responsibilities for their lives. They often ask other people to make their decisions for
them. They accept their schema and never try to change it. All these characteristics may

lead to feelings of marital satisfaction in them (Yoosefi et al., 2010).
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To date there is no study in the literature investigating the dyadic effects of
schema domains on marital satisfaction of wives and husbands separately. Thus, the
present study aims to examine this by using Actor-Partner Interdependence Model
(APIM).

1.4. Schema Coping Styles

It has long been known that all organisms have three basic responses when they
perceive threat, namely fight, flight, and freeze (Simeone-DiFrancesco, Roediger, &
Stevens, 2015). These correspond to three ways of responding to a schema, namely
schema overcompensation, schema avoidance, and schema surrender, respectively.
However, animal responses of fight, flight, and freeze are behaviors towards external
enemies, schema coping styles are towards a schema, which is an “enemy within”.
These coping styles, how individuals handle their own schemas, are called “coping
reactions” by Young. All three schema coping styles operate unconsciously. Moreover,
it is important to underlie that all three ways of responding to a schema, known as
schema coping styles, include behaviors, thoughts, and feelings (Simone-DiFrancesco et
al., 2015).

Triggering of EMSs during childhood represents presence of a threat. Threat is
“the frustration of a core emotional need and the concomitant emotions” of the child.
Individuals deal with frustration with a coping style. Although these coping styles are
usually adaptive and seen as healthy mechanisms to survive in childhood, they become
maladaptive as children grow up. The reason behind this is that coping styles with the
EMSs continue to preserve the schema, even though the available conditions change and
there may be more favorable options. Individuals become captive with their schemas by
using maladaptive schema coping styles. As mentioned above the types of schema
coping styles are Schema Surrender, Schema Avoidance, and Schema

Overcompensation.
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1.4.1 Schema Surrender

When surrender schema coping style is used, the person gives into the schema
(Simeone-DiFrancesco et al., 2015). They accept their schema as a systematic rule and
do not avoid from or fight it; instead their behaviors confirm the schema (Young et al.,
2003). In terms of behaviors, they look for people and situations similar to the ones
caused the formation of their schemas in childhood. They maintain their schema-driven
patterns out of awareness. They act in a way to maintain their EMSs behaviorally by
choosing partners, who treat them just as their parents did. For instance, a person with
“Emotional Deprivation” schema is more likely to choose a cold, self-centered, or needy
partner, who is unable to meet his or her emotional needs. In terms of thoughts, they
selectively process the information; that is, they only notice what confirms the schema
and ignore what counters it (Simeone-DiFrancesco et al., 2015). In terms of feelings,
they directly experience emotional pain of the schema as they confront with schema

triggers.
1.4.2 Schema Avoidance

People using schema avoidance coping style avoid activities, thoughts, and
images that can trigger the schema and emotional reactions in order to prevent schema
activation (Young et al., 2003). Without awareness, they try to live their lives as if the
schema is not present. In terms of behaviors, they use both active and passive avoidance
of all kinds of situations that might trigger their schema. For instance, a woman with
“Emotional Deprivation” schema, who uses schema avoidance coping style, can avoid a
romantic relationship due to her assumption that “she is an unlovable person or her
partner will not give the love that she needs”. When thoughts and images related with
their schema appear, they distract themselves to avoid them. It can be seen as the denial
of traumatic events or memories as well as psychological defenses such as emotional
detachment (Simeone-DiFrancesco et al., 2015). In terms of feelings, just like thoughts
and images, they also suppress feelings associated with schema or escape into

numbness.
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1.4.3 Schema Compensation

According to Schema Theory (Young et al., 2003), when people use schema
overcompensation, they fight against their schema with their thinking, feelings, and
behaviors as if the opposite of their schema is true. If their schema is triggered, they
behave totally different from the child they were at the time of the schema acquisition.
That is, if they had the feeling that their parents neglected their emotions in the
childhood, they might be overly demanding about their needs to be met or satisfied. If
they felt as a worthless person during the childhood, they become narcissistic as adults.
If they felt that they would fail inevitably during the childhood, they become perfect or
likely to look down to others. From outside, they seem to be self-confident, but in reality
they are under the pressure of the schema menacing to show up. Their thoughts and
feelings associated with them are opposite to the content of the schema. They do not feel
comfortable about their feelings associated with the schema. Moreover, if their

overcompensation of the schema fails, their feelings may come back again.

Schema Compensation as a coping style is functional and healthy to a certain
extent. As long as the person considers others’ feelings, the behavior is appropriate to
the situation, and likely to result in a desirable outcome, fighting back against a schema
is healthy. It seems to be functional fighting against the schema in order to get an
alternative rather than feeling the pain of it. However, these attempts often overshoot the
mark and backfire at the end; thus, schema is sustained rather than healed. Narcissistic
patient with an Emotional Deprivation schema may reject all the help from her husband,
even if she needs help, which might result in alienating her husband, returning once

again to the state of deprivation.
1.4.4. Schema Domains and Schema Coping Styles

Gok (2012) investigated the relationship between schema domains and schema
coping styles in Turkish university students. It was found that avoidance coping style is
significantly related with schema domains of disconnection/rejection and impaired

limits/exaggerated standards (Gok, 2012). In regards to the findings about compensation
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coping style, it was found that it is significantly associated with schema domains of

impaired limits/exaggerated standards and impaired autonomy/other directedness.
1.4.5. Schema Coping Styles and Marital Satisfaction

There is no study investigating the relationship between schema coping styles
and marital satisfaction. When it is considered that these coping styles are maladaptive
and negatively affects individuals’ relationships with significant others, it can be
expected that there would be a negative relationship between schema coping styles of

avoidance and compensation and marital satisfaction of spouses.
1.5. Perceived Partner Responsiveness

Perceived partner responsiveness (PPR) has been proposed as a core principle
throughout the history of relationship research (Reis et al., 2004) and a central aspect of
relationship functioning and satisfaction (Reis, 2012). Reis and Gable (2015) reported
that responsiveness is the active ingredient that emphasizes important qualities defining
satisfying and healthy relationships. In addition, it was also commonly used as mediator
and moderator variables for the relationships between relational behaviors and various
outcomes (Bar-Kalifa & Rafaeli, 2013; Gadassi et al., 2015; Selcuk & Ong, 2013).

PPR is defined as the extent to which one believes that his or her romantic
partner understands, cares for, and appreciates him or her (Reis, 2012). It is important to
underline that PPR, as a concept, is somewhat different from received support from a
partner (Selcuk & Ong, 2013). That is, PPR refers to an individual’s overall view of his
or her partner in terms of understanding, caring, and appreciating. On the other hand,
received support from a partner reflects the received support’s quantity in a specific time
interval. For example, it is possible that an individual who has a spouse providing high
emotional support can evaluate his or her partner as low on PPR. It significantly predicts
some variables such as posttraumatic growth (Canevello et al., 2016), mortality risk
(Selcuk & Ong, 2013), and diurnal cortisol levels (Slatcher, Selcuk, & Ong, 2015),
important for individuals’ psychological and physical well-being.
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Reis and Gable (2015) suggested a model of responsiveness in which they
emphasize both interpersonal and intrapersonal processes. According to the model, there
are three key components of partner responsiveness. The first one is “understanding”,
defined as comprehending the core self such as needs, strengths, and weaknesses of the
partner. The second component is “validation”, defined as respecting for or valuing the
view of the partner’s self. The third one is “caring”, defined as expression of warmth,
affection, and concern for the well-being of the partner. The model begins with the
interaction between partner A and partner B or an eliciting event occurring outside the
context of an interaction between A and B such as participating in an activity together,
A’s disclosure of an stressful event to B, or A’s making decision that has implications
for B. The event or interaction can be in any context in which one of the partners has an
opportunity to be responsive to the other partner. In the context that A has an
opportunity to be responsive to B, A has the intention of understanding, validating, and
caring for the needs of B. Then, A shows this understanding, validation, and caring for B
in his/her verbal or nonverbal behaviors. When it proceeds successfully, A’s expressed
responsiveness is perceived by B, and perceptions of A’s understanding, validation, and
caring for B in turn affects B’s both personal and relationship outcomes (i.e.
satisfaction). They emphasized that the model is dyadic, that is, it specifies both

interpersonal, and intrapersonal effects.
1.5.1. Schema Domains and Perceived Partner Responsiveness

Schemas can be inactive for a period of time, and then they can become active by
events that occur in the environment (Young, et al., 2003). Yoosefi et al. (2010) reported
that activation of schemas might lead to subjectivity in our interpretation of events. This
subjectivity in couples can be displayed as incorrect suppositions, unrealistic objectives
and expectations, misunderstandings, and mutilated views (Antoine, Antoine, &
Nandrino, 2008). Thus, early maladaptive schemas of spouses can distort their
perceptions about their partners’ responsiveness due to their subjectivity in the

interpretations of events.
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1.5.2. Perceived Partner Responsiveness and Marital Satisfaction

Attachment Theory, as one of the most influential theories of close relationships,
suggests that establishing and maintaining a relationship with a highly responsive
attachment figure, that can be either a parent during infancy and childhood or a romantic
partner in adulthood, gradually introduce a feeling of security and calmness, which in
turn strengthens well-being (Selcuk, Gunaydin, Ong, & Almeida, 2016) as well as
marital satisfaction (Gadassi et al., 2015).

PPR is viewed as a fundamental process that gives direction to relationship
satisfaction and positively affects well-being and health (Reis, 2012). It has been viewed
as a fundamental element of satisfying romantic relationships since it facilitates the
development of intimacy among partners (Debrot, Cook, Perrez, & Horn, 2012).
However, most of the studies used perceived partner support instead of perceived partner
responsiveness. There was only one study that examined the relationship between PPR
and marital satisfaction (Gadassi et al., 2015). Specifically, the study examined the
mediator role of PPR in the relationship between sexual and marital satisfaction among
34 newlywed couples. Findings indicated that the effect of sexual satisfaction on
individuals’ marital satisfaction is mediated by perceived partner responsiveness. That

is, high PPR predicted increased levels of marital satisfaction.
1.6. Aims of the Study

Based on the aforementioned literature review about empirical studies and
theoretical frameworks, one of the aims of the present study was to investigate the
dyadic effects of some important variables such as early maladaptive schemas, schema
coping styles (i.e. avoidance and compensation), and perceived partner responsiveness in

predicting marital satisfaction of Turkish wives and husbands.

According to the Schema Theory, unmet needs during childhood, reflected and
represented by EMSs, which are perpetuated through to later in life play a significant
role in dysfunctional relationships (Young et al., 2003). These EMSs shape spouses’
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memories, emotions, cognitions, and bodily sensations about self and relationships with
others. Based on the Schema Theory and the findings of previous studies (i.e.
Dumitrescu & Rusu, 2012; Nia et al., 2015; Soleymani, 2014; Yigit & Celik, 2015), the
present study aimed to investigate the possible negative relationship between specific
schema domains and marital satisfaction. It is important to mention that it was not

possible to form our hypotheses for each schema domain.

Moreover, Schema Theory suggests that behavior of an individual is part of
schema coping processes and that is also expected to affect partners’ marital satisfaction
because of the fact that behaviors affected by early maladaptive schemas are very likely
to have a significant negative effect on marital relationship. Therefore, another aim of
the present study was to examine whether avoidance coping style and compensation
coping style have mediating effects in the relationship between schema domains and
marital satisfaction. For the mediation effects, there were research questions instead of
hypotheses. Due to the fact that there were no empirical findings about the mediating
effects of avoidance and compensation coping styles in the relationship between specific

schema domains and marital satisfaction.

When the possible negative effects of early maladaptive schemas on perceived
partner responsiveness and the effects of perceived partner responsiveness on
relationship outcomes are considered, the current study also aimed to investigate
whether perceived partner responsiveness has a mediating effect in the relationship
between schema domains and marital satisfaction of wives and husbands. Since there
was no previous study that examined the relationship between schema domains and
perceived partner responsiveness, a research question was proposed instead of

hypothesis.
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Specifically, the following was hypotheses about the main effects:

H1: Early maladaptive schemas, avoidance coping style, and compensation coping style
of wives and husbands would predict marital satisfaction of couples negatively, while
perceived partner responsiveness would predict marital satisfaction of couples positively
(See Figure 1.).

H1la : Early maladaptive schemas, avoidance coping style, and compensation
coping style of wives and husbands would predict their own (actor effect) marital
satisfaction negatively, while perceived partner responsiveness of wives and

husbands would predict their own (actor effect) marital satisfaction positively.

H1b : Early maladaptive schemas, avoidance coping style, and compensation
coping style of wives and husbands would predict their partners’ (partner effect)
marital satisfaction negatively, while perceived partner responsiveness of wives
and husbands would predict their partners’ (partner effect) marital satisfaction

positively.
Research questions about the mediating effects are as follows:

RQ 1: Does avoidance coping style mediate the relationship between schema domains

and marital satisfaction of wives and husbands?

RQ 2: Does compensation coping style mediate the relationship between schema

domains and marital satisfaction of wives and husbands?

RQ 3: Does perceived partner responsiveness mediate the relationship between schema

domains and marital satisfaction of wives and husbands?

24



This figure represents the hypothesized actor and partner effects in Hla and H1b.

Wives'
Early Maladaptive
Schemas

Wives'
Avoidance
Coping Style

Wives' Wives'
Compensation Marital Satisfaction
Coping Style

Wives'
Perceived Partner
Responsiveness

Husbands'
Early Maladaptive
Schemas

Husbands' Husbands’
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Figure 1. The Proposed Model for Main Effects of Early Maladaptive Schemas, Schema
Coping Styles, and Perceived Partner Responsiveness
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CHAPTER 2

METHOD

2.1. Participants

The sample of the present study consisted of 124 married couples (i.e. wives and
husbands), thus 248 participants. The characteristics of the sample are given in Table 3.
The ages of the wives ranged from 22 to 60 (M = 39.30, SD= 10.53), whereas the ages
of the husbands ranged from 26 to 68 (M = 40.94, SD= 11.00).

Education level of wives were scattered as; 3.6% (n = 9) of them were primary
school graduates, 1.2% (n = 3) were secondary school graduates, 9.7% (n = 24) were
high school graduates, 0.8% (n = 2) were university students, 27.4% (n = 68) were
university graduates, 4% (n = 10) had master education, and 3.2% (n = 8) had doctorate
education. As regards to husbands’ education level, 3.6% (n = 9) of them were primary
school graduates, 2.4% (n = 6) were secondary school graduates, 6.9% (n = 17) were
high school graduates, 0.8% (n = 2) were university students, 28.6% (n = 71) were
university graduates, 5.2% (n = 13) had master education, and 3.2% (n = 8) had
doctorate education.

Personal income of the participants differed according to gender, it ranged from
0 to 9000 Turkish Liras (TL) for woman (M = 2301.65, SD = 1672.92) and from 0 to
12.500 Turkish Liras (TL) for man (M = 3820.67, SD = 2261.29).

Couple’s relationship duration before marriage ranged from 0 to 132 months (M
= 29.67, SD = 29.15). Couples who were married for more than 5 months participated in

the present study, thus duration of marriage for the participants ranged between 5 to 492
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Table 3. Demographic Characteristics of the Participants

Variables N (248) % M S Min-Max
Gender
Female 124 50
Male 124 50
Age
Wives’Age 39.30 10.53 22-60
Husbands’ Age 40.94 11.00 26-68
Education
Wives’ Education Level
Primary 9 3.6
Secondary 3 1.2
High school 24 9.7
University student 2 0.8
University graduate 68 27.4
Master 10 4.0
Doctorate 8 3.2
Husband’s Education Level
Primary 9 3.6
Secondary 6 2.4
High school 17 6.9
University student 0 0
University graduate 71 28.6
Master 13 5.2
Doctorate 8 3.2
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Table 3. (continued)

Income
Wife’s Income 2301.65 1672.92
Husband’s Income 3820.67 2261.29

Type of Marriage

Acquainted 166 66.9

Arranged 58 23.4
Duration of relationship before marriage (month) 29.67 29.15
Duration of marriage (month) 165.53 128.47
Number of children 1.27 .96
Whether other family members live with the couple
Yes 15 6
No 233 94

0-9000
0-12.500

0-132
5-492
0-4

months (M = 165.52, SD = 128.47). The number of children of participants ranged
between 0 and 4. Majority of the participants had 2 children (n= 102, 41.1%). Sixty-six
(26.6%) couples had no children, 64 (25.8%) couples had one, 11 (4.4) couples had 3,

and 5 (2%) had 4 children.

Majority of the couples, that is 94% (n =233), do not live with other family

members outside the nuclear family, e.g. grandmother, grandfather, aunt, uncle. Only

6% (n = 15) live with people from outside the nuclear family.

As for marriage type, that is the way the couples got married, 66.9% (n = 166) of

the couples had acquainted marriage, 23.4% (n = 58) of the couples had arranged

marriage.
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2.2. Instruments

First of all, demographic information form, prepared by the researcher, was
administered in order to get information about participant’s gender, age, education level,
monthly income of the participant, length of the relationship before marriage, length of
marriage, number of children, type of marriage, presence or absence of another person
from extended family living with the couple (See Appendix B). In addition, five self-
report measures were given to participants. The measures included Young Schema
Questionnaire-Short Form-3 (See Appendix C), Young Rygh Avoidance Inventory (See
Appendix D), Young Compensation Inventory (See Appendix E), Perceived Partner
Responsiveness Scale (See Appendix F), and Dyadic Adjustment Scale (See Appendix
G).

2.2.1. Young Schema Questionnaire - Short Form 3 (YSQ-SF3)

Young and Brown (1994) developed the original form of Young Schema
Questionnaire (YSQ-Long Form), composed of 205 items with the aim of measuring
suggested 15 early maladaptive schemas (as cited in Welburn, Coristine, Dagg,
Pontefract, & Jordan, 2002). Then a briefer instrument with 75 items, the Schema
Questionnaire Short Form (YSQ-Short Form), was developed in order to measure 15
EMSs. Adding three proposed EMSs of approval seeking, pessimism, and punitiveness,
Young (2005) developed the third version of the short form of Young Schema
Questionnaire (YSQ-SF3), which measures 18 EMSs. The instrument is composed of 90
items, in which participants rate each item on 6-point Likert type scale (from 1=
completely untrue of me, to 6= describes me perfectly). High scores on items that
correspond to an EMS reveal the greater presence of that maladaptive schema. Internal
consistencies of short and long versions of Young’s schema questionnaires were found

very similar in factor analysis (Welburn et al. 2002).

Soygiit, Karaosmanoglu, and Cakir (2009) conducted the Turkish adaptation of
the YSQ-SF3 among Turkish university students. According to this study, Cronbach’s
alpha internal consistency for the schema domains were between .53 (unrelenting
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standards) and .81 (impaired autonomy), while test-retest reliability as assessed with
Pearson correlation coefficients ranged between .66 and .83. The Turkish version of the
measure suggested 14 factors (emotional deprivation, failure, pessimism, social
isolation/mistrust, emotional inhibition, approval seeking, enmeshment/dependency,
entitlement/insufficient  self-control, self-sacrifice, abandonment, punitiveness,
defectiveness, vulnerability to harm, and unrelenting standards). Higher order factor
analysis of these 14 factors revealed that there are five schema domains. The score for
each schema domain is calculated by taking the mean of the sum score of the items,
which belong to the specific schema domain. In addition, the score of early maladaptive
schemas were calculated by taking the mean of total score received from 90 items YSQ.

In the present study, the internal consistency reliability analysis for EMSs
revealed Cronbach alpha of .80 for emotional deprivation schema, .75 for failure, .82 for
negativity, .77 for social isolation, .77 for emotional inhibition, .76 for approval seeking,
.81 for enmeshment/dependency, .71 for entitlement/insufficient self-control, .74 for
self-sacrifice, .73 for abandonment, .72 for punitiveness, .70 for defectiveness, .76 for
vulnerability to harm, .74 for unrelenting standards. Moreover, internal consistency
Cronbach alpha values for the schema domains were found to be .93 for the impaired
autonomy schema domain, .90 for the disconnection schema domain, .82 for unrelenting
standards schema domain, .71 for the impaired limits schema domain, and .81 for the
other directedness schema domain. The overall reliability of the YSQ was found to be
.96.

2.2.2. Young Rygh Avoidance Inventory (YRAI)

YRAI was developed by Young and Rygh (1994) in order to measure the degree
to which one use schema avoidance as a coping style. It consists of 40 items, in which
participants rate each item on a 6-point Likert type scale (from 1= completely untrue of
me, to 6= describes me perfectly). Fourteen subscales were determined on the original
study, namely not to think deliberately about afflicting events, substance abuse, denial of

unhappiness, extreme rationalization and control, the suppression of anger,
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psychosomatic symptoms, distancing from people, the denial of memories, avoidance by
sleeping/energy loss, activity to remove from the mind, self-soothe (eating, shopping),
passive prevention of negative emotions, being away from the passive mind (fantasies,

television), and avoiding upsetting situations.

The Turkish adaptation of the YRAI was developed and conducted by Soygiit
(2007) with university students. Internal consistency coefficient for the overall scale was
.77, for the subscales ranged from .45 to .76. In the Turkish adaptation, six subscales
were suggested that consist of psychosomatic symptoms, ignoring sadness or
disturbance, emotional control, withdrawal from people, distraction through activity, and
numbness/suppressing emotions. In the present study, the mean of the overall scale score
was used and the internal consistency reliability analysis for YRAI revealed Cronbach

alpha of .75 for the overall scale.
2.2.3. Young Compensation Inventory (YCI)

YCI was developed by Young (1995) in order to measure the extent to which
individuals use compensation strategies to cope with their schemas. It consists of 48
items, in which participants rate each item on a 6-point Likert type scale (from 1=
completely untrue of me, to 6= describes me perfectly). The Turkish adaptation of the
instrument was conducted by Karaosmanoglu, Soygiit, and Kabul (2013). According to
factor analysis, seven factors derived, namely, status seeking, control, rebellion,
counterdependency, manipulation/attack, intolerance to criticism, and egocentrism.
Internal consistency coefficients were found to range between .60 and .81 for the
subscales. Split half reliability coefficient was .88 for the overall scale and that indicates
acceptable levels of internal consistency. In the present study, the mean of the overall
scale score was used and internal consistency reliability analysis for YCI revealed

Cronbach alpha of .90 for the overall scale.
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2.2.4. Perceived Partner Responsiveness Scale (PPRS)

PPRS is a 18-item measure developed by Reis (2007) to measure the partners’
perception of how much their partner cares about them, understand their feelings, and
appreciates them. Participants respond to the items on a 9-point scales, ranging from 1
(not true at all) to 9 (completely true). The items of the PPRS were adapted to Turkish
by Tasfiliz, Sagel, and Sel¢uk (2016) from Reis’s full 18 items scale, which has not been
published yet. PPRS consist of three components of responsiveness, namely
understanding, validating, and caring. In the present study, the mean of the overall scale
score was used and the internal consistency reliability analysis for PPRS revealed

Cronbach alpha of .96 for the overall scale.
2.2.5 Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS)

DAS is a 32-item measure developed by Spanier (1976) in order to measure the
relationship quality of married and cohabiting couples. It measures four factors, namely
dyadic consensus, dyadic satisfaction, dyadic expression of affect, and dyadic cohesion
among couples. It is a likert-type questionnaire with 5, 6, and 7-point response options.
DAS also have two items with yes or no response options. Most of the items are in 6-
point format with the responses ranging from always agree to always disagree or all the
time to never. The sum of all items gives the total score that is between 0 and 151.
Higher scores on DAS refer to the increased level of relationship satisfaction, while the
lower scores denote a decreased level of relationship satisfaction. For the entire scale,
DAS has a Cronbach’s alpha of .96 and ranges from .73 to .94 for the subscales. It also
found to have good content validity. As for the criterion validity, the correlation between
DAS and Locke-Wallace Marital Adjustment Test was examined and reported as .86 for

married couples.

