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ABSTRACT

INVESTIGATING PROACTIVE AND REACTIVE SENSITIVITY IN ADULT
ROMANTIC RELATIONSHIPS FROM A CULTURAL PERSPECTIVE

Kirimer-Aydinli, Fulya
Ph.D., Department of Psychology
Supervisor: Assist. Prof. Dr. Basak Sahin-Acar

Co-Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Nebi Stimer

March 2020, 157 pages

In three consecutive studies, the current dissertation investigated the roles of
proactive and reactive sensitivity in adult romantic relationships from a cross-cultural
perspective and the roles of attachment orientations in understanding potential
differences in partner/spouse sensitivity. In the first study, the psychometric
properties of partner sensitivity and perceived partner sensitivity measures were
tested on married participants in Turkey (N = 297). Although two types of sensitivity
were obtained, there was a high correlation between the subscales that called for
further studies. In the second study, the sensitivity measure was converted into a
binary forced-choice scenario-based scale, and thus, categorical sensitivity variables
were obtained. A dyadic study was conducted with married couples in Turkey (N =
112 couples). The psychometric quality of the revised scale was satisfactory, and
proactive sensitivity was positively associated with the indicators of relationship
functioning. Wives with high attachment avoidance and husbands with high
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attachment anxiety perceived their spouses’ proactive sensitivity negatively. Wives’
attachment avoidance also predicted husbands’ perceived proactive sensitivity. In the
third study, a cross-cultural study was conducted with married/cohabiting individuals
in Turkey (N = 201) and the United States (N = 224). The measure was partially
invariant across the samples. Contrary to expectations, reactive sensitivity was the
predominant pattern in Turkey, while both proactive and reactive sensitivity were
common in the US. As expected, women were perceived as more proactively
sensitive than men. Attachment avoidance was the major predictor of both types of
sensitivity in Turkey and proactive sensitivity in the US. Cultural implications of the

findings and suggestions for further research were discussed.

Keywords: Proactive sensitivity, reactive sensitivity, attachment anxiety and

avoidance, adult romantic relationships, culture
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ONGORUSEL VE TEPKISEL DUYARLILIGIN YETISKIN ROMANTIK
ILISKILERINDE KULTUREL ACIDAN INCELENMESI

Kirimer-Aydinli, Fulya
Doktora, Psikoloji Boliimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Basak Sahin-Acar
Ortak Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Nebi Siimer

Mart 2020, 157 sayfa

Bu tezde, birbirini takip eden li¢ ¢alisma ile 6ngoriisel ve tepkisel duyarliligin
yetiskin romantik iliskilerindeki rolii kiiltlirler aras1 bakis acgisiyla incelenmis ve
baglanma boyutlarmin (kaygi ve kaginma) partner/es duyarlilifindaki farkliliklar
aciklamadaki potansiyel rolii arastirilmistir. ilk ¢alismada, partner duyarlihg ve
algilanan partner duyarlili@i o6lgeklerinin psikometrik 6zellikleri Tirkiye’de evli
katihimcilar (N = 297) {izerinde incelenmistir. Faktor analizlerinde iki duyarlilik
boyutu elde edilmesine karsin, alt 6lgekler arasindaki korelasyonun yiiksek olmasi ek
calismalarin gerekliligini isaret etmistir. Ikinci ¢alismada, dlgek zorunlu cevaplama
yontemi kullanilarak senaryo temelli bir Olgege doniistiirilmiis ve kategorik
duyarlilik degiskenleri elde edilmistir. Tiirkiye’de evli ¢iftlerin katildig1 bir ¢alisma
yirtitiilmiistir (N = 112 ¢ift). Gozden gecirilen dlgegin psikometrik yapist yeterli
diizeyde bulunmustur. Ongériisel duyarlilik ile iliski islevi gostergelerinin olumlu
yonde iligkili oldugu goriilmiistiir. Kiltiirel beklentileri dogrulayan gift analizleri,
kaginan baglanan kadmnlarin ve kaygili baglanan erkeklerin eslerinin ongoriisel
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duyarhiligini olumsuz algiladigin1 gostermistir. Kadinlarda kaginan baglanmanin
eslerinin algiladiklar1 6ngoriisel duyarlilik tizerinde de partner etkisine sahip oldugu
bulunmustur. Ugiincii calismada, Tiirkiye (N = 201) ve Amerika Birlesik
Devletleri'ndeki (N = 224) evli/birlikte yasayan bireyler ile kiiltiirler aras1 bir ¢alisma
yuritilmistir. Algilanan duyarlilik 6lgeginin orneklemler aras1 dlgme esdegerligi
test edilmis, kiiltlirler aras1 beklentiler arastirilmistir. Bulgular 6l¢egin iki 6rneklem
icin kismen esdeger oldugunu gostermistir. Beklentilerin aksine, tepkisel duyarlilik
Tiirkiye i¢in baskin oriintii olurken, ABD’de hem 6ngoriisel hem tepkisel duyarliligin
yaygin oldugu bulunmustur. Beklendigi tlizere, kadinlar erkekler tarafindan daha
fazla 6ngoriisel duyarliliga sahip olarak algilanmistir. Kaginan baglanma Tiirkiye’de
her iki duyarlilik tiiriiniin de, ABD’de ise dngoriisel duyarliligin baskin belirleyicisi
olmustur. Bulgularin kiiltiirel etkileri ve gelecek arastirmalar igin Oneriler

tartisilmastir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Ongériisel duyarlilik, tepkisel duyarlilik, kaygili ve kaginan

baglanma, yetiskin romantik iligkileri, kiiltiir
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To mom’s camomile, Edin...
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

“My bounty is as boundless as the sea,
My love as deep; the more | give to thee,
The more I have, for both are infinite.”
William Shakespeare, Romeo and Juliet