DAS was adapted to Turkish by Fisiloglu and Demir (2000). For the entire scale
Cronbach’s alpha was .92, and ranged from .75 to .83 for the subscales. In addition, split
half reliability coefficient was found to be .86. In regards to the construct validity,

principle component analysis confirmed the four-factor structure in translated DAS.
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Related to criterion validity, correlation between the adapted DAS and adapted Locke-
Wallace Marital Adjustment Test was found to be .82. In the present study, DAS is the
dependent variable and was used to evaluate dyadic satisfaction of the married couples.
The overall scale mean score was used and the internal consistency reliability analysis
for DAS revealed Cronbach alpha of .92 for the overall scale in the current study, which
is consistent with the findings of the reliability analyses of the original and adapted

versions of DAS.
2.3. Procedure

At the beginning of the present study, ethical consent was taken from the Middle
East Technical University Human Subjects Ethics Committee. Afterwards, an online

survey form was prepared on www.qualtrics.com, which consist of demographic form

and other instruments of the study mentioned above. In addition, all the instruments
were gathered in a booklet. Snowball sampling technique was used in order to reach the
target sample of married couples. Instruments were either delivered by online or by hand

with the help of personal acquaintances of the researcher.

In total 154 married couples were reached. In the data collection process 30
printed surveys were eliminated due to three main reasons. Some of the questionnaires
were left entirely blank by one spouse or both spouses, some surverys completed by one
spouse, or for some questionnaires (PPRS or DAS) both spouses included the same
answers that created an impression of copying spouse’s answers. Thus, the data of 124
married couples (124 wives and 124 husbands) left included in the analyses of the
present study. Among 124 couples, 95 of them completed the printed versions and 29
completed the online survey. Data were collected over 5-month period between the dates
of February 2016 and June 2016.

Written instructions about volunteer participation, information about the
researcher, aim of the study and confidentiality were attached at the beginning of the
instruments. For the instruments mentioned above, each had its own instructions. The

completion of the instruments took approximately 30 minutes for each participant.
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2.4. Statistical Analysis

In the present study, the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS), version
21 for Mac, and Linear Structural Relations (LISREL) 9.2. Student version was used for
the statistical analyses. Prior to the analysis, the accuracy of data was examined; data
entry and missing values were controlled in SPSS. The written duration of marriage in
years was converted to months. If one of the spouses in a couple did not state the
duration of their marriage, the missing data of marriage duration was completed by the
researcher according to the information given by the other spouse. Data were screened
for missing values via Descriptive Statistics. It was suggested that if missing values are
less than 5%, any procedure to handle missing values can be applied to the data set
(Tabachnic & Fidell, 2001). According to descriptive statistics, there was no missing
value greater than 5% of the total scale. Thus, Multiple Imputation in SPSS was used to
complete the missing values. In the YSQ, the number of missing values ranged from 1
to 4, which were spread in 17 items. In the YRAI, the number of missing ranged
between 1 and 3, which were distributed in 15 items. In YCI, the number of missing
values ranged from 1 to 3, which were distributed in 8 items. In PPR, there was 1
missing value distributed in 5 items. In DAS, the number of missing values ranged from
1 to 14, which were distributed in 23 items. Furthermore, Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities
of the measures used in the present study were computed using the 14-factor structure of
EMSs obtained in the study of Soygiit et al. (2009) conducted with a Turkish population.
Due to the similarity of alpha values among schema domains and EMSs (see Section
2.2.1.), use of suggested 14-factors and 5 schema domains was decided in the present

study.

Moreover, independent samples t-test was conducted in SPSS in order to
measure whether there is a significant difference between the data collected online and
the date collected on printed versions of the surverys. Furthermore, descriptive
characteristics of the measures of the study and demographic variables were examined
separately for both husbands and wives in SPSS. Then, the correlation coefficients

among continuous demographic variables and the measures of the study were
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investigated. Next, a series of path analyses were conducted using Actor-Partner
Interdependence Model (APIM) framework for distinguishable partners in LISREL.
APIM was used to examine the actor-partner effects of early maladaptive schemas (total
score received from YSQ), schema coping styles (i.e. avoidance and compensation), and
perceived partner responsiveness on marital satisfaction and to test the actor-partner
mediating effects of avoidance coping style, compensation coping style, and perceived
partner responsiveness in the relationship between schema domains (i.e. impaired
autonomy, disconnection, unrelenting standards, impaired limits, and other directedness)
and marital satisfaction. According to the dyadic approach, each member of the couple
influences the functioning and the outcomes of both members of the dyad; therefore, it
was assumed that there is interdependence in the data of the married couples. That is, by
controlling for statistical interdependence between dyad members, the effects of each
partner’s independent variables on the outcome variable of each partner were estimated
in tandem. More specifically, Actor-Partner Interdependence Model makes it possible to
predict the interpersonal effects of one partner’s schema domains on the other partner’s
marital satisfaction, controlling for the individual’s own schema domains. “Actor effect”
is the effect of the partners’ predictor variables on their own outcome variables. For
instance, the effects of partners’ own schemas, schema coping styles, and perceived
partner responsiveness on their own marital satisfaction are the actor effects. “Partner
effect” is the effect of the one partner’s predictor variables on the other partner’s
outcome variables. Effects of one partner’s schemas, schema coping styles, and
perceived partner responsiveness on his/her partner’s marital satisfaction are examples

for the partner effects.
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CHAPTER 3

RESULTS

In this chapter, the results of the statistical analyses will be presented. First of all,
descriptive statistics on the study variables and correlations among the study variables
will be given. Secondly, findings related to the testing of specific hypotheses using the
Actor-Partner Interdependence Model (APIM) will be presented.

3.1. Descriptive Characteristics

Fist of all, an independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the data
collected online and the data collected from printed version of the surveys. Results
revealed that wives who completed online versions of the questionnaires had
significantly lower total schema scores (M = 2.42, SD = .65) compared to those
completed printed version (M = 2.79, SD = .60), t (122) = -2.90, p = .004. Similarly,
wives who completed online surveys significantly had lower levels of unrelenting
standards schema domain (M = 2.80, SD = .84) than those completed printed versions
(M =3.31,SD =.99), t (122) = -2.54, p = .012. Moreover, wives who completed online
surveys significantly had lower levels of impaired limits schema domain (M = 2.85, SD
= .86) than those completed printed versions (M = 3.33, SD = .80), t (122) =-2.78,p =
.006. Other directedness schema scores of wives who completed online surveys (M =
2.99, SD =.96) was also significantly lower than those who completed printed surveys
(M =3.44,SD = .87),t(122) =-2.41, p=.017. Wives’ avoidance coping style scores
were lower for those who completed online surveys (M = 2.88, SD = .58) compared to
wives who completed the printed versions (M = 3.26, SD = .52), t (122) =-3.39, p =
.001. There were no significant differences between husbands who completed online

version and those who completed the printed version of the surveys.
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Mean, standard deviation and minimum-maximum range were computed for all
study variables (i.e. impaired autonomy schema domain, disconnection schema domain,
unrelenting standards schema domain, impaired limits schema domain, other
directedness schema domain, avoidance schema coping style, compensation schema
coping style, perceived partner responsiveness, and marital satisfaction), separately for
both wives and husbands. Giving same scales to both husbands and wives controlled the
assumption regarding confounding factors. The results are presented in Table 4. As can
be seen from the table, there were no significant differences between the mean scores of
wives and husbands in terms of YSQ, schema domains of impaired autonomy,
disconnection, unrelenting standards, impaired limits, and other directedness, YRAI,
PPRS, and DAS, except for YCI. The only significant difference was related to
compensation coping style; in that husbands’ scores were higher than wives. The lowest
score received among five schema domains was disconnection schema domain for
wives; impaired autonomy schema domain for husbands. While wives received the
highest score on other directedness schema domain, husbands’ highest score was on
unrelenting standards schema domain.

An inspection of the mean scores shows that Turkish wives and husbands seem
to have relatively higher scores in unrelenting standards, impaired limits, and other
directedness schema domains compared to impaired autonomy and disconnection
schema domains. In addition, perceived partner responsiveness of wives and husbands

seem to be very high.

3.2. Correlations Among the Variables of the Study

The correlation coefficients among continuous demographic variables and the
measures of the study are given separately for actor variables of wives and husbands as
well as for partner variables in Table 5. The valance and the size of the correlations
between schema domains and marital satisfaction were all in the expected direction for

both wives and husbands.
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Table 4. Gender Differences on the Study Variables

Wives Husbands
(N =124) (N =124) Cronbach’s

Measures Mean SD Min-Max Mean SD Min-Max F  Alpha
YSQ 235 .61 1.16-3.59 236 .56 1.00-3.97 .01 .96

Impaired Autonomy  1.95 .71 1.00-3.97 185 .63 1.00-3.80 129 .93

Disconnection 1.80 .63 1.00-3.74 193 .61 1.00-396 265 .89

Unrelenting Standards  3.25 .95 1.11-5.56 336 .96 1.00-5.67 .90 .82

Impaired Limits 322 .84 1.00-5.57 332 97 100571 .81 71

Other Directedness 335 .90 1.36-5.91 326 .83 199591 .64 81
YRAI 3.14 .43 2.28-4.40 312 43 1.88-448 .09 .75
YCI 328 .60 1.65-4.65 345 58 220-490 5.30* .90
PPRS 6.92 1.65 2.28-9.00 718 150 1.33-9.00 1.74 .96
DAS 3.64 57 1.31-4.66 366 .54 1.79-466 .03 .92

Note. *p <.05; YSQ = Young Schema Questionnaire (Min—Max = 1-6), YRAI = Young
Rygh Avoidance Inventory (Min-Max = 1-6), YCI = Young Compensation Inventory (Min-
Max = 1-6), PPRS = Perceived Partner Responsiveness Scale (Min-Max=1-9), DAS =
Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Min-Max= 0-6)

In regards to the correlations between demographic variables and marital
satisfaction, in general, significant correlations were observed between demographic
variables and wives’ marital satisfaction. In terms of age, both wives’ and husbands’ age
were negatively correlated with wives’ marital satisfaction (r = -.22, p < .05, r =-.27,p
<.001, respectively). However, only wives’ age, not husbands’ age, was negatively
correlated with husbands’ marital satisfaction (r = -.22, p < .05). Related to income,
there was no significant correlation of either wives’ or husbands’ income with marital
satisfaction. In terms of duration of marriage, it was significantly negatively correlated
with only wives’ marital satisfaction (r = -.19, p < .05). The correlation between
duration of relationship before marriage and marital satisfaction was in the expected

direction; it was positively correlated with wives’ marital satisfaction (r = .18, p <.05).
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Moreover, there was a significant negative correlation between the number of children
and wives’ marital satisfaction (r =-.19, p <.05).

Examination of correlations revealed that schema domain scores were
moderately and negatively correlated with marital satisfaction for both wives and
husbands. Specifically, all of the schema domains of wives were significantly and
negatively correlated with wives’ marital satisfaction (ranging from -.22 to -.46). On the
other hand, husbands’ three schema domains, namely, impaired autonomy,
disconnection, and impaired limits were significantly and negatively correlated with
husbands’ marital satisfaction (ranging from -.18 to -.40). Impaired autonomy and
disconnection schema domains had the strongest correlations with marital satisfaction
for both wives (r = -.45, p <.001, r =-.46, p <.001) and husbands (r =-.40, p <.001, r
=-.40, p <.001). In regards to the correlations between partner variables, while wives’
three schema domains, namely, impaired autonomy, disconnection, and other
directedness, were negatively correlated with husbands’ marital satisfaction (ranging
from -.22 to -.30), all the schema domains of the husbands negatively correlated with
wives’ marital satisfaction (ranging from -.23 to -.47).

Comparison of the schema coping styles of avoidance and compensation and
marital satisfaction indicated that wives’ avoidance and compensation coping styles
were negatively correlated with wives’ marital satisfaction (r = -.22, p <.05 and r = -.23,
p <.001, respectively). However, there was no significant correlation between husbands’
schema coping styles and husbands’ marital satisfaction. In regards to the correlations
between partner variables, only husbands’ compensation coping style was negatively
correlated with wives’ marital satisfaction (r =-.32, p <.001).

Correlations between perceived partner responsiveness and marital satisfaction
were also in the expected direction. Wives’ perceived partner responsiveness scores
were strongly and positively correlated with wives’ marital satisfaction (r = .77, p <
.001). Similarly, husbands’ perceived partner responsiveness was also strongly and
positively correlated with husbands’ marital satisfaction (r = .68, p <.001). Related to
correlations among partner variables, there was a moderate and positive correlation

between wives’ perceived partner responsiveness and husbands’ marital satisfaction (r =
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58, p <.001). Consistently, husbands’ perceived partner responsiveness was moderately
and positively correlated with wives’ marital satisfaction (r = .53, p <.001), indicating
that both spouses’ perceived partner responsiveness were associated with each other’s
relationship satisfaction.

When correlations among independent variables were examined, all of the wives’
schema domains were significantly and positively correlated with wives’ schema coping
styles of both avoidance (ranging from .41 to .61) and compensation (ranging from .45
to .63). Similarly, all schema domains of husbands were significantly and positively
correlated with husbands’ schema coping styles of both avoidance (ranging from .40 to
.52) and compensation (ranging from .35 to .65).

Moreover, negative correlations were observed between schema domains and
perceived partner responsiveness. Wives’ schema domains were all significantly and
negatively correlated with their own perceived partner responsiveness (ranging from -.18
to -.41). On the other hand, only two schema domains of husbands, namely impaired
autonomy and disconnection, were significantly and negatively correlated with
husbands’ perceived partner responsiveness (r = -.35, p <.001 and r =-.38, p <.001,
respectively). In regards to correlations between partner variables, there were significant
and negative correlations between wives’ impaired autonomy and disconnection schema
domains and husbands perceived partner responsiveness (r =-.20,p<.05and r=-.24, p
<.001, respectively). Whereas, all schema domains of husbands except other-
directedness schema domain was negatively correlated with wives’ perceived partner
responsiveness (ranging from -.25 to -.42). Furthermore, there was only one significant
correlation between coping styles and perceived partner responsiveness. Wives’
compensation coping style was found to be significantly and negatively correlated with

wives’ perceived partner responsiveness (r = -.23, p <.001).
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Table 5.

Pearson Correlation Coefficients Within Actor Variables and Correlation Coefficients Between Spouses IVs

Wage Win  WIA  WDI WUS WwIL WOD WAv  WCom WPpr  WMs Hage Hin HIA HDI HUS HIL HOD HAv ~ HCom HPpr HMs Dma Dre Nch

Wage 1 .06 .08 12 -.05 -17 12 .06 -.19* -.06 -.22* 95%* .07 .07 -.02 .07 .02 .06 -12 -.05 -12 -22%  -94%*  _35F*  G4**
Win 1 S24%% L 20%*F - 26%%  -25%%  -31** 20 -18 19* 17 -.02 56*F -19*  -23%  -22%  -33%F _34%* 0% 32%* .25%* .15 -.05 .16 -.18
WIA 1 84**  Ag** 33%*  Be** 46> S1F% - 4lF 45 06 -17 52%k  ABRR 34xk g%k 3oF* 33 33+ -20% -30%* 12 =21 19*
WDI 1 39%* 30**  59** A9** 45%* -40%*  -46** 12 -.20* BIx* 50**  27%*  20%* A4x* 35%* 29%* - 24%* - 26%% 16 -.16 31%*
WuUs 1 54**  B3F* A1x* .63** -.18* -.22% -.04 -18 28**  26%*%  BI¥*  26%* A4 A0** 37%*  -.06 -.05 -.00 -.06 12
WIL 1 37** A3F* .63** -.20* -27%%  -14 -.20* 21* .19* 28**  35** 30** 20%* 34** - -02 -.02 -11 -.02 -.01
WOD 1 B1** A8** -.26%*%  -39** 14 -.18 39**  35%*  40**  36** B7** 36%* 36** -12 -.22% 17 -12 26
WAv 1 50**  -14 -.22% .05 -.20* 30%* 21* 25% 17 .38**  38** .25%* 04 -11 11 -19%  19*
WCom 1 -23%*  -23**  -19*  -.09 .20* .25%% 19 17 28**%  28** 29%* -1 -15 -15 -01  -05
WPpr 1 T -.09 24%% - ARR B4Rk 5%k 7R - 16 -.09 -26%*  61**  58** -07 .16 -1
WMs 1 =27 12 SATEx 38R L 27R L 24%% 3% 02 -32%%  B3** 67 -19% .18* -.19%
Hage 1 .02 .09 .04 .07 .00 .09 -.08 -.03 -.18* -13 94%* 43R 66**
Hin 1 -.23* -12 -14 -.23* -22% 227 -.16 21* .03 -.05 .15 -15
HIA 1 13F* A2%* 40** A6** 41** A4x* - 35%% - 40** .08 -.07 .16
HDI 1 31F* 41 ATF* 43%* 35**  -38*%*  -40** .03 -10 .20*
HUS 1 .56** 56**  .40** .65**  -.01 -.07 .06 -.05 12
HIL 1 S1** A40** A9** - 04 -.18* .01 -.02 .10
HOD 1 52** A42%*-08 -13 .09 -.06 17
HAv 1 Al 211 -.01 -.05 -.03 .15
HCom 1 -13 -17 -.06 -.02 -.02
HPpr 1 .68**  -16 19%* -.16
HMs 1 -12 .05 -.08
Dma 1 - 41 T2x*
Dre 1 -.32%*
Nch 1

*p<.05 **p<.001

Note. Win = Wives’ income, WIA = Wives’ Impaired Autonomy Schema Domain, WDI = Wives’ Disconnection Schema Domain, WUS = Wives’ Unrelenting Standards Schema Domain,
WIL = Wives’ Impaired Limits Schema Domain, WOD = Wives’ Other Directedness Schema Domain, WAv = Wives’ Avoidance Coping Style, WCom = Wives’ Compensation Coping
Style, WPpr = Wives’ Perceived Partner Responsiveness, WMs = Wives’ Marital Satisfaction, Hin = Husbands’ income, HIA = Husbands’ Impaired Autonomy Schema Domain, HDI =
Husbands’ Disconnection Schema Domain, HUS = Husbands’ Unrelenting Standards Schema Domain, HIL = Husbands’ Impaired Limits Schema Domain, HOD = Husbands’ Other
Directedness Schema Domain, HAv = Husbands’ Avoidance Coping Style, HCom = Husbands’ Compensation Coping Style, HPpr = Husbands’ Perceived Partner Responsiveness, HMs =
Husbands’ Marital Satisfaction, Dma = Duration of Marriage, Dre = Duration of Marriage Before Relationship, Nch = Number of children



3.3. What Determines Marital Satisfaction: The Roles of Early Maladaptive

Schemas, Schema Coping Styles, and Perceived Partner Responsiveness

The effects of schema domains, schema coping styles, perceived partner
responsiveness on wives’ and husbands’ marital satisfaction were tested by path analysis
using APIM framework for distinguishable partners (Kenny et al., 2006). Subsequently,
in three separate path models the mediating effects of avoidance coping style,
compensation coping style, and perceived partner responsiveness in the relationship
between schema domains and marital satisfaction were tested.

Initially fully saturated models were examined as suggested by Kenny and his
colleagues (2006) due to the fact that schema domains, schema coping styles, and
perceived partner responsiveness were theoretically related to relationship outcome of
marital satisfaction. Then, insignificant paths between predictor and outcome variables
were dropped from the model respectively, starting from the lowest correlated path
(Ozen, 2012). During this procedure, each time a path was dropped from the model, the
program was re-run. The procedure went on until all the remaining paths left in the
model were significant. After the trimming of all insignificant paths in a standardized

way, the final model had only the significant paths.

3.3.1. The Effects of Early Maladaptive Schemas, Schema Coping Styles, and
Perceived Partner Responsiveness in Predicting Marital Satisfaction (Hypothesis 1)

Firstly, the effects of spouses’ early maladaptive schemas, avoidance coping
style, compensation coping style, and perceived partner responsiveness on their own and
each others’ marital satisfaction were tested in a path model. In these analyses, wives’
and husbands’ early maladaptive schemas, avoidance coping style, compensation coping
style, and perceived partner responsiveness were used separately as predictor variables,
and marital satisfaction of wives and husbands was employed as the outcome variables.
In total, four paths were examined. In the first path the effects of wives’ EMSs,
avoidance coping style, compensation coping style, and perceived partner

responsiveness on their own marital satisfaction were examined (wives’ actor effect).
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The second path examined the effects of wives” EMSs, avoidance coping style,
compensation coping style, and perceived partner responsiveness on their husbands’
marital satisfaction (wife-to-husband partner effect). The third path was about the
investigation of the effects of husbands’ EMSs, avoidance coping style, compensation
coping style, and perceived partner responsiveness on their own marital satisfaction
(husbands’ actor effect). The fourth path was the examination of the effects of husbands’
EMSs, avoidance coping style, compensation coping style, and perceived partner
responsiveness on their wives’ marital satisfaction (husband-to-wife partner effect). In
this model, all the variables of the study were included to see the predictors of marital
satisfaction. Instead of including 14 separate EMSs, the mean YSQ score was used in
the analysis in order to keep the statistical power constant.

The conceptual model was specified as that the early maladaptive schemas,
schema coping styles, and perceived partner responsiveness would have direct effects on
marital satisfaction without restrictions. Thus, the model was saturated; that is, observed
and implied covariance matrices fit exactly. The saturated model indicated that the paths
from wives” EMSs to husbands’ marital satisfaction, from wives’ avoidance coping style
to both wives’ and husbands’ marital satisfaction, from wives’ compensation coping
style to husbands’ marital satisfaction, from husbands” EMSs to wives’ marital
satisfaction, and from husbands’ compensation coping style to husbands’ marital
satisfaction were insignificant. Thus, the six insignificant links were removed from the
model. As can be seen in Figure 2, the final model fit the data very well (x2 (6) = 2.14, p
= .91, GFI =.997, AGFI = .969, CFI = 1.00, RMSEA =.00, 90 % CI = [.00, .07].

3.3.1.1. Actor Effects

As seen in Figure 2, the APIM analysis indicated six significant actor effects.
In regards to actor effects for wives, wives with higher scores on early maladaptive
schemas had lower levels of marital satisfaction (4 = -.39, p < .05). On the other hand,
surprisingly, wives’ use of compensation coping style seemed to be functional and

positively predicted wives’ marital satisfaction (f = .19, p < .05). As expected, wives
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who perceived their partners as high in responsiveness reported higher levels of marital
satisfaction (5 = .56, p < .05).

Related to actor effects for husbands, husbands’ early maladaptive schemas, as
expected, negatively predicted their own marital satisfaction (8 = -.20, p <.05).
Surprisingly, husbands’ use of avoidance coping style predicted husbands’ high levels of
marital satisfaction (f = .18, p < .05). The result for perceived partner responsiveness
was in the expected direction. Specifically, husbands who reported high levels of
perceived partner responsiveness were more satisfied with their marital relationship (8 =
.55, p <.05).

3.3.1.2. Partner Effects

According to the results of the APIM analysis, there were four significant partner
effects; one of them was wife-to-husband and three of them were husband-to-wife
effects. Consistent with the hypothesis (H1b), wives’ high levels of perceived partner
responsiveness positively predicted their husbands’ marital satisfaction (f = .19, p <
.05). However, husbands’ avoidance coping style, contrary to the hypothesis, led to
increased marital satisfaction of their wives (5 = .22, p <.05). On the other hand, as
expected, husbands’ compensation coping style decreased their wives’ marital
satisfaction (5 = -13, p < .05). Furthermore, husbands’ perception of high partner
responsiveness was positively related with marital satisfaction of wives (5 = .16, p <
.05).

In summary, results indicate that wives’ and husbands’ perceived partner
responsiveness and husbands’ avoidance coping style had positive effects on marital
satisfaction of both spouses. In addition, husbands’ compensation coping style
negatively influenced their wives’ marital satisfaction. It can be seen that husbands’
marital satisfaction did not seem to have been affected much by wives’ variables; only
wives’ perceived partner responsiveness significantly predicted husbands’ marital
satisfaction. However, wives’ marital satisfaction seemed to be significantly predicted
by many variables of husbands such as avoidance coping style, compensation coping
style, and perceived partner responsiveness.
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Overall, full model explained 68% and 53% of the total variances in wives’

marital satisfaction and husbands’ marital satisfaction, respectively.
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Figure 2. Actor-Partner Effects in Predicting Marital Satisfaction



3.4. The Mediating Role of Avoidance Coping Style in the Relationship Between

Schema Domains and Marital Satisfaction (RQ 1)

The mediating effects of avoidance coping style in the relationship between five
schema domains (i.e. impaired autonomy, disconnection, unrelenting standards,
impaired limits, other directedness) and marital satisfaction were tested in a separate
path analysis. In this analysis, schema domains of wives and husbands were used as
predictor variables, avoidance coping style of wives and husbands as the mediator
variables, and the marital satisfaction of wives and husbands as the outcome variables.

First, a saturated model, which included all the paths from schema domains to
avoidance coping style and to marital satisfaction as well as the paths from avoidance
coping style to marital satisfaction, was tested. However, when the correlation matrices
of the variables were examined, wives’ impaired autonomy schema domain did not
significantly predict either avoidance coping style, or marital satisfaction. When wives’
impaired autonomy schema domain was included in the model, it did not provide
significant effects. That is, including it in the proposed model did not improve the model
fit and, as a result, it was removed from the rest of the analysis. In addition to wives’
impaired autonomy schema domain, all insignificant paths in the model were trimmed.
The final model with standardized parameter estimates were given in Figure 2. The
goodness of fit statistics indicated that this model fit the data very well (y2 (29) = 19.33,
p=.91, GFIl = .98, AGFI = .92, CFI = 1.00, RMSEA = .00, 90 % CI =[.00, .02]).

3.4.1. Actor Effects

As can be seen in Figure 2, there were a number of actor effects between
individuals’ schema domains, their avoidance coping styles, and marital satisfaction.
Specifically, wives’ higher scores for disconnection schema domain (4 = .18, p < .05),
impaired limits schema domain (5 = .25, p = .05), and other directedness schema
domain (5 = .47, p = .05) predicted wives’ higher use of avoidance coping style. In

addition, wives’ higher scores for disconnection schema domain (f = -.26, p = .05) and
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impaired limits schema domain (8 = -.19, p = .05) were associated with wives’ lower
levels of marital satisfaction.

As for the husbands, their higher scores for disconnection schema domain (4 =
.23, p < .05) and for other directedness schema domain (5 = .32, p < .05) predicted their
higher use of avoidance coping style. Moreover, husbands’ higher scores for impaired
autonomy schema domain (4 = -.37, p = .00) and for disconnection schema domain (5 =
-.23, p < .05) led to husbands’ decreased levels of marital satisfaction. On the other
hand, husbands’ unrelenting standards schema domain unexpectedly predicted their
higher levels of marital satisfaction (# = .15, p < .05). In addition, husbands’ frequent
use of avoidance coping style predicted husbands’ marital satisfaction positively (f =
19, p <.05).

Actor effects revealed no significant mediation effects for wives and husbands.
Although avoidance coping style of husbands seemed to mediate the effect of husbands’
disconnection schema domain on husbands’ marital satisfaction, it was not significant (b
=.04,S.E.=.02,t=1.70, p = n.s.). Husbands’ avoidance coping style also seemed to
mediate the husbands’ other directedness schema domain and husbands’ marital
satisfaction, although it was not significant (b = .04, S.E. =.02,t=1.83, p =n.s.).

In summary, only direct actor effects were present. Specifically, significant actor
effects for wives were found among the paths from wives’ disconnection, impaired
limits, and other directedness schema domains to wives’ avoidance coping style, were
also among the paths from wives’ disconnection and impaired limits schema domains to
wives’ marital satisfaction. Direct actor effects for husbands were found among the
paths from husbands’ disconnection and other directedness schema domains to
husbands’ avoidance coping style and also among the paths from husbands’ impaired
autonomy, disconnection, and unrelenting standards schema domains to husbands’

marital satisfaction.
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3.4.2. Partner Effects

When the partner effects were examined, four partner effects emerged as
significant. Specifically, wives’ higher score for unrelenting standards schema domain
predicted husbands’ use of avoidance coping style positively (f = .20, p <.05),
indicating that wives with unrelenting standards schema domain tended to have
husbands who use avoidance coping more. Secondly, husbands’ higher scores for
impaired autonomy schema domain predicted lower levels of marital satisfaction of their
wives, without the mediating effect of avoidance coping style (8 = -.42, p = .05), which
indicated that husbands’ impaired autonomy schema domain affects their wives’ marital
satisfaction negatively. Thirdly, husbands’ impaired limits schema domain predicted
wives’ higher use of avoidance coping style negatively (8 = -.16, p <.05), which
showed that husbands with impaired limits schema domain tended to have wives who
use avoidance coping style. Finally, in contrast to what was hypothesized, husbands’ use
of avoidance coping style predicted wives’ marital satisfaction positively (5 = .30, p =
.05). It indicated that when husbands cope with their maladaptive schemas by using
avoidance, their wives tended to have higher levels of marital satisfaction.

There were three significant mediation effects regarding partner effect. Although
husbands’ avoidance coping style seemed to mediate the effect of wives’ unrelenting
standards schema domain on husbands’ marital satisfaction, it was not significant (b =
.02, S.E. =.01,t=1.61, p = ns.). One of the significant mediation effect was that
husbands’ avoidance coping style fully mediated the effects of wives’ unrelenting
standards schema domain on wives’ marital satisfaction (b =.03, S.E. =.02,t=2.09, p <
.05). In other words, when the level of unrelenting standards schema domain of wives
was high, their husbands were more likely to avoid their schema triggering situations,
and this in turn increased wives’ marital satisfaction. The second one is that husbands’
avoidance coping style mediated the effects of husbands’ disconnection schema domain
on wives’ marital satisfaction (b =.07, S.E. =.03, t = 2.31, p <.05). That is, when
husbands had disconnection schema domain, they were more likely to use avoidance
coping style in situations, in which their schemas were triggered, and this in turn
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increased their wives’ marital satisfaction. The third one is that husbands’ avoidance
coping style mediated the effects of husbands’ other directedness schema domain on
wives’ marital satisfaction (b = .07, S.E. = .03, t = 2.66, p <.05). This finding indicated
that when husbands had other directedness schema domain, they were more likely to use
avoidance coping style in situations, in which their schemas were triggered, and this in
turn increased their wives’ marital satisfaction.

To sum up, there were three significant mediation partner effects of husbands’
avoidance coping style. That is, husbands’ avoidance coping style significantly mediated
the relationships between wives’ unrelenting standards schema domain and wives’
marital satisfaction; husbands’ disconnection schema domain and wives’ marital
satisfaction; and husbands’ other directedness schema domain and wives’ marital
satisfaction. Related to the direct partner effects, the effect of wives’ unrelenting
standards schema domain on their husbands’ avoidance coping style was the only
significant wife-to-husband partner effect. In regards to husband-to-wife partner effects,
paths from husbands’ impaired autonomy schema domain to wives’ marital satisfaction;
from husbands’ impaired limits schema domain to wives’ avoidance coping style; and
from husbands’ avoidance coping style to wives’ marital satisfaction were significant.

Overall, schema domains explained 45% and 35% of the total variance in wives’
avoidance coping style and husbands’ avoidance coping style, respectively. 37% and
23% of the total variances in wives’ and husbands’ marital satisfaction were explained

by the full model.
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Figure 3. Structural Model using Avoidance Coping Style as a Mediator



3.5. The Mediating Role of Compensation Coping Style in the Relationship Between

Schema Domains and Marital Satisfaction (RQ 2)

The mediating effects of compensation coping style in the relationship between
schema domains and marital satisfaction were tested in a separate path analysis. In the
analysis, five schema domains of wives and husbands were employed as predictor
variables, avoidance coping style of wives and husbands as the mediator variables, and
the marital satisfaction of wives and husbands as the outcome variables.

First, a saturated model, which included all the paths from schema domains to
compensation coping style and to marital satisfaction as well as the paths from
compensation coping style to marital satisfaction, was tested. When the correlation
matrices of the variables were examined, wives’ other directedness schema domain and
husbands’ impaired limits, and other directedness schema domains were not
significantly related with wives’ and husbands’ compensation coping style and marital
satisfaction. Therefore, including them in the proposed model would not improve the
model fit and thus they were removed from the rest of the analysis. In addition to other
directedness schema domain of wives and husbands and husbands’ impaired limits
schema domain, all insignificant paths in the model were trimmed. Although the
goodness of fit statistics indicated that this model fit the data very well (x2 (32) = 28.10,
p =.66, GFI = .97, AGFI = .90, CFI = 1.00, RMSEA = .00, 90 % CI =[.00, .09]), the
final model indicated that compensation coping style had no mediation effect in the
relationship between schema domains and marital satisfaction. There were only direct
effects between schema domains and compensation coping style and between schema

domains and marital satisfaction. Thus, only these direct effects will be presented.
3.5.1. Actor Effects

There were a number of actor effects between individuals’ schema domains,
compensation coping styles, and marital satisfaction. Specifically, wives’ higher scores
for impaired autonomy schema domain (5 = .26, p = .05), for unrelenting standards
schema domain (f = .40, p = .05), and for impaired limits schema domain (f = .39, p =
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.05) predicted their higher use of compensation coping style. Moreover, wives’ higher
scores for disconnection (f = -.23, p = .05) and impaired limits schema domains (5 = -
.16, p = .05) led to wives’ decreased levels of marital satisfaction. Husbands’ higher
scores for impaired autonomy schema domain (5 = .18, p = .05) and unrelenting
standards schema domain (# = .53, p = .05) predicted husbands’ higher use of
compensation coping style. In addition, husbands’ higher scores for impaired autonomy
schema domain (8 = -.29, p < .05) and disconnection schema domain (5 = -.23, p < .05)
led to husbands’ decreased levels of marital satisfaction. On the other hand, husbands’
unrelenting standards schema domain was associated with husbands’ higher levels of
marital satisfaction (f = .15, p < .05). Actor effects revealed no significant mediation
effect for the compensation coping style in the relationship between schema domains

and marital satisfaction; thus, only the direct effects were evident.

3.5.2. Partner Effects

When the partner effects were examined, only three direct partner effects were
observed. Specifically, wives’ impaired limits schema domain predicted their husbands’
compensation schema coping style positively (5 = .15, p <.05); whereas, husbands’
unrelenting standards schema domain negatively predicted their wives’ compensation
coping style (8 = -.21, p < .05). In addition, husbands’ impaired autonomy schema
domain predicted their wives’ marital satisfaction negatively (f = -.32, p < .05).
Regarding the partner effects, there was also no significant mediation effect of
compensation coping style.

In summary, contrary to the hypotheses of the present study, compensation
coping style had no mediator effects in the relationship between schema domains and

marital satisfaction.
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3.6. The Mediating Role of Perceived Partner Responsiveness in the Relationship

Between Schema Domains and Marital Satisfaction (RQ 3)

The mediating effects of perceived partner responsiveness in the relationship
between schema domains and marital satisfaction were tested in a separate path analysis.
In the analysis, predictor variables were five schema domains of wives and husbands,
mediator variables were perceived partner responsiveness of wives and husbands, and
the outcome variable was marital satisfaction of them.

First, a saturated model, which included all the paths from schema domains to
perceived partner responsiveness and to marital satisfaction as well as the paths from
perceived partner responsiveness to marital satisfaction, was tested. However, when the
correlation matrices of the variables were examined, wives’ unrelenting standards
schema domain and husbands’ other directedness schema domain were not significantly
related with wives’ and husbands’ perceived partner responsiveness and marital
satisfaction. That is, when wives’ unrelenting standards schema domain and husbands’
other directedness schema domain were included in the model, they did not provide
significant effects. Therefore, including them in the proposed model did not improve the
model fit and thus they were removed from the rest of the analysis. In addition, all
insignificant paths in the model were trimmed. The final model with standardized
parameter estimates were given in Figure 4. The goodness of fit statistics indicated that
this model fit the data very well (y2 (36) = 44.66, p = .15, GFI = .95, AGFI = .87, CFI
= .99, RMSEA = .04, 90 % CI =[.00, .08]).

3.6.1. Actor Effects

As can be seen from Figure 4, there were a number of actor effects between
individuals’ schema domains, perceived partner responsiveness, and marital satisfaction.
Specifically, wives’ high scores for impaired autonomy schema domain predicted low
levels of their own perceived partner responsiveness (f = -.27, p = .05). Moreover,
wives’ other directedness schema domain predicted their marital satisfaction negatively

(8 =-.17, p = .05), suggesting that wives who scored high on other directedness schema

54



domain were less satisfied with their marriage. In addition, when wives have high
perceived partner responsiveness, they tend to be more satisfied with their relationship
(8 =.72, p = .05). As for the husbands, high scores for disconnection schema domain, as
expected, predicted low levels of their own perceived partner responsiveness (5 = -.43, p
= .05). On the other hand, husbands scoring high in impaired limits schema domain
tended to perceive their partner responsiveness more positively (5 = .20, p < .05). As
expected, husbands who perceive that their partners are high in responsiveness tended to
be more satisfied with their marital relationship (8 = .47, p = .05). It is also important to
highlight that the relationship between wives’ perceived partner responsiveness and
wives’ marital satisfaction was stronger than the relationship between husbands’
perceived partner responsiveness and husbands’ marital satisfaction.

There were three important mediations for actor effects. First, wives’ perceived
partner responsiveness mediated the effect of wives’ high levels of impaired autonomy
schema domain on wives’ marital satisfaction (b =-.15, S.E. =.04, t =-3.41, p <.05). It
suggests that wives scoring high on impaired autonomy schema domain tended to
perceive their partners as low in responsiveness, and this in turn decreased their marital
satisfaction. Second, husbands’ perceived partner responsiveness mediated the effect of
husbands’ disconnection schema domain on husbands’ marital satisfaction (b = -.17,
S.E.=.04,t=-4.16, p < .05), indicating that husbands who score high on disconnection
schema domain tended to perceive their partner as low in responsiveness, which in turn,
decreased their marital satisfaction. These results indicate that lack of perceived partner
responsiveness has a hindering effect on marital satisfaction for both wives with
impaired autonomy schema domain and husbands with disconnection schema domain.
Lastly, husbands’ perceived partner responsiveness mediated the effect of husbands’
impaired limits schema domain on husbands’ marital satisfaction (b = .05, S.E. =.02,t =
2.53, p <.05). This result is interesting and suggests that when husbands score high in
impaired limits schema domain, they perceive their partner high in responsiveness, and

this in turn increases their marital satisfaction.
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3.6.2. Partner Effects

There were three significant mediation effects for partners. Firstly, wives were
less satisfied with their relationship if their husbands scored high on impaired autonomy
schema domain characteristics, and this relationship is mediated by wives’ perceived
partner responsiveness (b =-.14, S.E. = .05, t = -2.61, p < .05). That is to say, when
husbands were high on impaired autonomy schema domain, their wives perceived their
husbands as less responsive, and this in turn decreased wives’ marital satisfaction.
Secondly, husbands were less satisfied with their relationship, if they had impaired
autonomy schema domain characteristics, and this relationship was mediated by wives’
perceived partner responsiveness (b = -.05, S.E. = .02, t =-2.18, p < .05). It indicates
that when husbands have the characteristics of impaired autonomy schema domain, their
wives perceive them as less responsive; their wives’ perception in turn decreases
husbands’ marital satisfaction. Lastly, the relationship between wives’ impaired
autonomy schema domain and husbands’ marital satisfaction was mediated by wives’
perceived partner responsiveness (b =-.06, S.E. =.02, t =-2.59, p < .05). It suggests that
when wives have schemas in impaired autonomy schema domain, they are more likely
to perceive their husbands as less responsive, which in turn, lead to decreased marital
satisfaction of husbands.

To summarize, both wives’ and husbands’ high scores for impaired autonomy
schema domain decreased wives’ perceived partner responsiveness. Wives’ lower levels
of marital satisfaction was related to their high scores for other directedness schema
domain and their low scores for for perceived partner responsiveness. Related to
husbands, their high scores for disconnection schema domain decreased their perceived
partner responsiveness, on the other hand their high scores for impaired limits schema
domain increased their perceived partner responsiveness. Moreover, husbands’
decreased levels of marital satisfaction was associated both with wives’ and husbands’

low scores of perceived partner responsiveness.
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Overall, schema domains explained 18% and 15% of the total variance in wives’
and husbands’ perceived partner responsiveness, respectively. The full model explained

61% and 47% of the total variances in wives’ and husbands’ marital satisfaction.
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Figure 4. Structural Model using Perceived Partner Responsiveness as a Mediator



3.7. Summary of the Proposed Mediating Models of Avoidance Coping Style,

Compensation Coping Style, and Perceived Partner Responsiveness

To summarize, the first model tested the direct effects of early maladaptive
schemas, schema coping styles, and perceived partner responsiveness on marital
satisfaction of couples. According to the results, there were 6 significant actor effects
and 4 significant partner effects. Specifically, wives’ marital satisfaction was predicted
by wives’ early maladaptive schemas, compensation coping style, perceived partner
responsiveness, as well as their husbands’ avoidance coping style, husbands’
compensation coping style, and husbands’ perceived partner responsiveness. On the
other hand, the predictors of husbands’ marital satisfaction were husbands’ early
maladaptive schemas, avoidance coping style, and perceived partner responsiveness.
There was only one partner effect for husbands’ marital satisfaction. That is, only wives’
perceived partner responsiveness significantly predicted husbands’ marital satisfaction.
This suggests that although husbands’ schema coping styles are significant predictors of
wives’ marital satisfaction, wives’ schema coping styles has no significant effect. In
addition, the results of this model indicated that contrary to our predictions, partners’
early maladaptive schemas had no significant effect on individuals’ marital satisfaction.

When the mediating effect of avoidance coping style in the relationship between
schema domains and marital satisfaction was examined, out of 22 possible actor and
partner effects 10 actor effects and 4 partner effects were significant. In regards to direct
effects, the predictors of wives’ marital satisfaction were wives’ disconnection and
impaired limits schema domains as well as their husbands’ impaired autonomy schema
domain, and avoidance coping style. Husbands’ marital satisfaction was predicted by
husbands’ impaired autonomy, disconnection, and unrelenting standards schema
domain, and avoidance coping style. The model also revealed three mediation effects of
husbands’ avoidance coping style (3 partner effects). Specifically, wives high scores in
unrelenting standards schema domain positively predicted their husbands’ use of
avoidance coping style, and this in turn increased wives’ marital satisfaction. In addition,

husbands having schemas mostly in the disconnection schema domain tended to use
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avoidance coping style, and this in turn, increased their wives’ marital satisfaction.
Moreover, husbands’ high scores in other directedness schema domain predicted their
use of avoidance coping style positively, and that in turn, increased their wives’ marital
satisfaction. 37% and 23% of the total variances in wives’ and husbands’ marital
satisfaction were explained by the full model.

When the mediating effect of compensation coping style was examined, out of
22 actor and partner effects 10 actor and 3 partner effects were significant. However,
contrary to the hypothesis, the model revealed no significant mediation effect of
compensation coping style in the relationship between schema domains and marital
satisfaction. In regards to direct effects, wives’ marital satisfaction was predicted by
wives’ disconnection and impaired limits schema domains as well as husbands’ impaired
autonomy schema domain. On the other hand, only husbands’ variables such as
husbands’ impaired autonomy, disconnection, and unrelenting standards schema
domains significantly predicted husbands’ marital satisfaction. As it was mentioned
before, there were only direct significant links between spouses’ schema domains,
compensation coping style, and marital satisfaction.

When the mediating effect of perceived partner responsiveness was examined,
out of 22 possible actor and 22 partner effects, 6 actor and 2 partner effects were
significant. In regards to direct effects, while wives’ perceived partner responsiveness
and other directedness schema domain predicted wives’ marital satisfaction, husbands’
marital satisfaction was predicted both by their own and their wives’ perceived partner
responsiveness. Furthermore, there were six significant mediating effects (3 actor and 3
partner effects) in the mediation model of perceived partner responsiveness.
Specifically, wives’ high scores in impaired autonomy schema domain predicted low
levels of wives’ perceived partner responsiveness, which in turn decreased both their
own and their husbands’ marital satisfaction. Similarly, when the husbands scored high
in impaired autonomy schema domain, it was associated with low levels of wives’
perceived partner responsiveness, and that in turn decreased marital satisfaction of both
wives and husbands. Furthermore, husbands’ high scores in disconnection schema

domain predicted decreased levels of husbands’ perceived partner responsiveness, and it
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was in turn lowered their own marital satisfaction. On the other hand, husbands’ high
scores in impaired limits schema domain predicted high levels of husbands’ perceived
partner responsiveness, and it was in turn increased their own marital satisfaction.
Overall, the full model explained 61% and 47% of the total variances in wives’ and
husbands’ marital satisfaction. The summary of direct actor-partner effects in all models
can be seen in Table 6. The summary of significant actor-partner mediation effects can
be seen in Table 7.
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Table 6. Summary of the Main Actor-Partner Effects in All Models

Model I. Direct
Effects of All
Variables

Actor Effects

Partner Effects

Predictors of W’ Marital Satisfaction

W’ Early Maladaptive Schemas
W’ Compensation Coping Style
W’ PPR

Predictors of H> Marital Satisfaction

H’ Early Maladaptive Schemas
H’> Avoidance Coping Style
H’ PPR

Predictors of W’ Marital Satisfaction
H’ Avoidance Coping Style

H’ Compensation Coping Style
H’ PPR

Predictors of H> Marital Satisfaction

W’ PPR
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Table 6. (continued)

Model Il. Direct
Effects in Avoidance
Coping Style Model

Predictors of W’ Marital Satisfaction

W’ Disconnection S.D.
W’ Impaired Limits S.D.

Predictors of H> Marital Satisfaction
H’ Impaired Autonomy S.D.
H’ Disconnection S.D.
H’ Unrelenting Standards S.D.
H’ Avoidance Coping Style
Predictors of W> Avoidance Coping Style
W’ Impaired Limits S.D.
W’ Disconnection S.D.
W’ Other Directedness S.D.
Predictors of H> Avoidance Coping Style

H’ Disconnection S.D.
H’ Other Directedness S.D.

Predictors of W’ Marital Satisfaction

H’ Impaired Autonomy S.D.
H’ Avoidance Coping Style

Predictors of H> Marital Satisfaction

W’ PPR

Predictors of W’ Aveidance Coping Style

H’ Impaired Limits S.D.

Predictors of H’ Avoidance Coping Style

W’ Unrelenting Standards S.D.
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Table 6. (continued)

Model I11. Direct
Effects in
Perceived Partner
Responsiveness
Model

Predictors of W’ Marital Satisfaction
W’ Other Directedness S.D.

W’ PPR S.D.

Predictors of H’> Marital Satisfaction
H’ PPR

H’ Disconnection S.D.

H’ Unrelenting Standards S.D.

Predictors of W’ PPR

W’ Impaired Autonomy S.D.

Predictors of H> PPR

H’ Disconnection S.D.
H’ Impaired Limits S.D.

Predictors of W’ Marital Satisfaction

Predictors of H> Marital Satisfaction

W’ PPR

Predictors of W’ PPR

H’ Impaired Autonomy S.D.

Predictors of H’ PPR

Note. W’ = Wives’, H’ = Husbands’, PPR = Perceived Partner Responsiveness.
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Table 7. Summary of Actor-Partner Mediation Effects

Actor Effects

Partner Effects

Predictor Mediator Outcome

Model Il. Mediating -
Effects of Avoidance
Coping Style

Model I11l. Mediating W’ Impaired W’ PPR W’ Marital

Effects of PPR Autonomy S.D. Satisfaction
H’ Disconnection H’ PPR H’ Marital
S.D. Satisfaction
H’ Impaired H’ PPR H’ Marital
Limits S.D. Satisfaction

Predictor Mediator

Outcome

W’ Unrelenting  H’ Avoidance
Standards S.D.  Coping Style

H’ Disconnection H’ Avoidance
S.D. Coping Style

H’ Other H’ Avoidance
Directedness S.D. Coping Style

H’ Impaired W’ PPR
Autonomy S.D.

W’ Marital
Satisfaction

W’ Marital
Satisfaction

W’ Marital
Satisfaction

H’> Marital
Satisfaction

Note. W’ = Wives’, H’ = Husbands’, PPR = Perceived Partner Responsiveness.



CHAPTER 4

DISCUSSION

The primary goal of the current study was to examine the roles of schema
domains, schema coping styles, and perceived partner responsiveness in predicting
marital satisfaction in married couples by using the Actor-Partner Interdependence
Model (APIM). As a model of dyadic relationships, APIM combines the concept of
interdependence with the appropriate statistical tests and thus, allows the examination of
the impact of a partner’s characteristics on a person’s outcome (partner effect) as well as
the impact of a person’s own characteristics on his or her own outcomes (actor effect)
(Cook & Kenny, 2005). This model considers the idea that one partner’s thoughts,
emotions, and behaviors can affect the other partner’s outcomes (Kenny et al., 2006).
The mutual influence should always be considered in studies investigating the outcomes
of two-person relationships. When examining marital relationships, reciprocal
examination of the variables is important since couple relationships cannot be fully
understood only by examining one partner. In addition, there will be lack of information
when only the individual factors are considered in the assessment of marital satisfaction.
Thus, the present study included both wives’ and husbands’ characteristics (i.e. early
maladaptive schemas, schema coping styles of avoidance and compensation, and

perceived partner responsiveness) and a relationship outcome of marital satisfaction.

Although Schema Therapy approach is potentially more effective than cognitive
therapy in terms of dealing with dysfunctional patterns in intimate relationships
(Simone-DiFrancesco et al., 2015), there is lack of research on how early maladaptive
schemas of partners affect their own and each other’s relationship satisfaction. In
addition to this, there is also lack of research on what mediates the relationship between

early maladaptive schemas and marital satisfaction. Considering this gap in the
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literature, the present study examined one general APIM model that included all the

variables and three mediating APIM models.

In the first model, the roles of all the predictor variables such as EMSs,
avoidance coping style, compensation coping style, and perceived partner
responsiveness of both wives and husbands were examined, in which the marital
satisfaction of both partners was used as an outcome variable. The first model included
four pathways: two for the wife-to-wife and husband-to-husband effects, which are also
known as actor effects; and two for the wife-to-husband and husband-to-wife effects that
are also known as partner effects. The other three models investigated the possible
mediating roles of avoidance coping style, compensation coping style, and perceived
partner responsiveness in the relationship between schema domains and marital
satisfaction. Similar to the first model, these three mediation models included both

wives’ and husbands’ predictor and outcome variables.

In this chapter, results will be discussed in the light of the previous research
findings and Young’s Schema Theory perspective. Subsequently, the strengths and the
limitations of the study will be discussed. Next, suggestions for future research will be

presented followed by clinical implications, and the conclusions will be presented.

4.1. The Roles of Early Maladaptive Schemas, Schema Coping Styles, and

Perceived Partner Responsiveness in Predicting Marital Satisfaction

In this part, the direct actor-partner effects of each variable on marital
satisfaction will be discussed separately based on the findings of the general APIM
model which included all the variables of the study, as well as the three mediating

models.
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4.1.1. The Role of Early Maladaptive Schemas in Predicting Marital Satisfaction
4.1.1.1. Actor Effects

In the general APIM model, overall results revealed that, as expected, both
wives’ and husbands’ early maladaptive schemas were negatively associated with their
own marital satisfaction. It indicates that as the early maladaptive schemas of spouses
increase, their marital satisfaction tends to decrease. In line with this finding, Schema
Theory suggests that individuals who have high levels of early maladaptive schemas
have chronic difficulties in their relationships with others (Young et al., 2003). This
result is also supported by the previous findings in the literature (Dumitrescu & Rusu,
2012; Nia et al., 2015; Soleymani, 2014; Yigit & Celik, 2015), showing that higher
scores in early maladaptive schemas predicted lower levels of their marital satisfaction.
Moreover, Ellis (1986) previously emphasized the importance of cognitions on marital
relationships. He reported that when one or both of the partners have a high level of
irrational beliefs (i.e. exaggerated, illogical, absolutistic, and rigid thoughts), they tend to
have disturbed marriages with low levels of marital satisfaction. This is another support
for our finding. In addition to these, Yousefi and colleagues (2010) also showed that
early maladaptive schemas are the predictors of dysfunctional relationships among

couples.

As Young and colleagues (2003) suggested, early maladaptive schemas not only
include memories, emotions, cognitions, and bodily sensations regarding oneself, but
also one’s expectations about relationships with others. Thus, the present finding may
indicate that when one has high levels of EMSs, he or she is likely to have negative
expectations about his or her romantic relationship, and this in turn, may result in
interpreting partner’s behavior negatively, and ignoring any information inconsistent
with the schema (Chatav & Whisman, 2009). These lead to negative behavioral
reactions to partner’s behaviors. This may be the reason for lower relationship
satisfaction for the person holding maladaptive schemas. Similarly, Halford, Keefer, and
Osgarby (2002) found that individuals who have a tendency to focus selectively on and
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recall negative behaviors of their partner and to ignore or forget partners’ positive

behaviors have low levels of relationship satisfaction.

In addition to the effects of early maladaptive schemas mentioned above, some
direct actor effects of specific schema domains on marital satisfaction were found in the
mediation analyses of avoidance coping style and compensation coping style. Firstly,
wives’ high scores on the disconnection schema domain directly predicted wives’ low
levels of their marital satisfaction in both mediation models. This finding is consistent
with the previous finding in the literature, in which a negative association between
disconnection schema domain and marital satisfaction among mothers of primary school
children (Chay et. al, 2014) was found. The reason underlying such finding can be
interpreted in the light of Schema Theory. That is, unpredictable, uninterested, or
abusive caregiving experiences (Simeone-DiFrancesco et al., 2015) of married women
in the past and their possible negative expectations of their husbands’ which was shaped
with those past experiences might be playing a role in decreasing their marital
satisfaction. It is important to mention that Turkey is a country that has been in the
process of transition from traditionalism to modernism (Kagit¢ibasi, 2001). Thus, it is
also plausible that wives’ distorted beliefs about their relationship with husbands may
make it difficult for them to be unconditionally warm at home, which is expected from
woman in relational cultures such as Turkey (Ataca, 2009), and this may distort their

own satisfaction in marriage.

Similarly, wives’ high scores in impaired limits schema domain was directly
associated with their decreased marital satisfaction in both mediation models, indicating
that wives’ inadequate boundaries, lack of responsibility, and poor frustration tolerance
decreases their marital satisfaction. It might be due to the gender roles in collectivist
cultural context since Turkish married women are expected to have concrete boundaries,
high tolerance for frustration, and be highly responsible. According to the collectivist
characteristics of Turkish culture, wives are considered as house makers and relationship
maintainers (Ozen, 2012). Harma and Siimer (2016) revealed in line with this findings

that wives’ behaviors that are characterized by attachment avoidance such as
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independence, emotional distance, and unresponsiveness to the husbands’ needs are
especially maladaptive for the marital quality in Turkish culture. Since their associated
behaviors conflict with the values of the collectivistic cultures. In this regard, it can be
claimed that wives’ impaired limits schemas that are inconsistent with the expectations
of woman in Turkish culture might create conflicts with their husbands’ expectations.
Thus, they may have a negative influence on their interactions with their husbands in
terms of making major decisions, correct or proper behavior, demonstration of affection,
and frequency of discussions (Spanier, 1976). All of that, in turn, decreases wives’

marital satisfaction.

In regards to husbands, consistent with the literature, husbands’ impaired
autonomy schema domain, including enmeshment/dependence, abandonment, failure,
pessimism, and vulnerability to harm EMSs, decreased their marital satisfaction in both
mediating models of avoidance and compensation coping styles. Believing that they are
incapable of functioning and of performing independently creates problems about their
autonomy, which is an important aspect of an healthy individual. Thus, when the EMSs
included in the impaired autonomy schema domain were considered in the present study,
one can expect from husbands with impaired autonomy schema domain to be either
enmeshed, pessimistic, or to feel vulnerability to harm, have fear of abandonment, and
failure, and all of which seem very likely to have a negative effect on husbands’
satisfaction in their marriage. For instance, impaired autonomy schema domain might
create a feeling in husbands that they are nothing without their wife, and their
overdependence on their wives may be the result of such decrease in their marital

satisfaction.

Consistent with the Young’s Schema Theory (Young et al., 2003), husbands’
high scores in disconnection schema domain decreased their own marital satisfaction in
both mediation models. Although there is no study that investigated the relationship
between husbands’ schema domains and marital satisfaction, the findings of Yigit and
Celik’s study (2015), in which they found a negative association between disconnection

schema domain and marital satisfaction among married individuals, supports the present
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finding to some extent. One explanation for such a result might be that husbands who
have EMSs in the disconnection schema domain may avoid thoughts, images, situations,
and feelings that remind them that they are unable to form secure, satisfying attachments

with others, and unable to feel safe in interpersonal relationships. This might make

husbands to avoid most of the events or situations that they can normally share with their

wives, and this in turn decreases their marital satisfaction.

High scores in husbands’ unrelenting standards schema domain, including
unrelenting standards and approval seeking EMSs, directly predicted husbands’ higher
levels of marital satisfaction in both mediation models. This was not an expected finding
since having EMSs in unrelenting standards schema domain very likely to lead to
significant impairments in pleasure, relaxation, health, self-esteem, sense of
accomplishment, or satisfying relationships due to high internalized standards (Young et
al., 2003). All these impairments of husbands were expected to had a negative effect on
husbands’ relationship outcome of marital satisfaction. However, high marital
satisfaction of husbands with unrelenting standards schema domain may be because of
their choice of wives. That is, they might be attracted to woman who meets their high
standards, and this in turn might increase husbands’ marital satisfaction. This issue

needs to be further examined in future research.

Another direct actor effect was found in the mediation analysis of perceived
partner responsiveness. Specifically, wives’ EMSs in the other directedness schema
domain, including self-sacrifice and punitiveness EMSs, was found to directly predict
wives’ low levels of marital satisfaction. This finding is consistent with the literature
about Schema Theory. Considering Young and colleagues (2003) suggestions, wives’
excessive attention to meet the needs of husbands at the expense of their own
gratification may result in a feeling that their own needs are not being adequately met
and a resentment of their husbands, who are taken care of. These factors may be the

sources of such decrease in wives’ marital satisfaction.
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4.1.1.2. Partner Effects

Although it was hypothesized that early maladaptive schemas of a partner will
predict one’s own marital satisfaction negatively, the findings of the general APIM
model revealed no significant partner effects. This result suggests that partner’s early
maladaptive schemas do not have a significant direct effect on individuals’ relationship
satisfaction. There is no study in the literature that investigated the effects of partner’s
maladaptive schemas on one’s own marital satisfaction. Schema chemistry between
partners rather than the pure effect of partner’s total schema scores might be more
important in predicting marital satisfaction. Schema chemistry is a concept that refers to
mutually triggering schemas and was suggested to understand the attraction between
partners (Simeone-DiFrancesco et al., 2015). In the process of schema chemistry,
schemas are activated by memory-based likeness, which in turn results in remaining in
an unhealthy dyadic relationship. That is, due to the activation of schema chemistry,
individuals become more inclined to be most attracted to and choose partners who
trigger that individuals’ core schema. Based on this concept of schema chemistry, it may
be that specific partner schemas may be more predictive of an individual’s marital

satisfaction rather than the YSQ score of a partner.

Same significant direct partner effect was found in the mediation analyses of
avoidance and compensation coping styles. Specifically, husbands’ impaired autonomy
schema domain decreased their wives’ marital satisfaction, which is consistent with the
Schema Theory (Young et al., 2003). This means that husbands who believe that they
cannot function and perform independently might fear to make decisions because of
their belief that it might damage important relationships and that decreases their wives’
marital satisfaction. Autonomy is an important part of healthy adult life, however
husbands with EMSs in the impaired autonomy schema domain are likely to be
enmeshed, dependent, and pessimistic, have the fear of abandonment and failure, and
believe that they are vulnerable to harm. Husbands’ impaired autonomy might burden
their wives because of an increased number of responsibilities, negative expectations of

their husbands, or not having spare time for themselves. In line with this, Harma and
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Stimer (2016) proposed that husbands’ clingy behaviors and overdependence on their
wives might damage their relationship. All these characteristics of husbands may
overwhelm their wives and consequently decreases their wives’ marital satisfaction. This
direct effect also shows that the use of total schema scores (like in the general APIM
model) might hinder significant effects of schema domains on marital satisfaction. Thus,
the use of specific schema domains in the analyses is better and likely to reveal more

information.
4.1.2. The Role of Avoidance Coping Style in Predicting Marital Satisfaction
4.1.2.1. Actor Effects

In regards to the actor effects of avoidance coping style in the general APIM
model, it was hypothesized that avoidance coping style of wives and husbands would
predict their own marital satisfaction negatively, considering Young and colleagues’
suggestions (2003) in Schema Theory. However, because of the fact that wives’
avoidance coping style had no significant effect on either wives’ or husbands’ marital
satisfaction, it was removed from the first model. On the other hand, husbands’
avoidance coping style significantly predicted husbands’ marital satisfaction, however in
a positive way, suggesting that as husbands use avoidance coping style, their own
marital satisfaction increases. The same significant effect was also found in the findings
of the mediating model of avoidance coping style. However, this finding is inconsistent
with the Schema Theory (Young et al., 2003), which suggests that although avoidance
coping style sometimes help an individual to avoid an EMS, it does not heal the schema,

since it also helps to perpetuate the schema.

Based on the present finding, when husbands block thoughts, images, and avoids
situations, activities, and emotional reactions associated with their schemas, it seems that
husbands’ evaluations or interpretations about their marital relationship are positively
affected. This may be due to the fact that avoiding the overwhelming thoughts and
fraught emotional reactions may actually have some protective effects for husbands in

their relationship. Avoiding from EMSs may protect them to engage in further
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discussions or problems with their wives. Another explanation might be that coping with
avoidance might create a feeling that everything is okay in their relationship with their
partner. Moreover, Harma and Siimer (2016) suggested that married man in collectivist
cultures are forced by gender roles to act avoidant in order to meet cultural gender
standards. Thus, although avoidance coping was seen as maladaptive for individualistic
cultures (Young et al., 2003), the present finding suggests that it might indeed have

positive affects on husbands’ marital satisfaction in collectivistic cultures.

4.1.2.2. Partner Effects

A significant partner effect regarding avoidance coping style was found only for
husbands both in the general APIM model and the mediation model of avoidance coping
style. Specifically, husbands’ use of avoidance coping style increased their wives’
marital satisfaction, indicating that wives tend to be more satisfied with their marriage as
their husbands avoid themes, events, or people that are likely to trigger their early

maladaptive schemas.

In the light of these findings regarding actor and partner effects discussed above,
it seems that husbands’ avoidance from the expression of loaded emotions or emotional
reactions associated with triggering of their schemas lead to higher marital satisfaction
not only for husbands themselves but also for their wives. In line with this finding,
Yedirir and Hamarta (2015) reported that it is not common for Turkish spouses to
express their emotions in marital relationships. Thus, it seems that husbands’ avoidance
from unpleasant thoughts about their schemas and associated emotional reactions make
both themselves and their wives feel good about their relationship. Considering Turkish
husbands’ potential avoidance of emotional expressions, husbands’ use of avoidance
coping style might play a role in preventing the couple from potential discussions, which

might positively affect both spouses’ perceptions about marriage.
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4.1.3. The Role of Compensation Coping Style in Predicting Marital Satisfaction
4.1.3.1. Actor Effects

As Young and colleagues (2003) suggested, the use of compensation is viewed
as partially healthy since people using compensation coping style actually fight against
their schema. However, “overcompensators® usually remain fixed on counterattacking,
which results in excessive, insensitive, and unproductive behaviors, suggesting that
compensation is likely to be detrimental for relationships with significant others.
Considering Young and colleagues’ suggestions, the use of compensation coping style
of wives and husbands was expected to negatively predict their own marital satisfaction.
However, the findings revealed significant actor effect only for wives. That is, only
wives’ compensation coping style significantly predicted their own marital satisfaction.
However, the direction of this relationship was positive, which was the opposite of our

expectation (H1a) and Schema Theory.

The finding of the present study indicated that when wives cope with their EMSs
with compensation, it works well for them, and consequently they become more
satisfied with their relationship. This may be due to the fact that many of the individuals
using overcompensation coping style appear healthy (Young et al., 2003) and the
healthy appearance of wives might have a positive effect on their marital relationship,
and that in turn increase their marital satisfaction. Furthermore, when the characteristics
of the sample that is consisted of a nonclinical sample of females were considered,
another explanation might be that they are less likely to “exaggerate” overcompensation.
In other words, wives using schema compensation coping style may behave in a more
healthy way, and thus have fewer problems with their husbands and the increase in
wives’ marital satisfaction might be associated with this. The present finding also leads
us to the question of why husbands’ compensation coping style did not predict their own
marital satisfaction. It may be because of the fact that there are some possible mediators
playing an important role in the relationship between husbands’ compensation coping

style and their marital satisfaction. This needs to be examined further in future research.
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4.1.3.2. Partner Effects

In regards to the partner effects of compensation coping style, there was only
husband-to-wife partner effect. In line with the Schema Theory (Young et al., 2003) and
our hypothesis, husbands’ compensation coping style predicted their wives’ marital
satisfaction negatively. That is, when husbands use compensation in dealing with their
EMSs, their wives’ marital satisfaction tended to decrease. Although compensation is
viewed as healthy to some extent, it can overshoot the mark and might lead to
perpetuation of the schema (Young et al., 2003), which often result in aggressively
independent behaviors (Simone-DiFrancesco et al., 2015). Considering the fact that men
are more likely to be defensive than women (Carstenson, Gottman, & Levenson, 1995),
it can be claimed that husbands’ use of compensation coping style overshoots the mark
and negatively affect or decrease their wives’ relationship satisfaction. However, it does
not affect husbands’ own marital satisfaction according to the findings of the general
APIM model.

4.1.4. The Role of Perceived Partner Responsiveness in Predicting Marital
Satisfaction

4.1.4.1. Actor Effects

According to the findings, wives’ high levels of perceived partner responsiveness
increased their own marital satisfaction. That is, when wives perceive their husbands as
highly responsive to them, they tend to be more satisfied with their relationship.
Similarly, congruent with our hypothesis, husbands who perceive their wives as highly
responsive to them have higher levels of marital satisfaction. These findings are
consistent with a recent study, which indicated that women and men who perceive their
partner as high in responsiveness have greater marital satisfaction (Gadassi et al., 2015).
Thus, it can be suggested that perceived partner responsiveness is a very important

aspect of a marital relationship in terms of both wives’ and husbands’ satisfaction.
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4.1.4.2. Partner Effects

The findings regarding the partner effects were also in line with our hypothesis.
Wives’ high levels of perceived partner responsiveness predicted husbands’ increased
levels of marital satisfaction, while husbands’ high levels of perceived partner
responsiveness predicted increased marital satisfaction of wives. Reis and Gable (2015)
recently brought attention to the question of whether perceived partner responsiveness,
per se, promote relationship well being. They found that responsiveness itself promotes
well-being in a variety of relationships. Moreover, high responsiveness was found to
increase partner’s willingness to behave in a way that benefits their relationship (Reis et
al., 2010). The present findings may be interpreted from this perspective, that is; when
married woman and man perceive their partners as highly responsive to them, they
might act in a manner that benefits their marital relationship, which in turn increases
both their own and partner’s marital satisfaction. Furthermore, perceived responsiveness
predicts not only one’s own but also partner’s feelings of intimacy, indicating that
knowing that one is perceived as a responsive partner results in intimacy enhancing

effect (Debrot et al., 2012), and that is likely to increase marital satisfaction.

All in all, when the model as a whole was examined there was no wife-to-
husband partner effect of avoidance coping style and compensation coping style except
the partner effect of wives’ perceived partner responsiveness on husbands’ marital
satisfaction. This means that while wives’ marital satisfaction is prone to be affected by
their husbands’ cognitions and associated behaviors, husbands’ marital satisfaction is not
affected much by their wives except their wives’ perceived partner responsiveness. One
of the likely causes of such a result might be due to the fact that husbands’ use of
schema coping styles may cause some emotions in women, and as it was stated by
Levenson, Carstensen and Gottman (1993), women are more likely to focus on their
emotions while also being more emotionally expressive and both more positive and
negative than men (Carstensen, Gottman, & Levenson, 1995). Thus, focusing on the
emotions during the interactions with their husbands might significantly affect women’s

marital satisfaction more than their husbands.
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4.2. The Mediating Role of Avoidance Coping Style in the Relationship Between

Schema Domains and Marital Satisfaction

Testing the mediating role of avoidance coping style in the relationship between
schema domains and marital satisfaction of wives and husbands revealed that only

husbands’ avoidance coping style had significant mediating effects.

There is no study in the literature that investigated the mediating role of schema
coping styles in the relationship between schema domains and marital satisfaction. Thus,
the present study is the first we know of to focus on this association. As it was
mentioned earlier, Young and colleagues (2003) suggested that behaviors are not part of
the schema content, but they are part of the schema coping styles. That is, schemas
include cognitions, but not behaviors. On the other hand, marital satisfaction includes
both cognitions and behaviors. One of the most important determinants of marital
satisfaction is the behavior of the partner, which is represented by demonstration of
affection, sex relations, frequency of discussions, and engagement of outside activities.
Thus, avoidance coping style that is affected by early maladaptive schemas and includes
the behavioral responses to these schemas was used as a mediator to explain how
maladaptive cognitions developed in childhood have an effect on current satisfaction of

the most important interpersonal relationship of adulthood.
4.2.1. Actor Effects

Findings revealed no mediating effect of wives’ avoidance coping style in the
relationship between their own schema domains and marital satisfaction. However, there

were some direct effects of schema domains on the use of avoidance coping style.

Firstly, wives’ high scores in disconnection schema domain, including emotional
deprivation, emotional inhibition, social isolation/mistrust, and defectiveness EMSs,
directly predicted wives’ use of avoidance coping style. Considering the evidence in the
literature (Simeone-DiFrancesco et al., 2015; Young et al., 2003), women who score
high on early maladaptive schemas related to disconnection schema domain have serious
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difficulties in depending on the reliability of others. Since they assume that their needs
for reliability, support, empathy, respect, security, safety, stability, nurturance, sharing
of feelings, and acceptance will not be met. Consequently, they seem to deal with this
negative expectation by ignoring or avoiding the options on the way to building an
intimate relationship with their partners.

Similarly, wives’ high scores in impaired limits schema domain, which includes
entitlement/insufficient self-control EMS, directly predicted their use of avoidance
coping style. As it was mentioned before, individuals with impaired limits schema
domain are characterized by their inadequate boundaries, lack of responsibility, and poor
frustration tolerance (Simeone-DiFrancesco et al., 2015). Thus, the present finding
suggests that wives who have a difficulty in respecting the rights of others, making
commitments, or in setting and meeting realistic personal goals tend to avoid showing
their weaknesses, conflicting with others, and their difficulty in taking responsibility for
others. This finding can be interpreted from cultural perspective. Specifically, wives’
independent behaviors and unresponsiveness to the partners’ needs are gender atypical
behavior patterns for woman in Turkish collectivist culture (Ozen, 2012). Therefore,
wives might feel pressure to avoid all the situations or events that are likely to trigger

their impaired limits schemas.

Lastly, wives’ other-directedness schema domain, including self-sacrifice and
punitiveness EMSs, directly predicted wives’ avoidance coping style. As it was
mentioned earlier, individuals having high scores on other-directedness schema domain
always consider others’ needs and repress their own needs for self-assertiveness; thereby
they receive love and approval of others (self-sacrifice schema) (Simeone-DiFrancesco
et al., 2015) and also believe that people must be punished for their own mistakes
(punitiveness schema). Thus, this finding may be interpreted in a way that Turkish wives
with other-directedness schema domain might avoid being in close relationships, avoid
arousing expectations, or comply with all the details in order to prevent making mistakes

that would not be acceptable in terms of cultural expectations of woman.
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4.2.2. Partner Effects

Testing of the hypothesis that avoidance coping style would mediate the
relationship between schema domains and marital satisfaction (Hypothesis 2) revealed
three significant mediation effects of husbands’ avoidance coping style, which partially

supported our hypothesis.

First of all, findings showed that the relationship between wives’ unrelenting
standards schema domain and wives’ marital satisfaction was significantly mediated by
husbands’ avoidance coping style. Specifically, unrelenting standards schema domain in
wives when mediated by husbands’ avoidance coping style led to an increase of wives’
marital satisfaction. This is an unexpected finding since husbands’ use of avoidance
coping style is likely to diminish intimacy in their relationship due to the fact that
avoidant people refrain from expressing affect (Young et al., 2003). Moreover, wives’
with unrelenting standards schema domain believe that they must do their utmost to
meet very high standards with their behaviors and performance in order to avoid
criticism (Young et al., 2003). Thus, wives who have husbands using avoidance coping
may fulfill their desire to prevent being criticized by their husbands. Since having a
husband who use avoidance coping style may decrease the likelihood of being exposed
to a criticism. Another explanation might be that if a man avoids being exposed to stress,
in this way he may also prevent problems or discussions likely to result from stress, and
these in turn, may increase their wives’ marital satisfaction. Therefore, depending on this
result, it can be claimed that husbands’ use of avoidance coping style increases
satisfaction for wives with EMSs in unrelenting standards schema domain, who want to
avoid criticism and potential problems. This finding might be also somewhat related to
the results of a study by Harma and Stimer (2016) in which they showed that Turkish
men are not so distant and cold within their relationships, compared to men from
western cultures. Thus, even if their husbands are using avoidance coping style, this
increases wives’ marital satisfaction because of the fact that Turkish husbands try to
protect themselves from being too much "avoiders" and because they are functional in

the sense that they keep their wives away from potential criticism and problems.
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Secondly, the relationship between husbands’ disconnection schema domain and
wives’ marital satisfaction was significantly mediated by husbands’ avoidance coping
style. It suggests that husbands who have high scores in EMSs on disconnection schema
domain are more likely to be “avoidants”, and that increased their wives’ marital
satisfaction, which is inconsistent with the Schema Theory perspective. This finding
suggests that husbands’ avoidance coping style play a buffering role in the relationship
between husbands’ disconnection schema domain and wives’ marital satisfaction by
decreasing the possible negative effects of disconnection schemas on marital
satisfaction. One explanation for such a result might be that husbands who have EMSs in
the disconnection schema domain are likely to avoid thoughts, images, situations, and
feelings that remind them that they are unable to form secure, satisfying attachments
with others, and unable to feel safe in interpersonal relationships (Young et al., 2003)
and this avoidance of negative expectations from themselves and others might make
their wives to more positively evaluate their marital relationship, and consequently

increase their marital satisfaction.

Thirdly, husbands’ avoidance coping style also mediated the relationship
between husbands’ other directedness schema domain and wives’ marital satisfaction.
Specifically, husbands who scored high in EMS on other directedness schema domain
were significantly inclined to use avoidance coping style, and this in turn lead to wives’
higher levels of marital satisfaction. This means that husbands having EMSs in the
other-directedness schema domain tend to avoid thoughts, images, situations, and
feelings that remind them of their excessive focus on the others’ desires, feelings, and
responses (Young et al., 2003), and that seem to have a boosting effect for their wives’
marital satisfaction. Based on the knowledge from Schema Theory that schema coping
styles become maladaptive in adulthood, it was expected that the use of avoidance
coping style would predict decreased marital satisfaction. However, the results revealed
the exact opposite of this expectation, showing that husbands’ avoidance coping style
(who have other directedness) is a satisfaction boosting response for their wives. From

the cultural point of view, husbands’ clingy behaviors or extensive closeness seeking
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including an excessive focus on the desires, feelings, and responses of others at the cost
of their own needs are culturally incongruent and expected to be detrimental among
Turkish families (Ataca, 2009; Harma & Siimer, 2016). Thus, having met the
expectations of the society by cognitively and behaviorally avoiding their other-
directedness schema triggers might make their wives to see them as “healthy” man and

that may lead to an enhancement of wives’ satisfaction.

In addition to three indirect effects, there was one significant direct effect of a
schema on avoidance coping style. Specifically, husbands’ impaired limits schema
domain negatively predicted their wives’ use of avoidance coping style. This suggests
that husbands who have deficiencies or problems in having internal limits, responsibility
to others, or pursuing long term goals tend to have partners who are less likely to use
avoidance coping style. It might be due to the fact that husbands with the impaired limits
schema domain tend to have difficulties in respecting the rights of others, cooperating
with others, and making commitments and all these behaviors of husbands are very hard
to be dealt with by using avoidance coping style for wives. Since people using avoidance
coping style try to arrange their lives so that their schema is never activated and ignore
all their schema triggers. However, for wives who have husbands with impaired limits
schema domain, avoidance may not be a very suitable coping style. Thus, it can be
suggested that wives of husbands with impaired limits schema domain have a difficulty

to cope with their schemas by using avoidance.

Overall, these findings suggest that husbands’ avoidance coping style is a
satisfaction-boosting mediator in the relationship between wives’ unrelenting standards,
husbands’ disconnection, and husbands’ other directedness schema domains and wives’
marital satisfaction. While husbands’ avoidance coping style significantly mediated the
relationship between some of the schema domains and wives’ marital satisfaction,
wives’ avoidance coping style did not have any mediating effect. Considering the
commonly observed roles in Turkish culture, wives’ avoidance seem to be incongruent
with the cultural expectations since being an avoidant wife is the opposite of her

expected gender roles and avoidance is mostly expected from man (Ataca, 2009). Thus,
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no mediating effect of avoidance coping style of wives may be the result of expected

gender roles in Turkish culture.

4.3. The Mediating Role of Compensation Coping Style in the Relationship Between

Schema Domains and Marital Satisfaction

The hypothesis that compensation coping style would mediate the relationship
between schema domains and marital satisfaction of wives and husbands was tested
(H3a) and the results indicated no significant mediating effect of compensation coping
style. Although findings did not support our hypothesis, important direct effects between
schema domains and compensation coping style as well as between schema domains and

marital satisfaction were found and discussed below.
4.3.1. Actor Effects

Firstly, wives’ high scores in impaired autonomy schema domain positively
predicted wives’ compensation coping style, suggesting that wives with EMSs in the
impaired autonomy schema domain tend to use compensation coping style. It indicates
that Turkish wives who are incapable of functioning and performing independently
(Simeone-DiFrancesco et al., 2015) tend to behave in the opposite direction of their
impaired autonomy schema and behave as if they are capable of sustaining their lives
without depending on others. Wives with impaired autonomy related schemas might
have adopted their compensation coping style with selective internalization or modeling
(Young et al., 2003). As mentioned before, in traditional collectivist cultures, women are
considered as house makers and relationship maintainers (Ozen, 2012). Thus, women
are likely to be aware of the expectations to perform their responsibilities at home such
as cooking, house cleaning, and childcare without depending on their husband since
these are seen as wives’ duties. Turkish women growing up in such a collectivist culture
might think that they should overcompensate their impaired autonomy schema, thus;

should perform independently from their husbands.
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Secondly, wives’ unrelenting standards related EMSs (i.e. unrelenting standards
and approval seeking) positively predicted wives’ compensation coping style, indicating
that wives with unrelenting standards schema domain are more likely to compensate for
their schema. These wives have the sense that they must strive to meet very high
standards that are internalized by them (Young et al., 2003), thus they tend to believe
that they can be valuable, only if they become very good. However, traditional
stereotypes encourage men to be assertive leaders and dominant decision makers in a
romantic relationship, while woman are encouraged to be submissive and passive
conformists (Peplau & Gordon, 1985). These expectations may encourage women to
compensate for their unrelenting standards and behave as if they do not have very high

standards.

Thirdly, wives” EMSs in impaired limits schema domain (i.e.
entitlement/insufficient self control) positively predicted wives’ compensation coping
style, showing that wives with impaired limits related schemas are more likely to
compensate for their schemas. Being deficient in internal limits, responsibility to others,
or long-term goal orientation for wives may not be accepted by most of the people in
Turkish culture since in collectivist cultures since there are more traditional and gender
stereotypic expectations from wives (Ozen, 2012). Indeed, emotional interdependence is
valued in collectivist cultures (Kagit¢ibasi, 2007). In these cultures, gender stereotypes
are more common, thus; women are more expected to be congruent with their traditional
roles (Ozen, 2012). Considering Turkish cultural context, Turkish wives may be coping
with their impaired limit schemas by compensating in order to represent their ‘self” as

normal and to meet the expectations of the collectivist society.

In regards to husbands, their high scores in the impaired autonomy schema
domain positively predicted their compensation coping style, suggesting that husbands
with impaired autonomy schema domain tend to use compensation coping style to deal
with their schemas. Husbands’ belief that they cannot function or perform independently
from significant others is not consistent with gender stereotypes about how men are

supposed to behave in a romantic relationship, since they are expected to be assertive

84



and take the lead (Peplau & Gordon, 1985). Thus, the use of compensation coping style
of husbands with impaired autonomy schema domain may be explained by the cultural
expectation that a man should be autonomous, active, and use full potential. Husbands
may be compensating for their impaired autonomy schemas in order to be accepted or to
see themselves like most of the man who are able to function independently.

Lastly, husbands’ EMSs in the unrelenting standards schema domain positively
predicted husbands’ compensation coping style. It indicates that husbands who have an
underlying belief that one must strive to meet very high internalized standards of
behavior and performance tend to fight their unrelenting standards schema by thinking,

feeling, behaving, and relating as if the opposite of their schema is true.
4.3.2. Partner Effects

The first significant partner effect is that wives’ EMSs in impaired limits schema
domain (i.e. entitlement/insufficient self-control), positively predicted husbands’
compensation coping style. Gok (2012) also found among Turkish university students
that higher levels of impaired limits was associated with utilization of more
compensation, which partially supports our finding. The present finding suggests that
wives who hold the belief that they are superior to other people, entitled to special rights
and privileges, or who have pervasive difficulty to achieve their personal goals or to
inhibit the excessive expression of their emotions and impulses tend to have husbands
who use compensation coping style. Their husbands’ fight their schemas by behaving in
the opposite direction from their schema. Compensation might be husbands’ way of
coping with their wives’ limitless behaviors that may be triggering husbands’

maladaptive schemas.

In addition, husbands’ EMSs in unrelenting standards schema domain negatively
predicted their wives’ compensation coping style, indicating that husbands having high
internalized standards and striving to meet those tend to have partners who do not or do
rarely use compensation coping style. As Young and colleagues (2003) suggested that in

the development of coping styles temperament plays one of the main role. For instance,
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while individuals with passive temperaments tend to surrender or to avoid, individuals
with aggressive temperaments tend to overcompensate. Depending on this suggestion,
the preference of husbands with unrelenting standards schema domain may come from
their ambition to do their best, since wives using compensation coping style are likely to

be “fighters”, just like them.

4.4. The Mediating Role of Perceived Partner Responsiveness in the Relationship
Between Schema Domains and Marital Satisfaction

Testing the mediating role of perceived partner responsiveness in the relationship
between schema domains and marital satisfaction of wives and hushands revealed both

significant actor and partner effects.
4.4.1. Actor Effects

In regards to mediation effects of actors, there were three significant mediating
effects of perceived partner responsiveness; one of them is for wives and two of them is
for husbands. Firstly, wives’ perceived partner responsiveness mediated the relationship
between wives’ impaired autonomy schema domain and wives’ marital satisfaction.
Wives’ EMSs in the impaired autonomy schema domain led to a decrease on their own
perceived partner responsiveness, and this in turn was associated with their decreased
levels of marital satisfaction. Some part of the present finding is consistent with the
findings in the literature, in which low perceived partner responsiveness was found to
decrease marital satisfaction (Bar-Kalifa et al., 2015; Gadassi et al., 2015; Reis & Gable,
2015). Believing that they are incapable of functioning and performing independently,
wives might have higher expectations from their husbands, which might lead to low
levels of perceived partner responsiveness since their husbands become less likely to
meet their wives’ high responsiveness standards. That, in turn, seems to decrease wives’
marital satisfaction. All the memories, emotions, cognitions, and bodily sensations about
wives’ inability to function independently (enmeshment/dependence EMS), expectation
to loose anyone with whom they have an emotional attachment (abandonment EMS),

being convinced that they are not capable of performing at the same level as peers
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(failure EMS), seeing the negative side of things while ignoring the positive (pessimism
EMS), and being convinced that something terrible might happen and there is no
protection (vulnerability to harm EMS) (DiFrancesco et al., 2015) are very likely to
influence wives’ perceptions about the responsivity of their partner negatively.

Second mediator effect was that husbands’ perceived partner responsiveness
mediated the relationship between their own disconnection schema domain (including
EMSs of emotional deprivation, emotional inhibition, social isolation/mistrust, and
defectiveness) and own marital satisfaction. Specifically, husbands’ disconnection
schema domain negatively affected their own perceptions about their wives’
responsiveness, and this was in turn decreased their own marital satisfaction. As
mentioned before, people who receive high scores in EMSs included in disconnection
schema domain are expected to unable to form secure attachments with others since they
have the belief that their needs (i.e. love, safety, stability, nurturance, and belonging)
will not be met by them. They may also be expected to excessively inhibit spontaneous
action, feeling, or communication to avoid rejection or disapproval from others (Young,
et al. 2003). Furthermore, people with schemas in the disconnection schema domain,
especially those with emotional deprivation, defectiveness, and mistrust EMSs are often
the most damaged. Thus, it can be claimed that husbands’ all the distorted cognitions
regarding disconnection schema domain tend to damage husbands’ perceptions about

their wives’ responsiveness, that in turn decreased their satisfaction in their marriage.

Thirdly, husbands’ perceived partner responsiveness mediated the relationship
between their own impaired limits schema domain and marital satisfaction. Specifically,
husbands’ impaired limits schema domain was unexpectedly associated with husbands’
high levels of perceived partner responsiveness, which in turn was associated with
increased levels of husbands’ marital satisfaction. As mentioned earlier, having
difficulties in respecting the rights of others, cooperating with others, making
commitments, or in setting and meeting realistic goals are some of the characteristics of
people with schemas about impaired limits (Young et al., 2003). Considering the present

finding, these characteristics are associated with high levels of husbands’ perceived
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partner responsiveness. This may be resulted from their belief that they are superior to
other people, which might leads to a more positive perception of themselves and their
relationship that is associated with their higher levels of perceived partner

responsiveness, and that in turn lead to an increase on husbands’ marital satisfaction.

It is also important to discuss that the relationship between wives’ perceived
partner responsiveness and wives’ marital satisfaction was stronger than the relationship
between husbands’ perceived partner responsiveness and husbands’ marital satisfaction.
It means that wives’ marital satisfaction are affected more by their perception about their
husbands’ responsiveness compared to their husbands. This difference between wives
and husbands might be associated with differential gender roles; however it needs to be

further examined in future studies.
4.4.2. Partner Effects

Related to partner effects, findings also suggested three important mediation
effects. The two of them are that wives’ perceived partner responsiveness mediated the
relationship between husbands’ impaired autonomy schema domain and both wives’ and
husbands’ marital satisfaction. Specifically, husbands’ EMSs in the impaired autonomy
schema domain led to a decrease on their wives’ perceived partner responsiveness, and
that was associated with both wives’ and husbands’ decreased levels of marital
satisfaction. As it was mentioned earlier, impaired autonomy schema domain consists of
abandonment, enmeshment/dependence, failure, pessimism, and vulnerability to harm
schemas (Young et al., 2003). Thus, husbands who received high scores on this domain
are expected to be incapable of taking on normal responsibilities and of functioning
independently from their significant others (DiFrancesco et al., 2015), and have a
perception of instability or unreliability of others for being available for support (Young
et al., 2003). Considering these, husbands’ incapability of taking normal responsibilities
and overdependence on their wives may result in their wives’ perception that their
husbands are not responsive to their needs. Wives’ decreased perceived partner

responsiveness is likely to negatively affect wives’ behaviors on their interactions with
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their husbands and that may be the reason of the decrease in both wives’ and husbands’

marital satisfaction.

The last indirect (mediation) partner effect was found in the relationship between
wives’ impaired autonomy schema domain and husbands’ marital satisfaction, which
was mediated by wives’ perceived partner responsiveness. Wives’ EMSs on impaired
autonomy schema domain was associated with their low perceived partner
responsiveness, which in turn led to husbands’ decreased marital satisfaction. This
finding can also be interpreted from Schema Theory perspective since there is no
previous study investigated this relationship. From the Schema Theory perspective, it
can be argued that wives’ impaired autonomy schema domain might make them to be
overly dependent on their husbands (Young et al., 2003) and that may lead to the
perception that their husbands’ are not responsive enough since they need too much
responsiveness, help, and attention. Their wives’ overdependence and the perception that
they are not responsive enough may be the result of such a decrease in husbands’ marital

satisfaction.

To summarize the indirect (mediating) actor and partner effects of perceived
partner responsiveness, it is important to underlie the pattern that wives’ perceived
partner responsiveness was negatively affected by both their own and their husbands’
impaired autonomy schema domain, and that decrease in wives’ perceived partner
responsiveness in turn decreased both partners’ marital satisfaction. As stated
previously, people with EMSs on impaired autonomy schema domain have the belief
that they are unable to function and perform independently from significant others
(Simone-DiFrancesco et al., 2015) and this unhealthy belief about themselves might
damage wives’ perceptions about their own responsiveness toward their husbands. That
is, their overdependence on their husbands might create a perception that they are not
responsive enough to their husbands’ needs. On the other hand, husbands’ EMSs on
impaired autonomy schema domain might lead to higher expectations from their wives
and they might burden them with their needs, and this may lead to their wives to

perceive husbands as low in responsiveness. Furthermore, expectations from married
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couples in Turkish collectivist culture are shaped by cultural norms and gender roles.
Attachment avoidance is a critical risk factor for marital satisfaction of Turkish couples
(Harma & Stimer, 2016), suggesting that wives’ are expected to be emotionally
responsive for their husbands’ needs. When they are not perceived as emotionally
responsive, they may create a contrast with cultural expectations of women (Sunar &
Fisek, 2005). Considering the cultural expectations in Turkish cultural context, low
perceived responsiveness of wives may result in decrease in the levels of both partners’
marital satisfaction. Besides, as in line with the suggestions of Schema Theory (Young
et al., 2003), husbands’ disconnection schema domain decreased their own perceived
partner responsiveneness, and in turn decreased own marital satisfaction. An unexpected
finding was that husbands’ impaired limits schema domain increased their perceived

partner responsiveness, and that in turn increased their marital satisfaction.
4.5. Strengths and Limitations of the Study

First of all, our analysis of APIM is the first we know of investigating the effects
of schema domains (i.e. impaired autonomy, impaired limits, disconnection, unrelenting
standards, and other directedness) on marital satisfaction by using avoidance coping
style, compensation coping style, and perceived partner responsiveness as mediators
among married couples. In addition to this, it is also the first study that is investigating
the actor-partner effects of overall schemas, schema coping styles, and perceived partner

responsiveness on marital satisfaction of spouses.

Cook and Kenny (2005) reported that in most of the studies the focus is only on
one spouse’s perception about marriage and does not consider perceptions of both
spouses. However there is an interdependence in couple relationships; that is, one
spouse’s emotion, cognition, or behavior affects the emotion, cognition, or behavior of
the other spouse. As in line with Schrodt’s (2015) suggestions, this study somewhat
advanced our theoretical understandings of relational dynamics that animate couple
interaction by focusing on dyads. Thus, another strength of the present study is its
emphasis on and the consideration of the interpersonal perspective on marital
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satisfaction by using Actor-Partner Interdependence Model (APIM). The use of APIM in
estimating actor and partner effects also controlled for artificial increases in Type | and

Type Il errors since it accounts for non-independence of dyadic data (Schrodt, 2015)

Schema Theory is a popular research topic of today’s literature, however there is
still a lack of research about which schema domains of couples have an influence on
one’s own and partners’ marital satisfaction. Despite the fact that the hypothesis about
the mediating effect of compensation coping style was not supported, the current study
contributed to the Schema Theory literature with the findings regarding the significant
mediating effects of avoidance coping style and perceived partner responsiveness. The
present study may also lead to new research questions in regards to the roles of wives

and husbands’ schema domains in predicting their marital satisfaction.

Moreover, the present study provided evidence about the relationship between
wives and husbands’ schema domains, schema coping styles, perceived partner
responsiveness, and marital satisfaction in a sample of Turkish married couples. Thus, it
provides some evidence on how schemas, schema coping styles, and perceived partner
responsiveness influence partners’ marital satisfaction in the Turkish culture. The other
strength of the present study might be its’ consideration of cultural influences when

interpreting the findings.

The last strength of the present study is that the sample did not consist of
university students, but rather consisted of married individuals, which increases its
external validity, the extent to which the results of the present study can be generalized
to other situations and people in real life.

The current study has also some limitations that should be considered when
interpreting the findings. First of all, the present study composed of 248 married
individuals, of which 124 were woman and 124 were man. Due to the nature of the
dyadic analysis, couples were treated as dyads, thus the sample size of the present study
was 124 married couples. Cook and Kenny (2005) suggested that larger sample size

would result in greater power when hypotheses are tested. Therefore, 5 schema domains
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were used instead of using 14 different EMSs in the analyses in order to prevent a
reduced power. The use of each EMS separately might have given more detailed
information about the couples’ dynamics, thus in future studies larger samples need to

be used.

The second limitation of the study is that most of the participants in the sample
were university graduates, had moderate level of income, and reported high levels of
perceived partner responsiveness. Thus, the findings of the present study might not be
generalizable to other populations such as populations with low socioeconomic status,
low education level, and low perceived partner responsiveness and also couples with

strained marriages.

The third limitation is that snowball technique was used in the data collection in
order to reach more participants. However, due to the presence of very little control over
the sample, external validity of the findings might become limited. Another limitation
about the characteristic of data is that there were some differences (i.e. total schema
score, unrelenting standards schema domain, impaired limits schema domain, other
directedness schema domain, and avoidance coping style) between the scores of wives

who completed online surveys and those who completed printed surveys.

The last limitation is about the need for the readjustment of two inventories such
as YSQ and DAS. In YSQ, there are very few questions to measure some EMSs such as
unrelenting standards schema. Moreover, during the data collection some participants
reported to have a difficulty in understanding the items in the YSQ. Related to DAS,
some participants gave feedback about the inappropriateness of an item, which is about
sexual relationship. These inventories may provide a better assessment of maladaptive
schemas and marital satisfaction, if they are further readjusted and adapted to Turkish

culture.
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4.6. Suggestions for Future Research

Using qualitative methods such as semi-structured interviews with married
couples may be suggested for future research in order to understand the interpersonal
effects of the relationship between EMSs, schema coping styles, perceived partner
responsiveness, and marital satisfaction. Future studies should consider using a mixed
design that is composed of a combination of self-measure and semi-structured interviews
to understand what shapes marital satisfaction. Then, all the important variables can be

included in the quantitative part.

Secondly, the present study revealed how EMSs of partners have an effect on
each other’s coping styles, perceived partner responsiveness, and marital satisfaction.
Future studies might investigate Young’s idea of schema chemistry by testing whether
individuals become more inclined to be most attracted to and choose partners who
trigger that individual’s core schema to reveal the dynamics of attraction in a couple’s

relationship and the effects of schema chemistry on the relationship outcomes.

Thirdly, it would be fruitful to explore each specific early maladaptive schema
and its effects in larger samples, instead of evaluating the impact of schema domains.
This may give more detailed information about the influence of each specific EMS on
relationship outcomes of spouses.

Fourthly, the present study was composed of university graduates with middle-
income level and with high levels of perceived partner responsiveness. Future studies
might include participants from different socio-economic statuses, with different
educational and perceived partner responsiveness levels in order to increase the
generalizability of the findings. In addition, future studies may also examine couples

having marital conflicts.

Fifthly, some participants in the study provided feedback about the lack of clarity
for some items in the YSQ. Moreover, most of the participants did not respond to some

of the last items, such as the item questioning “being too tired for sex” and the last item
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that has six options, in the DAS. The present study showed the need for an adaptation of
YSQ in terms of clarity of items and of DAS in terms of comprehensibility of response
types and appropriateness of words for Turkish culture. Thus, future studies should

consider this need.

Lastly, in the first model, the direct effects of EMSs calculated by YSQ score,
and results showed that EMSs on marital satisfaction were not significant. However, in
the other models where the schema domains were used, significant effects of schema
domains on marital satisfaction were found. This indicated that using the mean of the
total YSQ score instead of using separate schema domains may conceal the effects and
thus a finer analysis is desirable. Therefore, researchers using total YSQ scores in their
analysis should be careful when interpreting their results.

4.7. Clinical Implications

The present study is expected to have important implications for both scientists
and practitioners in the field of clinical psychology. First of all, while satisfying
marriages have positive influences on spouses’ well being (Carr & Springer, 2010),
marital dissatisfaction resulting from destructive relationships increases the likelihood of
divorce (Amato & Homann-Marriott, 2007; as cited in Panahifar, Taghizade, Esfandyari,
Mahdavi, & Salehi, 2015). Hence, one of the implications of the present study is to
provide clinicians background information about predictors of marital satisfaction that
can be worked on and emphasized during both individual and couple Schema Therapy
process in order to increase marital satisfaction. Focusing on individuals’ both own and
their partners’ EMSs, schema coping styles, and perceived partner responsiveness in
psychotherapy process may be helpful with clients having relationship problems in their

marriage.

As Jose and Alfons (2007) stated, relationship dynamics differs across cultures.
Married couples evaluate their satisfaction depending on the extent that their marriage
meets the expectations of that cultural context (Lucas et al., 2008). The present study

provides information about the predictors of Turkish wives and husbands’ marital
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satisfaction. Although schema approach is becoming one of the most frequently used
methods in both individual and couple therapy in the treatment of relationship problems,
there was no study providing evidence about the dyadic effects of early maladaptive
schemas, coping styles, perceived partner responsiveness on marital satisfaction. In this
regard, some of the findings of the study were inconsistent with what Schema Theory
suggests. For instance, Turkish husbands’ avoidance coping style have a buffering
effect, that is, it reduces the negative impact of husbands’ disconnection schema domain
and other-directedness schema domain on wives’ marital satisfaction. Therefore, after
replicating the study in a larger and more diverse sample, the effects of cultural

influences may be given more attention in the clinical practice.

In addition to husbands’ avoidance coping style, the present study also
emphasizes the importance of perceived partner responsiveness in the relationship
between schema domains and marital satisfaction. This finding might be a support for
clinical psychologists working with marital relationship problems to pay more attention
to distorted perceptions of partner responsiveness.

The present study also provides empirical evidence about the contribution of
both actor and partner variables on marital satisfaction. Thus, this study provides very
rich information about how partners’ EMSs have an influence on each other’s marital
satisfaction. This rich information might be very helpful for clinical psychologists and
psychotherapists, who are using Schema-focused Couple Therapy approach in their
clinical practices. That is, the information gathered from this study can be used to help
patients develop an awareness of both their own and spouses early maladaptive schemas,
maladaptive coping styles, how their perceptions about partner’s responsiveness is
affected by their own EMSs and their partner’s EMSs, as well as their effects on marital

satisfaction.

In addition to this, some results of the study were inconsistent with what Schema
Theory suggests. For instance, the results revealed that husbands’ avoidance coping style

works well for husbands with disconnection schema domain, husbands with other-
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directedness schema domain, and wives with unrelenting standards schema domain in
terms of positively affecting wives’ marital satisfaction. In this regard, the buffering
mediating role of avoidance coping style in the relationship between EMSs and marital

satisfaction may be given more attention in the clinical practice.

Considering all these clinical implications, the findings of this study may help
clinical psychologists and psychotherapists working with couples to better understand
the predictors of marital satisfaction and the mutual mechanisms working behind that.

4.8. Conclusion

In conclusion, the findings of the present study have contributed to the
understanding of the roles of schema domains, schema coping styles, and perceived
partner responsiveness in predicting marital satisfaction by using dyadic data from
married couples. Specifically, mediating effects of avoidance coping style,
compensation coping style, and perceived partner responsiveness were investigated
according to Actor-Partner Interdependence Model (APIM) framework. Findings
showed that husbands’ avoidance coping style has a mediating effect in the relationship
between schema domains and marital satisfaction. In other words, EMSs in some
schema domains (i.e. wives” EMSs in unrelenting standards schema domain, husbands’
EMSs in disconnection schema domain and in other directedness schema domain)
predicted husbands’ avoidance coping style, which in turn predicted wives’ increased
levels of marital satisfaction. This study provided evidence that husbands’ avoidance
coping style has a satisfaction-enhancing role for wives, when dealing with some

maladaptive schemas.

Furthermore, perceived partner responsiveness of both wives and husbands was
found to have mediating effect in the relationship between some schema domains and
marital satisfaction. Wives and husbands’ EMSs in impaired autonomy schema domains
negatively predicted wives’ perceived partner responsiveness, which in turn decreased
marital satisfaction of both wives and husbands. In regards to the mediator role of

husbands’ perceived partner responsiveness, husbands’ schemas on disconnection
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schema domain had a negative influence on husbands’ perceived partner responsiveness,
and that in turn decreased husbands’ marital satisfaction. On the other hand, husbands’
EMSs in impaired limits schema domain had a positive influence on husbands’

perceived partner responsiveness, which in turn increased husbands’ marital satisfaction.

Considering both direct and mediation effects, there were more husband-to-wife
partner effects compared to wife-to-husband partner effects, suggesting that wives’ are

more prone to be affected by husbands’ variables.

This study provided preliminary evidence about marital satisfaction by including
both partners in dyadic context to provide more interpersonal approach on marital

satisfaction.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A. INFORMED CONSENT

Bu ¢alisma, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Psikoloji Boliimii Klinik Psikoloji Yiiksek
Lisans 6grencisi Psk. Selin Akkol tarafindan, Prof. Dr. A. Nuray Karanci
danismanliginda yiiriitiilmektedir. Arastirmanin amaci evli ¢iftlerin erken donem
uyumsuz semalari, bu semalarla uyumsuz bas etme stilleri, algilanan partner destegi ve
evlilik doyumu arasindaki iliskiyi incelemektir. Calisma genel olarak kisisel rahatsizlik
verici sorular icermemektedir. Ancak, herhangi bir rahatsizlik duydugunuz takdirde
sorular1 cevaplamay1 istediginiz zaman birakabilirsiniz. Katilimcilardan alinan bilgiler
tamamen gizli tutulacak ve elde edilen cevaplar toplu olarak degerlendirilecektir.
Calismadan elde edilecek sonuglar yalnizca bilimsel yayinlarda kullanilacaktir. Calisma
hakkinda daha fazla bilgi almak icin Psk. Selin Akkol (Tel: 0505 587 38 65, E-posta:

akkolselin@gmail.com) ile iletisime gegebilirsiniz. Calismaya katildiginiz i¢in simdiden

¢ok tesekkiir ederiz.

Bu anketi esinizin de doldurmas1 gereklidir. Bunun igin esinizle ortak bir rumuz
olusturmaniz gerekmektedir. Liitfen esinizle ortak soyadimizin ilk harfi, son harfi ve

evlendiginiz yildan olusan rumuzunuzu yaziniz.

Ornegin; 1990 yilinda evlenen Ayse OZDEMIR ve Mehmet OZDEMIR ciftinin rumuzu
OR1990 olmalidir.

Rumuzunuz:

Bu ¢aligmaya tamamen goniillii olarak katiliyorum ve verdigim bilgilerin bilimsel

amacli kullanilmasini kabul ediyorum.
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APPENDIX B. DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION FORM

Liitfen size uygun gelen secenegi isaretleyiniz ve bos soru birakmayiniz.

1. Cinsiyetiniz: Kadin Erkek
2. Yasmiz:

3. Egitim seviyeniz:

[lkokul mezunu Ortaokul mezunu Lise mezunu
Universite dgrencisi Universite mezunu Yiiksek lisans
Doktora

4. Kendinize ait (esinizin geliri disinda) toplam aylik geliriniz:
5. Evlenmeden once esinizle birliktelik siireniz:
1 yildan kisa stiredir birlikteyseniz:  (ay)
1 yildan uzun siiredir birlikteyseniz:  (y1l)
6. Ne kadar siiredir evlisiniz?
1 yildan kisa siiredir evliyseniz: ~ (ay)
1 yildan uzun siiredir evliyseniz:  (y1l)
7. Kag¢ cocugunuz var?
8. Esinizle ne sekilde evlendiniz?

Goriicti usulii Tanmigarak Diger (liitfen belirtiniz)___
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9. Evinizde esiniz ve (varsa) ¢ocuklariniz disinda sizinle birlikte yasayan (kendi anneniz,

babaniz,kardesiniz veya esinizin annesi, babasi, kardesi vb.) baska bireyler var m1?

Evet Hayirr
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APPENDIX C. YOUNG SCHEMA QUESTIONNAIRE

Asagida, kisilerin kendilerini tanimlarken kullandiklari ifadeler siralanmistir. Liitfen her
bir ifadeyi okuyun ve sizi ne kadar iyi tanimladigina karar verin. Emin olamadiginiz
sorularda neyin dogru olabileceginden ¢ok, sizin duygusal olarak ne hissettiginize

dayanarak cevap verin.

Bir kag soru, anne babanizla iligkiniz hakkindadir. Eger biri veya her ikisi su anda
yasamiyorlarsa, bu sorulari1 o veya onlar hayatta iken iligkinizi g6z oniine alarak

cevaplandirin.

1 den 6’ya kadar olan se¢eneklerden sizi tanimlayan en yiiksek sikki secerek her sorudan

once yer alan bosluga yazin.

Derecelendirme:

Benim i¢in tamamiyla yanlis

Benim i¢in biiyiik dl¢lide yanlis

Bana uyan tarafi uymayan tarafindan biraz fazla
Benim i¢in orta derecede dogru

Benim i¢in ¢ogunlukla dogru

o a k~ w N oe

Beni miikemmel sekilde tanimliyor
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1. Bana bakan, benimle zaman geciren, basima gelen olaylarla gercekten ilgilenen

kimsem olmadi.

2. Beni terkedeceklerinden korktugum i¢in yakin oldugum insanlarin pesini
birakmam.

3. Insanlarin beni kullandiklarini hissediyorum.

4.  Uyumsuzum.

5. Begendigim hicbir erkek/kadin, kusurlarimi goriirse beni sevmez.

6. s (veya okul) hayatimda neredeyse hicbir seyi diger insanlar kadar iyi
yapamiyorum.

7. Giinlik yagsamimi tek bagima idare edebilme becerisine sahip oldugumu

hissetmiyorum.

8. Koti bir sey olacagi duygusundan kurtulamiyorum.

9. Anne babamdan ayrilmay1, bagimsiz hareket edebilmeyi, yasitlarim kadar,
bagsaramadim.

10.  Eger istedigimi yaparsam, bagimi derde sokarim diye diistiniiriim.

11.  Genellikle yakinlarima ilgi gosteren ve bakan ben olurum.

12.  Olumlu duygularimi digerlerine gostermekten utanirim (sevdigimi,

onemsedigimi gostermek gibi).

13.  Yaptigim ¢ogu seyde en iyi olmaliyim; ikinci olmay1 kabullenemem.

14. _ Diger insanlardan bir seyler istedigimde bana “hayir” denilmesini ¢ok zor
kabullenirim.

15.  Kendimi siradan ve sikici isleri yapmaya zorlayamam.

16.  Paramin olmasi ve 6nemli insanlar taniyor olmak beni degerli yapar.

17.  Her sey yolunda gidiyor goriinse bile, bunun bozulacagini hissederim.

18.  Eger bir yanlis yaparsam, cezalandirilmay1 hak ederim.

19.  Cevremde bana sicaklik, koruma ve duygusal yakinlik gésteren kimsem yok.
20.  Diger insanlara o kadar muhtacim ki onlar1 kaybedecegim diye ¢ok

endiseleniyorum.
21. Insanlara kars1 tedbiri elden birakamam yoksa bana kasitl olarak zarar

vereceklerini hissederim.
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22. Temel olarak diger insanlardan farkliyim.

23.  Gergek beni tanirlarsa begendigim hi¢ kimse bana yakin olmak istemez.

24.  Isleri halletmede son derece yetersizim.

25.  Giindelik islerde kendimi bagkalarina bagimli biri olarak goriiyorum.

26.  Her an bir felaket (dogal, adli, mali veya tibbi) olabilir diye hissediyorum.
27. __ Annem, babam ve ben birbirimizin hayati ve sorunlariyla asir1 ilgili olmaya
egilimliyiz.

28.  Diger insanlarin isteklerine uymaktan baska yolum yokmus gibi
hissediyorum; eger boyle yapmazsam bir sekilde beni reddederler veya intikam alirlar.
29.  Bagkalarin1 kendimden daha fazla diisiindiigiim i¢in ben iyi bir insanim.

30.  Duygularimi digerlerine agmay1 utang verici bulurum.

31. _ Eniyisini yapmaliyim, “yeterince iyi” ile yetinemem.

32.  Ben 0zel biriyim ve diger insanlar i¢in konulmus olan kisitlamalar1 veya

sinirlart kabul etmek zorunda degilim.

33.  Eger hedefime ulasamazsam kolaylikla yilginliga diiser ve vazgegerim.
34.  Bagkalarinin da farkinda oldugu basarilar benim i¢in en degerlisidir.
35.  lyibir sey olursa, bunu kétii bir seyin izleyeceginden endise ederim.
36.  Eger yanlis yaparsam, bunun 6zrii yoktur.

37.  Birisii¢in 6zel oldugumu hi¢ hissetmedim.

38.  Yakinlarimin beni terk edecegi ya da ayrilacagindan endise duyarim
39. _ Herhangi bir anda birileri beni aldatmaya kalkisabilir.

40.  Bir yere ait degilim, yalnizim.

41.  Baskalarinin sevgisine, ilgisine ve saygisina deger bir insan degilim.
42. s ve basari alanlarinda bir¢ok insan benden daha yeterli.

43.  Dogru ile yanligi birbirinden ayirmakta zorlanirim.
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44, Fiziksel bir saldiriya ugramaktan endise duyarim.

45. Annem, babam ve ben 6zel hayatimiz birbirimizden saklarsak, birbirimizi
aldatmis hisseder veya sugluluk duyariz

46.  lliskilerimde, diger kisinin ydnlendirici olmasina izin veririm.

47.  Yakinlarimla o kadar mesguliim ki kendime ¢ok az zaman kaliyor.

48.  Insanlarla beraberken igten ve cana yakin olmak benim i¢in zordur.

49.  Tim sorumluluklarimi yerine getirmek zorundayim.

50.  Istedigimi yapmaktan alikonulmaktan veya kisitlanmaktan nefret ederim.
51.  Uzun vadeli amaglara ulagabilmek i¢in su andaki zevklerimden fedakarlik

etmekte zorlanirim

52.  Bagkalarindan yogun bir ilgi gormezsem kendimi daha az 6nemli hissederim.
53. _ Yeterince dikkatli olmazsaniz, neredeyse her zaman bir seyler ters gider.

54.  Egerisimi dogru yapmazsam sonuglara katlanmam gerekir.

55.  Beni ger¢ekten dinleyen, anlayan veya benim gercgek ihtiyaglarim ve

duygularimi 6nemseyen kimsem olmadi.

56.  Onem verdigim birisinin benden uzaklastigin1 sezersem ¢ok kotii hissederim.
57.  Diger insanlarin niyetleriyle ilgili oldukg¢a stipheciyimdir.

58. _ Kendimi diger insanlara uzak veya kopmus hissediyorum.

59.  Kendimi sevilebilecek biri gibi hissetmiyorum.

60. Is (okul) hayatimda diger insanlar kadar yetenekli degilim.

61.  Gilindelik isler i¢cin benim kararlarima giivenilemez.

62.  Tim parami kaybedip cok fakir veya zavalli duruma diismekten endise
duyarim.

63.  Cogunlukla annem ve babamin benimle i¢ ige yasadigini hissediyorum-Benim

kendime ait bir hayatim yok.

64. Kendim i¢in ne istedigimi bilmedigim ic¢in daima benim adima diger
insanlarin karar vermesine izin veririm.
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65. Ben hep baskalarinin sorunlarini dinleyen kisi oldum.

66. Kendimi o kadar kontrol ederim ki insanlar beni duygusuz veya hissiz
bulurlar.

67. Basarmak ve bir seyler yapmak igin siirekli bir baski altindayim.

68. Diger insanlarin uydugu kurallara ve geleneklere uymak zorunda olmadigimi

hissediyorum.

69. Benim yararima oldugunu bilsem bile hosuma gitmeyen seyleri yapmaya
kendimi zorlayamam.

70. Bir toplantida fikrimi sdyledigimde veya bir topluluga tanitildigimda
onaylanilmay1 ve takdir gérmeyi isterim.

71. Ne kadar ¢ok ¢alisirsam calisayim, maddi olarak iflas edecegimden ve
neredeyse her seyimi kaybedecegimden endise ederim.

72. Neden yanlis yaptigimin 6nemi yoktur; eger hata yaptiysam sonucuna da
katlanmam gerekir.

73. Hayatimda ne yapacagimi bilmedigim zamanlarda uygun bir dneride
bulunacak veya beni yonlendirecek kimsem olmadi.

74.  Insanlarin beni terk edecegi endisesiyle bazen onlar1 kendimden
uzaklagtiririm.

75.  Genellikle insanlarin asil veya art niyetlerini aragtiririm.

76.  Kendimi hep gruplarin disinda hissederim.

77. _ Kabul edilemeyecek pek ¢ok 6zelligim yiiziinden insanlara kendimi

acamiyorum veya beni tam olarak tanimalarina izin vermiyorum.

78. Is (okul) hayatimda diger insanlar kadar zeki degilim.

79. Ortaya ¢ikan giindelik sorunlari ¢ozebilme konusunda kendime
giivenmiyorum.

80. Bir doktor tarafindan herhangi bir ciddi hastalik bulunmamasina ragmen

bende ciddi bir hastaligin gelismekte oldugu endisesine kapiliyorum.

81. Sik sik annemden babamdan ya da esimden ayr1 bir kimligimin olmadigini
hissediyorum.
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82. Haklarima saygi duyulmasini ve duygularimin hesaba katilmasini istemekte
cok zorlantyorum.

83. Bagkalar1 beni, digerleri i¢in ¢ok, kendim i¢in az sey yapan biri olarak
goriiyorlar.

84. Digerleri beni duygusal olarak soguk bulurlar.

85. Kendimi sorumluluktan kolayca siyiramiyorum veya hatalarim i¢in gerekce
bulamiyorum.

86. Benim yaptiklarimin, diger insanlarin katkilarindan daha 6nemli oldugunu

hissediyorum.

87.  Kararlarima nadiren sadik kalabilirim.

88.  Birdolu 6vgii ve iltifat almam kendimi degerli birisi olarak hissetmemi
saglar.

89.  Yanls bir kararin bir felakete yol acabileceginden endise ederim.

90.  Ben cezalandirilmay1 hak eden kétii bir insanim.
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APPENDIX D. YOUNG RYGH AVOIDANCE INVENTORY

Asagida kisilerin kendilerini tanimlarken kullandiklar1 ifadeler siralanmistir. Liitfen her
bir ifadeyi okuyun ve sizi ne kadar iyi tanimladigina karar verin. Daha sonra 1 den 6 ya
kadar olan segeneklerden sizi tanimlayan en yiiksek dereceyi segerek her sorudan énce
yer alan bosluga yazin.
1. Benim i¢in tamamiyla yanlis
. Benim i¢in biiylik 6l¢iide yanlis
. Bana uyan tarafi uymayan tarafindan biraz fazla

2

3

4. Benim i¢in orta derecede dogru
5. Benim i¢in ¢ogunlukla dogru

6

. Beni miikemmel sekilde tanimliyor

. ____ Beni iizen konular hakkinda diistinmemeye ¢aligirim.
. ___ Sakinlesmek i¢in alkol alirim.
. Cogu zaman mutluyumdur.

. ___ Cok nadiren {izgiin veya hiizlinlii hissederim.

1

2

3

4

5. __ Akl duygulara iistiin tutarim.

6. __ Hoslanmadigim insanlara bile kizmamam gerektigine inanirim.

7. __ lyi hissetmek i¢in uyusturucu kullanirim.

8. __ Cocuklugumu hatirladigimda pek bir sey hissetmem.

9. _ Sikildigimda sigara igerim.

10. __ Sindirim sistemim ile ilgili sikayetlerim var (Orn: hazimsizlik, iilser,
bagirsak bozulmasi).

11. _ Kendimi uyusmus hissederim.

12. _ Sik sik bas bagim agrir.

13. _ Kizginken insanlardan uzak dururum.
14.  Yasitlarim kadar enerjim yok.
15.  Kas agris1 sikayetlerim var.
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16. __ Yalnizken oldukg¢a fazla TV seyrederim.

17. __ Insanin duygularmi kontrol altinda tutmak igin aklin1 kullanmasi gerektigine
inanirim.

18. _ Hic kimseden asir1 nefret edemem.

19.  Bir seyler ters gittigindeki felsefem, olanlar1 bir an 6nce geride birakip yola

devam etmektir.
20. _ Kirildigim zaman insanlarin yanindan uzaklasirim.

21. _ Cocukluk yillarim1 pek hatirlamam.

22. __ Gin icinde sik sik sekerleme yaparim veya uyurum.

23. __ Dolasirken veya yolculuk yaparken ¢ok mutlu olurum.

24.  Kendimi 6niimdeki ise vererek sikinti hissetmekten kurtulurum.
25. _ Zamanimin ¢ogunu hayal kurarak ge¢iririm.

26. _ Sikintili oldugumda iyi hissetmek i¢in bir seyler yerim.

27. __ Gegmigimle ilgili sikintilt anilar1 diigiinmemeye c¢alisirim.

28. __ Kendimi siirekli bir seylerle mesgul edip diisiinmeye zaman ayirmazsam
daha iyi hissederim.

29. _ Cok mutlu bir ¢ocuklugum oldu.

30. _ Uzgiinken insanlardan uzak dururum.

31. __ insanlar kafam siirekli kuma gémdiigiimii soylerler; baska bir deyisle, hos
olmayan disiinceleri gérmezden gelirim.

32. ___ Hayal kirikliklar ve kayiplar {izerine fazla diisinmemeye egilimliyim.

33. _ Cogu zaman, i¢inde bulundugum durum gii¢li duygular hissetmemi

gerektirse de bir sey hissetmem.

34. __ Boylesine iyi ana-babam oldugu i¢in ¢ok sansliyim.

35. _ Cogu zaman duygusal olarak tarafsiz/ notr kalmaya galisirim.

36.  lyi hissetmek i¢in, kendimi ihtiyactm olmayan seyler alirken bulurum.
37. ___ Beni zorlayacak veya rahatimi kagiracak durumlara girmemeye caligirim.
38. _ Isler benim icin iyi gitmiyorsa hastalanirim.

39.  Insanlar beni terk ederse veya éliirse cok fazla {iziilmem.

40.  Bagkalarinin benim hakkimda ne diisiindiikleri beni ilgilendirmez.
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APPENDIX E. YOUNG COMPENSATION INVENTORY

Asagida kisilerin kendilerini tanimlarken kullandiklar ifadeler siralanmistir. Liitfen her
bir ifadeyi okuyun ve sizi ne kadar iyi tanimladigina karar verin. Eger isterseniz ifadeyi
size en yakin gelecek sekilde yeniden yazip derecelendirebilirsiniz. Daha sonra 1 den
6 ya kadar olan segeneklerden sizi tanimlayan en yiiksek dereceyi segerek her sorudan

once yer alan bosluga yazin.

Benim i¢in tamamiyla yanlis

Benim i¢in biiyiik dl¢iide yanlis

Bana uyan tarafi uymayan tarafindan biraz fazla
Benim i¢in orta derecede dogru

Benim i¢in ¢ogunlukla dogru

© o k~ w N oE

Beni mitkemmel sekilde tanimliyor

A: Ornek: ---4---Insanlarin benden hoslanmayacaklarindan beni gézetmeyeceklerinden
endise duyarim

1.  Kinldigimi ¢evremdeki insanlara belli ederim.

2. Isler kétii gittiginde siklikla bagkalarini suglarim.

3. Insanlar beni hayal kirikligina ugrattiginda veya ihanet ettiginde ¢ok fazla
ofkelenir ve bunu gosteririm.

4, Intikam almadan 6fkem dinmez.

5. Elestirildigimde savunmaya gegerim.

6. _ Basarilarimi veya galibiyetimi bagkalarinin taktir etmesi dnemlidir.

7. Pahali araba, elbiseler, ev gibi basarinin goriiniir ifadeleri benim i¢in
onemlidir.

8. _ Eniyi ve en bagarili olmak i¢in ¢ok caligirim.
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9.  Tanmmis olmak benim i¢in 6nemlidir.

10.  Basar, iin, zenginlik, gii¢ veya popiilarite kazanma ile ilgili hayaller
kurarim.

11.  llgi odagi olmak hosuma gider.

12.  Diger insanlardan daha cilveli / bastan ¢ikarici bir insanimdir.

13.  Hayatimda diizen olmasina ¢ok 6nem veririm (Organizasyon, diizenlilik,
planlama, giindelik isler).

14.  Isler koétii gitmesin diye ¢ok caba harcarim.

15.  Hata yapmamak i¢in karar verirken kili kirk yararim.
16.  Cevremdeki insanlarin yaptiklarini fazlastyla kontrol ederim.
17.  Cevremdeki insanlar iizerinde denetim veya otorite sahibi olabildigim

ortamlardan hoslanirim.

18.  Hayatimla ilgili bir sey sdyleyen, bana karisan insanlardan hoglanmam.

19.  Uzlasmakta veya kabullenmekte ¢ok zorlanirim.

20.  Kimseye bagimli olmak istemem.

21.  Kendi kararlarim1 almak ve kendime yeterli olmak benim i¢in hayati 6nem
tasir.

22.  Birinsana bagli kalmakta veya yerlesik bir diizen kurmakta giicliik ¢ekerim.

23._ Istedigimi yapma 6zgiirliigiim olmast i¢in “bagimsiz biri” olmay1 tercih
ederim.
24.  Kendimi sadece bir is veya kariyerle sinirlamakta zorlanirim, hep baska

seceneklerim olmalidir.
25.  Genellikle kendi ihtiyaclarimi baskalarininkinden 6nde tutarim.
26. _ Insanlara sik sik ne yapmalari gerektigini sdylerim. Her seyin dogru bir

sekilde yapilmasini isterim.

27.  Diger insanlar gibi dnce kendimi diisiiniirim.

28.  Bulundugum ortamin rahat olmasi benim i¢in ¢gok 6nemlidir ( 6rn: 1s1, 151k,
mobilya).

29.  Kendimi asi biri olarak goriiriim ve genellikle otoriteye karsi koyarim.

30.  Kurallardan hoslanmam ve onlar1 ¢ignemekten mutlu olurum.
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31.  Hos karsilanmasa veya bana uymasa da alisilmisin disinda olmay1 severim.

32.  Toplumun standartlarinda basarili olmak i¢in ugrasmam.

33. __ Cevremdekilerden hep farkli oldum.

34.  Kendimden bahsetmeyi sevmem ve insanlarin 6zel yasamimi veya hislerimi
bilmelerinden hoslanmam.

35.  Kendimden emin olmasam da veya kendimi kirilmis hissetsem de
baskalarina hep gii¢lii gériinmeye ¢alisirim.

36.  Deger verdigim insana yakin dururum ve sahiplenirim.

37. __ Hedeflerime ulagsmak i¢in sik sik ¢ikarlarim dogrultusunda yonlendirici
davranislarda bulunurum.

38.  Istedigimi elde etmek i¢in agik¢a sdylemektense dolayli yollara bagvururum

39.  Insanlarla aramda mesafe birakirim; bu sayede benim izin verdigim kadar
beni tanirlar.

40.  Cok elestiririm.

41.  Standartlarimi korumak ve sorumluluklarimi yerine getirmek i¢in kendimi

yogun bir baski altinda hissederim.

42.  Kendimi ifade ederken siklikla patavatsiz veya duyarsizimdir.

43.  Hep iyimser olmaya ¢alisirim; olumsuzluklara odaklanmama izin vermem.

44.  Ne hissettigime aldirmadan ¢cevremdekilere giiler yiiz gostermem gerektigine
inanirim.

45.  Bagkalar1 benden daha basarili veya daha fazla ilgi odagi oldugunda

kiskanirim veya kotii hissederim.

46.  Hakkim olan1 aldigimdan ve aldatilmadigimdan emin olmak i¢in ¢ok ileri
gidebilirim.
47. _ Insanlari gerektiginde sasirtip alt edebilmek igin yollar ararim, dolayist ile

benden faydalanamazlar veya bana kotiiliik yapamazlar.
48. _ Insanlarm benden hoslanmasi igin nasil davranacagimi veya ne

sOyleyecegimi bilirim.
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APPENDIX F. PERCEIVED PARTNER RESPONSIVENESS SCALE

Liitfen su anki esinizle ilgili asagidaki sorular1 cevaplayiniz.

hi¢ dogru biraz orta derecede oldukca tamamen

degil dogru dogru dogru dogru

Esim ¢ogu zaman:

1. ... nasil biri oldugumu ¢ok 1iyi bilir.

2. ... “gercek ben”1 goriir.

3 ... 1y1 yonlerimi ve kusurlarimi, benim kendimde gordiigiim gibi
gorur.

4 ... s0z konusu bensem yanilmaz.

5 ... zay1f yonlerim de dahil her seyimi takdir eder.

b6 ... beni iyi tanir.

T ... lyisiyle kotiisiiyle “ger¢ek ben”i olusturan her seye deger verir

ve saygl gosterir.

8 ... ¢ogu zaman en iyi yonlerimi goriir.

9 ...ne diislindiigiimiin ve hissettigimin farkindadir.
_____1o. ... beni anlar.

_ 11 ... beni gercekten dinler.

_ 12 ... bana olan sevgisini gosterir ve beni yiireklendirir.
13 ... ne diistindiigiimii ve hissettigimi duymak ister.
14 ... benimle birlikte bir seyler yapmaya heveslidir.
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15.
16.
17.
18.

... yetenek ve fikirlerime deger verir.
... benimle ayn1 kafadadir.
... bana saygi duyar.

...ihtiyaglarima duyarhdir.
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APPENDIX G. DYADIC ADJUSTMENT SCALE

Sample Items:

23. Esinizi Oper misiniz?

Her giin Hemen hemen Ara sira Nadiren Higbir zaman
her giin

24. Siz ve esiniz ev dis1 etkinliklerinizin ne kadarina birlikte katilirsiniz?

Hepsine Coguna Bazilarina Cok azina Hicbirine

Yazigma Adresi: Prof. Dr. Hiirol Fisiloglu, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Psikoloji

Boliimii, Ankara, Tirkiye.
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APPENDIX I. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

GIRIS

1. Genel Bakis

Gilintimiiz evliliklerindeki yiiksek bosanma oranlarina ve bunun evli bireylerdeki
psikolojik ve fiziksel agidan derin ve yikici sonuglar1 géz dniinde bulunduruldugunda
evlilik doyumunu etkileyen degiskenleri anlamak 6nemli hale gelmektedir. Bu
calismanin amaci farkli erken donem uyumsuz semalarin evlilik doyumu iizerindeki
olumsuz etkisinin hangi siirecler aracilig1 ile ger¢eklestigini incelemektir. Spesifik
olarak, bu ¢aligmada kar1 kocanin sema alanlar1 (zedelenmis otonomi, kopukluk,
zedelenmis sinirlar, yiiksek standartlar ve digerleri yonelimlilik) evlilik doyumlari
lizerine etkisinde sema bas etme stilleri ve partner duyarlilik algisinin araci rolii

arastirilmaktadir.

1.1. Evlilik Doyumu

Evlilik doyumu literatiirde farkli sekillerde tanimlanmis ve tartisilmis olan bir
kavramdir (Bradbury, Fincham, & Beach, 2000). Ornegin, Thompson (1988, s. 95)
evlilik doyumunu “bir kisinin evlilik konusundaki 6znel degerlendirmesi ve kisisel
diisiinceleri” olarak tanimlamistir. Benzer sekilde Phil (1990) de kisinin esiyle
bulundugu etkilesimdeki hazzin derecesi olarak aciklamistir. Tezer ise evlilik doyumu
kavramini “bir bireyin evlilik iliskisi icerisindeki gereksinimlerinin ne derece
karsilandiginin algis1” olarak tanimlamistir. Evlilik doyumu teriminin kavramsal olarak
tanimi1 konusunda bir eksiklik olsa da (Fisiloglu & Demir, 2000), evlilik doyumu, evlilik
uyumu, evlilik doyumu ve evlilik istikrar1 gibi kavramlarla birbirlerinin yerine
kullanilmaktadir.

Literatiirdeki bir ¢ok ¢alisma evliligin hem psikolojik hem de fiziksel iyilik hali
tizerine olumlu etkilerini ortaya koymustur (Carr & Springer, 2010; Costanza vd., 2008;
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Hawkins & Booth, 2005; Mead, 2002; Waite & Gallagher, 2000). Fakat evliligin
koruyucu etkilerinin yalnizca ¢iftler evliliklerinden memnun olduklarinda ortaya
¢iktiginin vurgulanmasi énemlidir (Proulx, Helms, & Buehler, 2007). Bununla tutarl
olarak Hawkins ve Booth (2005), evliliklerinde mutsuz olan insanlarin psikolojik sikinti
ve kotil saglik belirtilerinin yani sira diisiik seviyedeki genel mutluluk, yasam doyumu

ve benlik saygisindan muzdarip olduklar1 bulunmustur.

1.2. Sema Teori ve Sema Alanlari

Young’in Sema Teorisi (1999), kisinin kendisine ve baskalariyla olan iliskilerine
iliskin an1, duygu, bilis ve bedensel duyumlardan olusan son derece istikrarli ve kalict
ozelliklerine ve temalarina deginen “Erken Uyumsuzluk Semalar” kavramini
onermektedir. Bu yaygin temalar ve kaliplar, basta cocuklukta olumsuz deneyimler
olarak gelisir, kisinin yagami boyunca gelistirilir ve 6nemli derecede islevsizdir.
Young’a gore kisilerin dogduklar1 andan itibaren bes temel duygusal ihtiyac1 vardir,
bunlar baskalarina giivenli baglanma; 6zerklik, yeterlilik ve kimlik duygusu; ihtiyaglari
ve duygulari ifade etme 6zgiirliigii; kendiligindenlik ve oyun; ve gergekei sinirlar ve
0zdenetimdir. Erken donem uyumsuz semalar, ¢ocukluk ¢aginda bu temel duygusal

ithtiyaclar karsilanmadiginda gelisir (Young, Klosko, & Weishaar, 2003).

Karsilanmamis duygusal ihtiyaglar sonucu olusan bes ana sema alan1 vardir. Bu
bes sema alani on sekiz semayi igerir. “Kopukluk ve Reddedilmislik” sema alanindaki
uyumsuz semalara sahip kisiler, baskalariyla glivenli, tatmin edici bir baglanma
kuramamakta ve emniyet, istikrar, bakim, empati, sevgi, aidiyet, kabul ve sayg1 gibi
ihtiyaclarinin karsilanmayacagina inanmaktadir. Ikinci sema alan1 “Zedelenmis Otonomi
ve Kendini Orta Koyma”dir. Bu sema alaninda uyumsuz semalara sahip olan kisilerin
kendileri ve ¢evreleri hakkindaki beklentileri, ebeveyn figiirlerinden ayrilmak, onlardan
ayr1 yasamak, ve onlardan bagimsiz hareket edebilmek ile ilgili becerileriyle
catismaktadir. Ugiincii sema alam “Zedelenmis Smirlar”dir. Bu alandaki semalara sahip
kisiler i¢sel siirlar koymakta ve kendini disipline etmekte zorlanmaktadirlar.

Dordiinciisii “Digerleri Yonelimlilik” sema alanidir. Bu alana ait semalar1 olan kisiler
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onay almak, duygusal temas1 devam ettirmek ya da gelebilecek olumsuz tepkilerden
kaginmak i¢in digerlerinin gereksinimlerine kendi gereksinimlerinden daha ¢ok
odaklanmakta ve onlarin gereksinimlerini 6nde tutmaktadirlar. Sonuncu sema alani ise
“Asirt Tetikte Olma ve Bastirilmiglhiktir, bu alandaki semalara sahip olan kisiler i¢in
kendiliginden duygularin ve diirtiilerin bastirilmasi s6z konusudur. Bu kisiler
igsellestirilmis standartlarina ulasabilmek adina mutluluklarindan, kendilerini ifade

etmekten, gevsemekten, yakin iligkilerden ya da sagliklarindan 6diin vermektedirler.

Erken donem uyumsuz semalarin bireylerin evlilik doyumu tizerindeki etkilerini
arastiran calismalardaki bulgular, genel olarak yiikselen sema seviyesinin evlilik
doyumundaki diisiis ile iligkili olmasi agisindan tutarlidir (Dumitrescu & Rusu, 2012;
Nia et al., 2015; Soleymani, 2014; Yigit & Celik, 2015). Sema alanlar1 ve evlilik
doyumu arasindaki iliskiyi inceleyen ¢alismalarda ise farkli bulgular vardir. Yigit ve
Celik (2015) kopukluk ve reddedilmislik sema alaninin evli ¢iftlerdeki iliski doyumunu
olumsuz etkiledigini bulmustur. Iranli ilkokul ¢gocuklarinin anneleriyle yapilan baska bir
calismada ise kopukluk, baskas1 yonelimlilik, asir1 tetikte olma ve bastirilmislik sema
alanlar1 ve evlilik doyumu arasinda negatif yonde bir iligki bulunurken; zedelenmis
otonomi ve performans arasinda olumlu yonde bir iligki bulunmustur (Chay, Zarei, &

Pour, 2014).

1.3. Sema Bas Etme Stilleri

Tim organizmalarin tehdit karsisinda {i¢ temel tepkiye (savagsma, kagma, donma)
sahip oldugu bilinmektedir (Simeone-DiFrancesco, Roediger, & Stevens, 2015). Bunlar,
bir semaya yanit vermenin {i¢ yolu yani sirastyla sema asir1 telafisi, kaginma, ve sema
teslimine karsilik gelir. Sema bas etme stilleri biling dis1 caligmaktadir. Sema teslimi bas
etme stilini kullanan kisiler, semalarini sistematik bir kural olarak kabul ederler,
bunlardan kaginmazlar ya da savasmazlar, aksine davraniglari semalarini
dogrulamaktadir (Young vd., 2003). Davranis agisindan bakildiginda ¢ocukluk ¢aginda
semalarinin olusumuna neden olan insanlara ve durumlara benzer durumlar ararlar.

Kac¢inma bas etme stilini kullanan kisiler semalarinin etkinlesmesini 6nlemek i¢in sema
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ve duygusal tepkileri tetikleyebilecek etkinlikler, diisiinceler, ve goriintiilerden kacinir.
Farkinda olmadan, yasamlarin1 semalar1 yokmus gibi yasamaya caligirlar. Davraniglar
acisindan, semalarini tetikleyebilecek her tiirlii durumu aktif ve pasif olarak dnleme
yontemini kullanirlar. Insanlar sema telafisi bas etme stilini kullandiginda ise,
semalarinin tam tersi dogruymus gibi diislinceleri, duygular1 ve davraniglariyla
semalarina kars1 savasirlar. Semalari tetiklenirse, sema edinimi sirasinda bulunduklari
cocukluk halinden tamamen farkli davranirlar. Yani, ebeveynlerinin ¢ocukluk
doneminde duygularini ihmal ettigi duygusuna sahip iseler, gereksinimlerinin

karsilanmasi veya tatmin edilmesi i¢in asir1 derecede talepkar olabilirler.

Sema alanlar1 ve sema bag etme stillerini inceleyen Tiirk tiniversite 6grencileriyle
yapilmis bir ¢aligmada kaginma bag etme stilinin zedelenmis sinirlar/yiiksek standartlar
ve zedelenmis otonomi/baskasi1 yonelimlilik sema alanlari ile iliskili oldugu bulunmustur
(GOk, 2012). Sema bag etme stilleri ve evlilik doyumu arasindaki iliskiyi inceleyen bir
calisma yoktur. Ancak bas etme stillerinin uyumsuz oldugu ve kisilerin iligkilerini
olumsuz bir sekilde etkiledigi g6z 6niinde bulunduruldugunda kaginma ve telafi bag

etme stillerinin evlilik doyumunu olumsuz bir sekilde yordayacagi beklenmektedir.
1.4. Partner Duyarhhik Algis1

Partner duyarlilik algisi, kiginin romantik partnerinin kendisini anladig1, ona
baktig1 ve takdir etti§ine inanma derecesine bagli olarak tanimlanir (Reis, 2012). Partner
duyarlilik algisinin bir kavram olarak, bir partnerden alinan destekten biraz farkli
oldugunu vurgulamak 6nemlidir (Selguk & Ong, 2013). Yani, algilanan partner
duyarlilig bir kisinin anlamasi, sefkati, ve takdir etmesi acisindan esinin genel
goriiniisiinii ifade eder. Ote yandan bir partnerin aldig1 destek belirli bir zaman
araliginda alinan destek miktarii yansitmaktadir. Ornegin, yiiksek derecede duygusal
destek saglayan bir esi bulunan kisinin, esini partner duyarlilik algis1 agisindan diisiik

seviyede degerlendirebilmesi miimkiindiir.

Sema alanlar1 ve partner duyarlilik algisini inceleyen bir ¢alisma

bulunmamaktadir. Ancak, semalarin etkinlestirilmesinin olaylarin yorumlanmasinda
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oznellige yol agabilecegi ongoriilmiistiir (Yoosefi, Etemadi, Bahrami, Fatehizade, &
Ahmadi, 2010). Ciftlerde bu 6znellik, yanlis varsayimlar, ger¢ek¢i olmayan hedefler ve
beklentiler, yanlis anlasilmalar ve bozulmus goriisler olarak ortaya ¢ikabilmektedir
(Antoine, Antoine, & Nandrino, 2008). Dolayisiyla, eslerin erken uyumsuz semalari,
olaylarin yorumlanmasindaki 6znelliklerinden dolayi ¢iftlerin birbirlerinin duyarliliklart
konusundaki algilarin1 bozabilecegi diisiiniilmektedir ve bu ¢alismada incelenen

hipotezlerden biri budur.

Partner duyarlilik algisi, iliski doyumuna y6n veren iyilik hali ve sagligi olumlu
etkileyen temel bir siire¢ olarak goriilmektedir (Reis, 2012). Partnerler arasindaki
samimiyetin gelismesini kolaylastirdig1 i¢in tatmin edici romantik iligskinin temel bir
unsuru olarak goriilmektedir (Debrot, Cook, Perrez, & Horn, 2012). Fakat ¢aligsmalarin
cogu partner duyarlilik algis1 yerine partner destek algisini kullanmistir. Partner
duyarlilik algis1 ve evlilik doyumu arasindaki iliskiyi inceleyen tek bir ¢aligsma vardir
(Gadassi vd., 2016). Bu ¢alismada partner duyarlilik algisinin cinsel tatmin ve evlilik
doyumu arasindaki araci rolii incelenmistir ve yiiksek partner duyarlilik algisinin yiiksek

evlilik doyumunu yordadigi bulunmustur.
1.5. Calismanin Hipotezleri
Literatiirdeki bulgular 1s181nda bu ¢alismanin hipotezleri;

1. Evli giftlerin erken donem uyumsuz semalari, kaginma bas etme stili ve telafi bas
etme stilinin hem kendilerinin (aktor etkisi) hem de eslerinin (partner etkisi)
evlilik doyumunu negatif yonde; partner duyarlilik algisinin ise hem kendilerinin
(aktor etkisi) hem de eslerinin (partner etkisi) evlilik doyumunu pozitif yonde

yordayacaktir.
Aragtirma sorulari:

1. Eslerin sema alanlar1 ve evlilik doyumu arasindaki iliskide kaginma bas etme stili

araci degisken rolii oynamakta midir?
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2. Eslerin sema alanlar1 ve evlilik doyumu arasindaki iligkide telafi bas etme stili araci

degisken rolii oynamakta midir?

3. Eslerin sema alanlar1 ve evlilik doyumu arasindaki iliskide partner duyarlilik algisi

araci degisken rolii oynamakta midir?
2. YONTEM
2.1. Katihhmcilar

Calismaya bes aydan uzun siiredir evli olan 124 evli ¢ift katilmistir. Eslerden
birinin anketi doldurmadigi ciftler ¢alismaya dahil edilmemistir. Katilimeilarin evlilik
stireleri 5 ile 492 ay arasinda ve evlilik 6ncesi birliktelik stireleri 0 ile 132 ay arasinda
degismektedir. Kadin katilimcilarin yaslari 22 ile 60 arasinda degisirken (Ort = 39.30, S
=10.53), erkek katilimcilarin yaslar1 26 ile 68 arasinda (Ort = 40.94, S = 11.00)
degismektedir. Ciftlerin sahip olduklar1 cocuk sayisi ise O ile 4 arasinda degismektedir.
Kadin katilimeilarin 9’u ilkokul mezunu (% 3.6), 3’ii ortaokul mezunu (% 1.2), 24’1 lise
mezunu (% 9.7), 2’si tiniversite 6grencisi (% 0.8), 68’1 liniversite mezunu (%27.4), 10’u
yiiksek lisans (% 4), 8’11se (% 3.2) doktora egitim seviyesine sahiptir. Erkek
katilimcilarin ise 9’u ilkokul mezunu (% 3.6), 6’s1 ortaokul mezunu (% 2.4), 17’si lise
mezunu (% 6.9), 71’1 liniversite mezunu (%28.6), 13’1 yiiksek lisans (% 5.2) ve 8’1 (%

3.2) doktora egitim seviyesine sahiptir.
2.2. Ol¢iim Araclan

Caligmada ilk olarak kisinin cinsiyet, yas, egitim seviyesi, aylik geliri, esiyle
evlenmeden 6nceki birliktelik siiresi, esiyle evlenmeden 6nceki birliktelik siiresi, evlilik
stiresi, cocuk sayisi, goriicli usulii ile mi tanisarak m1 evlendigi, ve evde ¢ekirdek aile
tiyeleri disinda ciftle birlikte yasan kisilerin olup olmadig1 sorularini igeren Demografik
Bilgi Formu verilmistir. Sonrasinda ise sirastyla Young Sema Olgegi, Young Rygh
Kaginma Olgegi, Young Telafi Olgegi, Partner Duyarlilik Olgegi ve Cift Uyum Olgegi

verilecek ¢aligsmanin verisi toplanmustir.
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2.2.1. Young Sema Olcegi- Kisa Form 3

Sema Olgegi, Young (1990) tarafindan kisilerin erken donem uyumsuz
semalarimi dlgmek amaciyla gelistirilmistir. Olcegin ilk halinde 16 erken dénem
uyumsuz sema ve 205 madde yer almaktadir, fakat 6lgek zaman igerisinde bazi
degisimlere ugramistir. Soygiit, Karaosmanoglu ve Cakir (2009) 6lgegin psikometrik
ozelliklerine iligkin ¢alismalar yapmis ve 6l¢egin Tiirk¢e’ye ¢evirisini ve adaptasyonunu
yapmistir. Young Sema Olgegi- Kisa Form 3’iin Tiirk¢e formunda 90 madde
bulunmaktadir. Bu 6l¢ek 5 sema alanindan ve 14 uyumsuz semadan olusmaktadir. Bu
bes sema alanlar1 Kopukluk, Zedelenmis Otonomi, Zedelenmis Sinirlar, Digerleri
Yoénelimlilik ve Yiiksek Standartlar’dir. Olgegin 5 sema alanmnin i¢ tutarlilik Cronbach

alfa degerlerinin .53 ve .81 araliginda degistigi bulunmustur.
2.2.2. Young Rygh Kacinma Ol¢egi

Young Rygh Kaginma Olgegi Young ve Rygh (1994) tarafindan bireylerin
semalariyla basa ¢ikmak i¢in kaginmayi ne 6l¢lide kullandigini 6lgmek amaciyla
kullanilmistir. Olgek 40 maddeden ve 14 alt dlgekten olusmaktadir. Katilimeilar her
maddeyi 6 puanlik Likert tipi dlgegine gore yanitlamustir. Olgegin Tiirkge adaptasyonu
Soygiit (2007) tarafindan yapilmstir. Olgegin tiim dlgek i¢in i¢ tutarlilik katsayis1 .77, 6

alt 6lcek icin ise .45 ve .76 arasinda degigsmektedir.
2.2.3. Young Telafi Ol¢egi

Young Telafi Olgegi Young (1995) tarafindan bireylerin semalariyla basa
cikmak i¢in telafi bas etme stilini ne 6l¢lide kullandigin1 6lgmek amaciyla kullanilmistir.
Young Telafi Olgegi 48 maddeden olusmaktadir ve 7 faktdr yapisindadir. Maddeler 6
puanlik Likert tipi dlgegine gore yanitlanmaktadir. Olgegin Tiirkge adaptasyonunu
Karaosmanoglu, Soygiit ve Kabul (2013) yapmustir. Yedi alt 6l¢ek i¢in i¢ tutarhilik
katsayilar1 .60 ve .81 arasinda degismektedir, tiim 6lgek icin iki yar1 giivenirlik katsayisi

ise .8&’dir.
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2.2.4. Partner Duyarliik Algis1 Olcegi

Partner Duyarlilik Algis1 Olgegi, Reis (2007) tarafindan, kisilerin partnerlerinin
kendilerini ne kadar 6nemsedikleri, duygularini ne kadar anladiklar1 ve takdir ettikleri ile
ilgili algilarin1 6lgmek amaciyla gelistirilmistir. Partner Duyarlilik Algisi {i¢ unsurdan
olusur, bunlar anlama, dogrulama ve sefkattir. Olgek 18 maddeden olmaktadir ve
maddeler 9 puanlik Likert tipi 6lgege gore cevaplanmaktadir. Olgegin Tiirkce’ye
adaptasyonu Tasfiliz, Sagel ve Selcuk (2016) tarafindan yapilmis fakat heniiz
yaymlanmamistir. Bu ¢caligmada, genel 6l¢ek ortalamalari puani kullanilmis ve i¢
tutarlilik giivenilirligi analizi tiim dlgek i¢in .96 Cronbach alfa katsayis1 olarak

saptanmistir.
2.2.5. Cift Uyum Olgegi

Cift Uyum Olgegi, Spanier (1976) tarafindan evli ve birlikte yasayan giftlerin
iliski kalitesini 6l¢gmek amaciyla gelistirilmistir. Olgek 4 faktorlii bir yapiya sahiptir ve
32 maddeden olusmaktadir. Cift Uyum Olgegi hem 5, 6 ve 7 puanlik Likert tipi
secenekleri olan hem de evet hayir secenekli 2 maddeyi iceren bir 6lgektir. Ancak, cogu
madde 6 puanlik Likert tipi segenekten olusmaktadir. Alinan ytliksek puanlar yiiksek
iliski doyumunu gosterir. Olgegin Tiirk¢e adaptasyonu Fisiloglu ve Demir (2000)
tarafindan yapilmistir. Tiim 6l¢ek icin Cronbach alfa degeri .92 iken, alt 6l¢ekler i¢in

.75 ve .83 arasinda degismektedir.
2.3. Prosediir

[lk olarak Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Insan Arastirmalar1 Etik Kurulu’ndan
Etik Kurul onay1 alinmistir. Ardindan Qualtrics anket olusturma sitesinde yukarida sézii
gecen Olgeklerden olusturulan anket katilimcilara hem internet araciligiyla hem de elden

ulastirilmistir.
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2.4. Analiz

Istatiksel analizler Sosyal Bilimler i¢in Istatistik Paketi (SPSS) ve Dogrusal
Yapusal Iligkiler icin Istatistik Paketi (LISREL) kullanilarak yapilmistir. Degiskenler
arasindaki iliskiler ise korelasyon analizi yapilarak belirlenmistir. Ardindan, sema bas
etme stillerinin (kaginma ve telafi) ve algilanan partner duyarliliginin sema alanlar1 ve
evlilik doyumu arasindaki iliskiyi incelemek amaciyla Aktor-Partner Bagimlilik Modeli
(APIM, Kenny, 1996) kullanilarak LISREL’de (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993) iz (path)

analizleri yapilmustir.
3. BULGULAR

Yapilan analizler sonucunda kadin ve erkege ait degiskenlerin ortalama skorlari,
standart sapma degerleri, minimum ve maksimum degerleri, F degeri ve Cronbach alfa

degeri hesaplanmistir, Tablo 4.’te goriilebilir.
3.1. Degiskenler Arasi Korelasyon Degerleri

Caligmanin degiskenleri arasindaki korelasyon degerlerine Tablo 5.’te yer
verilmistir. Kadinlarin bes sema alan1 ve kaginma ve telafi bas etme stilleri ile kadinlarin
evlilik doyumu arasinda anlamli sekilde negatif iliskiler gézlemlenmistir. Erkeklerde ise
sadece zedelenmis otonomi, kopukluk ve zedelenmis sinirlar sema alanlar1 ve erkeklerin
evlilik doyumu arasinda negatif bir iligki vardir. Kadinlarin zedelenmis otonomi,
kopukluk ve digerleri yonelimlilik sema alanlari ile erkeklerin evlilik doyumu arasinda
negatif iliski bulunmustur. Erkeklerin tiim sema alanlar1 ve telafi etme bas etme stili ile
kadinlarin evlilik doyumu arasinda anlamli sekilde negatif iligkiler gézlemlenmistir.
Kadinlarin ve erkeklerin partner duyarlilik algisinin ise hem kendilerinin hem de

eslerinin evlilik doyumu ile pozitif yonde iliskili oldugunu bulunmustur.
3.2. Evlilik Doyumunu Yordayici Degiskenler
Figiir 2.’teki modelde goriildiigii gibi tim degiskenlerin evlilik doyumunu

yordayici rolii incelenmistir. Sonuglar, kadinlarin ve erkeklerin erken donem uyumsuz
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semalariin kendi evlilik doyumlarini (sirastyla, g = -.39, g = -.20) diistirdiigiinii
gostermistir. Kadinlarin telafi bas etme stili kadinlarin evlilik doyumunu (8 = .19)
artirmistir. Tam tersine, erkeklerin telafi etme bas etme stili ise eslerinin evlilik
doyumunu diisiirmiistiir (f = -.13). Ayrica erkeklerin kaginma bas etme stilini siklikla
kullanmalar1 hem kendi evlilik doyumlarini (f = .18) hem de eslerinin evlilik
doyumlarini (f = .22) artirmistir. Bunlara ek olarak, kadinlarin ytiksek partner duyarlilik
algisinin hem kendi evlilik doyumlarini (8 = .56), hem de eslerinin evlilik doyumlarini
(6 = .19) olumlu yonde etkiledigi bulunmustur. Benzer sekilde, erkeklerin yiiksek
partner duyarlilik algisinin hem kendi evlilik doyumlarini (f = .55), hem de eslerinin
evlilik doyumlarini (f = .16) olumlu yonde etkiledigi bulunmustur.

3.3. Arac1 Degisken Modellerine iliskin Bulgular

Kacinma bas etme stilinin, telafi bag etme stilinin ve partner duyarlilik algisinin
uyumsuz sema alanlar1 ve evlilik doyumu arasindaki iliskide araci degisken roliinii
aragtirmak i¢in APIM modeli kullanilarak iz (path) analizi yapilmistir. Kenny ve
arkadaslarinin (2006) onerisi dikkate alinilarak, bagimsiz degiskenlerden bagimli
degiskenlere dogru olan iligkiler ve araci degiskenlerden bagimli degiskenlere dogru
olan iligkiler (fully saturated models) tanimlanmistir. Daha sonra modelde istatistiksel
olarak anlamli olmayan tiim baglantilar modelden tek tek ¢ikarilarak anlamli olmayan
hi¢ bir baglanti kalmayana dek model tekrar tekrar test edilmistir. En son model sadece

anlaml iligkilerden olusmaktadir.

Kaginma bag etme stilinin araci degisken roliiniin incelendigi analizde, kadinlarin
yiiksek standartlar sema alaninin (f = .20), erkeklerin kopukluk (8 = .23) ve digerleri
yonelimlilik sema alanlarinin (f = .32) erkeklerin kaginma bas etme stilini olumlu bir
sekilde yordadigi, bunun da kadin (8 = .30) ve erkeklerin evlilik doyumunu olumlu bir
sekilde (8 = .19) yordadig1 gézlemlenmistir. Istatistiksel olarak anlamli ii¢ etki
bulunmustur. Yiiksek standartlar sema alaninda semalari olan kadinlarin eslerinin
kaginma bas etme stili kullandig1, bunun da kadinlarin evlilik doyumunu artirdigi

bulunmustur. Kopukluk sema alaninda semalar1 olan erkeklerin kaginma bas etme stilini
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kullandiklar1 ve bunun da eslerinin evlilik doyumunu artirdigi bulunmustur. Son anlaml
etki ise, digerleri yonelimlilik sema alaninda semalar1 olan erkeklerin kaginma bas etme
stilini kullandiklar1 ve bunun eslerinin evlilik doyumunu artirdigidir. Kaginma bas etme

stilinin araci rolil etkisi disindaki direkt etkiler Figiir 3.’da goriilebilir.

Telafi bas etme stilinin sema alanlar1 ve evlilik doyumu arasindaki iligskideki
araci degisken roliine iliskin anlamli bir bulgu bulunamamistir. Ancak modelde direkt

etkiler bulunmaktadir, bunlar Figiir 4.”de goriilebilir.

Partner duyarlilik algisinin araci degisken rolii incelendiginde ise kadinlarin (5 =
-.27) ve erkeklerin zedelenmis otonomi sema alaninin (f = -.22) kadinlarin partner
duyarlilik algisin1 azalttig1, kadinlarin partner duyarlilik algisinin diisiik olmasinin ise
hem kadinlarin (f = .72) hem de erkeklerin evlilik doyumunu azalttigi (f = .29)
bulunmustur. Erkeklerin kopukluk sema alaninin erkeklerin partner duyarlilik algisini
azaltirken (f = -.43), erkeklerin zedelenmis sinirlar sema alaninin erkeklerin partner
duyarlilik algisini artirdign (5 = .20) tespit edilmistir. Erkeklerin partner duyarlilik
algisiin erkeklerin evlilik doyumunu olumlu bir sekilde yordadig: bulunmustur.
[statistiksel olarak anlamli {i¢ arac1 rol etkisi bulunmustur. Bunlardan ilki, erkeklerin
zedelenmis otonomi sema alaninin kadinlarin partner duyarlilik algisin1 azaltmasi
aracilifryla, kadinlarin evlilik doyumunu azaltmasidir. Ikincisi, erkeklerin zedelenmis
otonomi sema alaninin kadinlarin partner duyarlilik algisini1 azaltmasi ve bunun da
erkeklerine evlilik doyumunu azaltmasidir. Sonuncusu ise, kadinlarin zedelenmis
otonomi sema alanindaki semalara sahip olmasinin esleri hakkindaki duyarlilik algisini
diislirdiigii, bunun da eslerinin evlilik doyumunu diistirdiigiidiir. Modeldeki direkt etkiler

Figiir 5.’de goriilebilir.
4. TARTISMA

Kaginma bas etme stilinin sema alanlar1 ve evlilik doyumunu arasindaki araci
roliinii aragtirmak amaciyla yapilan analiz sonucunda sadece erkeklerin ka¢inma stilinin
araci etkisi bulunmustur.

[lk olarak, yiiksek standartlar sema alanina sahip olan kadinlarin, daha ¢ok
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kaginma bas etme stili kullanan erkeklerle evli olduklari, bunun da kadinlarin evlilik
doyumunu artirdig1 bulunmustur. Yiiksek standartlar sema alanina sahip kadinlar,
elestiriden ka¢inmak icin davraniglar1 ve performanslariyla ¢ok yiiksek standartlar
karsilamak i¢in ellerinden gelenin en iyisini yapmalari gerektigine inanmaktadir (Young
vd., 2003). Bu nedenle, kadinlarin kaginmaci es tercihi, kocalar1 tarafindan elestirilmeyi
Onleme isteginden kaynaklaniyor olabilir. Ayrica, eger kocalar strese maruz kalmaktan
kaciniyorsa, bu yolla stres kaynaklt muhtemel problemleri dnleyebilirler ve bu da
kadinlarin evlilik doyumunu artirabilir. Buna paralel olarak, Harma ve Stiimer (2016)
Tiirk erkeklerinin, bati kiiltiirlerindeki erkekler kadar uzak ve soguk olmadiklarini rapor
etmistir. Dolayistyla kaginma bag etme stili kullantyor olsa bile Tiirk kocalarin ¢ok fazla
“kaginmac1” olmaktan kendilerini korumaya ¢alismalari, kadinlarin potansiyel elestiri ve
problemlerden uzaklagsmalart anlaminda islevsel olmasi nedeniyle evlilik doyumlarini

artirabilir.

Ikinci anlamli partner etkisinde, kopukluk sema alanina sahip kocalarin
kacinmaci olma egiliminde olduklari, ve bunun da kadinlarin evlilik doyumunu
artirdigin1 gostermektedir ve bu Sema Teori (Young vd., 2003) perspektifiyle tutarsizdir.
Bu bulgu, kocalarin kaginma bas etme stilinin, kocalarin kopukluk sema alani ile
kadinlarin evlilik doyumu arasindaki iliskide, kocalarin kopukluk semasinin olas1
olumsuz etkilerini azaltarak bir tiir “tampon” rolii oynadigin1 gostermektedir. Ayrica,
kopukluk sema alanina sahip kocalarin, baskalariyla giivenli baglanma kuramadiklarini
ve hissetmediklerini hatirlatan diislinceler, imajlar, durumlar ve hislerden kaginma
isteginden kaynaklaniyor olabilir (Young vd., 2003). Kendilerine ve baskalarina karsi
olumsuz beklentilerinin bu sekilde 6niine gegmeleri, eslerini evlilik iligkilerini daha
pozitif olarak degerlendirmelerine yonlendirebilir ve dolayisiyla eslerinin evlilik

doyumlarini artirabilir.

Ucgiincii partner etkisinde, kocalarin kaginma bas etme stili, kocalarin digerleri
yonelimlilik sema alan1 ve kadinlarin evlilik doyumu arasinda araci rol oynadigi
bulunmustur. Spesifik olarak, digerleri yonelimlilik sema alaninda yiiksek puan alan

kocalar, kaginma bas etme stilini kullanmaya 6nemli 6l¢iide egilim gostermistir ve bu da
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eslerinde daha yiiksek evlilik doyumuna yol agmistir. Sema Teorisi'nden elde edilen
sema etkilesim stillerinin yetiskinlikte uygunsuz hale geldigine iliskin bilgiye dayanarak,
kaginma bas etme stilinin kullanilmasinin evlilik doyumunun azaltmasi1 beklenmektedir.
Ancak, sonuglar, bu beklentinin tam tersini ortaya koymustur; ve digerleri yonelimlilik
sema alanina sahip kocalarin kaginma bas etme stilinin esleri i¢in evlilik tatminini
artirict bir islevinin oldugunu géstermistir. Bu bulgu kiiltiirel agidan incelendiginde,
kocalarin yapiskan davranislar1 veya kendi ihtiyaglar1 pahasina baskalarinin arzulari,
duygulari ve tepkilerine asir1 odaklanmay1 kapsayan yakinlik arayisi, kiiltiirel olarak
uyumsuzdur ve Tiirk aileleri arasinda zararli olmasi beklenir (Ataca, 2009; Harma &
Stimer, 2016). Bu nedenle, biligsel ve davranigsal olarak digerleri yonelimlilik sema
alan1 tetikleyicilerinden kaginarak, toplumun beklentilerini karsilamalari, eslerini onlar1
"saglikl1" bir erkek olarak gérmelerine ve bunun da eslerinin evlilik doyumunun

artmasina neden olabilir.

Partner duyarlilik algisinin sema alanlar1 ve evlilik doyumunu arasindaki araci
roliinli arastirmak amaciyla yapilan analiz sonucunda anlamli olan 3 aktor ve 3 partner
etkisi bulunmustur. ik anlamli aktér etkisi kadilarin partner duyarlilik algisinin araci
roliine iliskindir. Kadinlarin zedelenmis otonomi sema alan1 kendi partner duyarlilik
algisin1 diisirmiistiir, bu da kadinlarin evlilik doyumunu diistirmektedir. Zedelenmis
otonomi sema alanina sahip kadinlar eslerinden bagimsiz bir sekilde yasamlarini
stirdiiremeyeceklerine ve sorumluluklarini yerine getiremeyeceklerine inandiklari igin
kocalarindan bu anlamda yiiksek beklentileri olabilir. Bunun da kocalarinin kadinlarin
yiiksek duyarlilik standartlarini karsilama ihtimalini diistirerek kadinlarin partner
duyarlhilik algisini diisiirdiigii ve sonugta da evlilik doyumlarini diisiirdiigii s6ylenebilir.
Diisiik partner duyarlilik algisinin evlilik doyumunu diigiirmesi literatiirdeki bulgular ile

paraleldir (Bar-Kalifa vd., 2015; Gadassi vd., 2015; Reis & Gable, 2015)

Ikincisi, kocalarin partner duyarlilik algisinin araci rolii ile ilgilidir; kocalarin
kopukluk sema alan1 kendi partner duyarlilik algisint olumsuz etkilemektedir, bu da
kendi evlilik doyumlarini azaltmaktadir. Onceden de belirtildigi gibi kopukluk sema

alanina sahip olan kisiler sevgi, glivenlik, bakim ve aidiyet gibi ihtiyaclarinin
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karsilanmayacagina inanirlar (Young vd., 2003) Bundan yola ¢ikilarak, kocalarin
kopukluk semasina iliskin tiim ¢arpitilmis bilislerinin eslerinin duyarlili§i konusundaki

algilarii zedeleyecegi ve bunun da kendi evlilik doyumlarini diisiirdiigii sOylenebilir.

Ucgiinciisiinde de kocalarin partner duyarlilik algisinin kendi zedelenmis sinirlar
sema alani ve kendi evlilik doyumu arasinda araci rol oynadigi bulunmustur. Kocalarin
zedelenmis siirlar sema alani beklenmedik bir sekilde partner duyarlilik algilarini
artirmistir, bu da kendi evlilik doyumlarinin artmasina neden olmustur. Bu sonug,
zedelenmis sinirlar sema alanina sahip kocalarin diger insanlardan iistiin olduklar
inancindan kaynaklaniyor olabilir. Bu inang, kendilerinin daha yiiksek duyarlilik
diizeyine sahip olduguna iliskin daha olumlu bir algiya neden olabilir, bu da evlilik

doyumlarini artirabilir.

Partner etkilerinin araci roliine iliskin bulgularin ilk ikisi spesifik olarak,
erkeklerin zedelenmis otonomi sema alaninin kadinlarin partner duyarlilik algisin
diistirdligii ve bunun da hem kadinlarin hem de erkeklerin evlilik doyumunu
diistirdligiinii gdstermistir. Zedelenmis otonomi sema alanindan yiiksek puan alan
kocalarin 6nemli kisilerden bagimsiz olarak ¢alisamayacagi ve normal sorumluluklari
iistlenemeyecegi (DiFrancesco vd., 2015) ve digerlerine kars1 istikrarsizlik ve
giivenilmezlik algisinin (Young vd., 2003) olmasi beklenir. Bunlar g6z 6niine
alindiginda, kocalarin eslerine asir1 bagimli olmasi ve normal sorumluluklarini onlardan
bagimsiz yapamamasi, kadinlarin kocalar1 tarafindan ihtiyaglarina yeterince cevap
vermedigini algisina neden olabilir. Kadinlarin duyarlilik algisinin diigmesinin,
kadinlarin davranislarini ve kocalari ile etkilesimlerini olumsuz etkilemesi olasidir ve bu

da hem kadinlarin hem de kocalarm evlilik doyumlarinin azalmasina neden olabilir.

Bir diger partner etkisi ise kadinlarin zedelenmis otonomi sema alani ve
erkeklerin evlilik doyumu arasindaki iliskide kadinlarin partner duyarlilik algisinin araci
roliine iligkindir. Sema Teori’ye gore, kadinlarin zedelenmis otonomi sema alaninin
kocalarina fazlaca bagimli olmalarina (Young vd., 2003) ve ¢ok fazla duyarlilik, yardim

ve ilgi bekledikleri i¢gin de kocalarinin yeterince duyarli olmadiklari diigiincesine neden
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olabilir. Yani, erkeklerin evlilik doyumunun diismesinin sebebi eslerin asir1 bagimlilig

ve yeterince duyarl olmadiklarini diistiinmeleri olabilir.

Ozet olarak bu calismada telafi bas etme stilinin araci etkisi bulunamamustir.
Sadece erkeklerin kaginma bas etme stilinin farkli sema alanlar1 (kadinlarin yiiksek
standartlar, erkeklerin kopukluk ve digerleri yonelimlilik sema alanlar1) ve sadece
kadinlarin evlilik doyumu arasinda araci rolii oynadigi bulunmustur. Partner duyarlilik
algisini etkileyen en 6nemli sema alaninin zedelenmis otonomi oldugu bulunmustur.
Ciinkii hem kadinlarin hem de kocalarinin zedelenmis otonomi sema alan1 kadinlarin
partner duyarlilik algisini olumsuz etkilemistir ve bu da her iki esin de evlilik doyumunu
diistirmustiir. Erkeklerin partner duyarlilik algisini etkileyen sema alanlarinin ise

kopukluk ve zedelenmis sinirlar oldugu bulunmustur.
4.1. Calismanin Giiclii Yanlar1 ve Simirhihiklar

Gegmis ¢alismalarda sema alanlarinin evlilik doyumu iizerindeki etkisi ¢alisilmig
olsa da, bu ¢aligsmalarda tek bir esin perspektifi dikkate alinmistir. Ayrica bunlar
arasinda sema bas etme stillerinin ve partner duyarlilik algisinin araci roliinii inceleyen
bir ¢aligma bulunmamaktadir. Bu ¢alismanin en 6nemli gii¢lii yanlarindan biri ikili
iligkilerdeki birbirine bagli olmay1 (interdependence) goz 6niinde bulundurarak Aktor-
Partner Bagimlilik Modelini (APIM) kullanmasi ve evli giftlerle calisiimasidir. Diger bir
giiclii yonii ise bulgularin Tiirk kiiltiirliniin etkileri g6z dnilinde bulundurulmaya

calisilarak yorumlanmasidir.

Sinirliklari ise 6rneklemin ¢ogunlukla {iniversite mezunu olan orta diizey gelire
ve orta diizey partner duyarlilik algisina sahip ¢iftlerden olugmasi sebebiyle
genellenebilirliginin diisiik olmasidir. Ayrica 6rneklem sayisinin ikili analiz i¢in gorece
diisiik olmasi sebebiyle erken donem uyumsuz semalar yerine sema alanlariyla
calisilmigtir. Evli ¢iftlere kartopu teknigiyle ulasilmasi da 6rneklem tizerindeki kontrolii
azalttigindan, bulgularin disar1 genellenebilirligi agisindan sinirlilik yaratabilir.
Orneklemle ilgili bir diger sinirlilik ise online olarak toplanan ve elden toplanan data

arasinda kadinlarin baz1 skorlarinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli farkliliklar olmasidir.
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Ayrica Young Sema Envanteri ve Cift Uyum Olgegi’nin yeniden diizenlenmesine

ihtiya¢ oldugu goriilmiistiir.
4.2. Calismamin Katkilar

Bu ¢aligmanin klinik anlamda evlilik problemleri yasayan daniganlarla ciftlerde
veya bireyselde Sema Terapi alanina katki sagladigi soylenebilir. Kocalarin kaginma bas
etme stilinin sema alanlarinin evlilik doyumu {izerine olan olumsuz etkisi lizerinde
tampon rolii gérmesi Sema Teori’yle uyumsuz bir bulgu olmasi agisindan, Tiirkiye’de
calisan terapistlerin uyguladiklari terapide dikkat edilmesi gerekilen 6nemli bir
bulgudur. Bunun disinda, alinan partner desteginden (partner support) farkli olarak
partner duyarlilik algisinin olumsuz sema alanlari tarafindan olumsuz sekilde
etkilenebiliyor olmasi da Sema Terapi anlaminda 6nemlidir. Ayrica kocalarin
zedelenmis siirlar sema alaninin partner duyarlilik algilarini, ve bunun da evlilik

doyumlarini olumlu etkilemesi de dikkat edilmesi gereken bir bulgudur.
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APPENDIX J. TEZ FOTOKOPISI iZIN FORMU

ENSTITU

Fen Bilimleri Enstitiisii

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii
Uygulamali Matematik Enstitiisii
Enformatik Enstitiisii

Deniz Bilimleri Enstitiisii
YAZARIN

Soyadi : AKKOL

Adi : SELIN

Boliimii : PSIKOLOJI

TEZIN ADI (ingilizce) : The Effects of Early Maladaptive Schemas on Each
Partner’s Marital Satisfaction: The Mediating Roles of Schema Coping Styles

and Perceived Partner Responsiveness

TEZIN TURU : Yiiksek Lisans

L]

Doktora

Tezimin tamamindan kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

Tezimin i¢indekiler sayfasi, 6zet, indeks sayfalarindan ve/veya bir
boliimiinden kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

Tezimden bir bir (1) yil siireyle fotokopi alinamaz.

TEZIN KUTUPHANEYE TESLIiM TARIiHi:
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