Feeling and making feel that the “source” is infinite is essential for the
maintenance of a healthy relationship. Indeed, sensitivity is a key element of that
source. If one acts generously sensitive to the partner and if the partner welcomes
this act, then the course and the function of a relationship could prosper. What does
sensitive behavior or perceived sensitivity mean? Is it more noteworthy to think of
being anticipated one’s needs without any expression (i.e., proactive sensitivity) or
being responded to explicit cues (i.e., reactive sensitivity) by the partner? Is this act
positive or negative, and for whom? Could proactive sensitivity be more functional
in a specific cultural context while reactive sensitivity is more functional in another
one? Why individuals living in the same cultural context evaluate the partner’s
caregiving sensitivity in different ways? Could attachment dynamics explain the
perceived differences among individuals? At that point, it seems remarkable to
explain caregiving sensitivity in adult romantic relationships from both within-
culture and between-culture perspectives.

The primary aims of this dissertation are to investigate whether caregiving
sensitivity (i.e., proactive and reactive), of which impacts have been examined in the
early developmental period, continues to exist in adult romantic relationships in a
dyadic form, and whether it is shaped by gender- and culture-related dynamics. The
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secondary aim is to explore the potential predictor roles of attachment orientations
(i.e., attachment anxiety and avoidance) in caregiving sensitivity.

In the following section, a brief literature review of the major constructs
covered in this dissertation will be presented, and the main hypotheses will be stated.
In chapters 2, 3, and 4, three studies that were conducted to examine the reliability
and validity of a newly developed measure of proactive-reactive sensitivity among
romantic couples and to test the hypotheses will be presented. A general discussion
of the findings and critical remarks of the current dissertation will be introduced in
chapter 5.

1.1. Proactive and Reactive Caregiving Sensitivity

Caregiving sensitivity is defined as responding to the child’s needs and
reliving and reassuring him/her by considering his/her cues and expressions as well
as the situation (Trommsdorff & Freidlmeier, 2010). Past researchers who examined
the communication styles in mother-child interactions classified maternal caregiving
sensitivity as proactive vs. reactive sensitivity considering mothers’ style in fulfilling
the child’s needs and demands (Trommsdorff & Kornadt, 2003). Proactive sensitivity
refers to anticipating the child’s needs and responding to him/her by interpreting
his/her implicit cues. Reactive sensitivity is characterized as being responsive to the
child’s explicit needs and expressions (Rothbaum, Nagaoka, & Ponte, 2006). The
main characteristics of proactive and reactive caregiving sensitivity that were
documented in the past studies (Rothbaum, Nagoaka, & Ponte, 2006; Rothbaum,
Pott, Azuma, Miyake, & Weisz, 2000; Trommsdorff & Heikamp, 2013;
Trommsdorff & Rothbaum, 2008) were presented in Table 1.1. Proactive sensitivity
refers to nonverbal communication and indirect expressions. It is identified with
telepathy. The child is not expected to express his/her needs straightforwardly. In
contrast, reactive sensitivity refers to open communication and direct signals; and
thus, the child is expected to reveal his/her needs explicitly. Proactively sensitive
caregivers tend to behave preventive and fulfill the child’s needs by tutoring to
maintain interpersonal control and physical closeness. Reactively sensitive
caregivers, on the other hand, tend to be promotion-focused towards the child’s unity

and fulfill the child’s needs by partnering to support the child’s intrapersonal



Table 1.1. Characteristics of Proactive and Reactive Sensitivity

Proactive Sensitivity Reactive Sensitivity
Anticipation Responsiveness

Conjoint agency Disjoint agency

Subtle and indirect cues Explicit expression

Tutoring Partnering

Telepathy Direct communication

Trust based on social group loyalty Trust based on the sense of confidence in others
Interdependence Autonomy

Symbiotic harmony Generative tension
Accommodation Individuation

Prevention focus Promotion focus

Suppressing negative emotions Expressing negative emotions
Interpersonal regulation Intrapersonal regulation
Physical closeness Self-efficacy

Intuiting No intrusion

regulation and self-efficacy. The expression of self-focused negative emotions is
suppressed, while the expression of other-focused negative emotions is encouraged
in the proactive sensitive caregiving style for the sake of maintaining social harmony
and interdependence. However, the expression of negative personal emotions is
functional in reactive sensitivity to support the development of individuation,
whichimplies their culture-specific functions (Rothbaum, Pott, Azuma, Miyake, &
Weisz, 2000; Trommsdorff & FriedImeier, 2010; Trommsdorff & Rothbaum, 2008).
Because caregiving sensitivity mostly refers to early caregiver-child
interactions, previous studies have conceptualized proactive and reactive sensitivity
from the early developmental perspective by focusing on mother-infant, mother-
child, or teacher-preschooler relationships (e.g., Park, Trommsdorff, & Lee, 2012;
Rothbaum, Nagaoka, & Ponte, 2006; Trommsdorff & Friedlmeier, 2010; Ziehm,
Trommsdorff, Heikamp, & Park, 2013). Although the role of caregiving sensitivity in
adulthood has been studied before (e.g., Kunce & Shaver, 1994), to the best of the

author’s knowledge, no study to date has examined the differences between proactive



and reactive sensitivity in adult romantic relationships and their effects on
relationship functioning.

In this framework, the primary aim of the present dissertation was first to
develop a psychometrically sound measure of proactive and reactive sensitivity for
romantic relationships, and then to test the unique function of these two different
types of sensitivity among romantic partners.

Hypothesis 1: Proactive and reactive sensitivity would be systematically

associated with the dynamics of adult romantic relationships.
1.1.1. Culture-Specific Caregiving Sensitivity

Although how it is expressed may differ across cultures (see Trommsdorff &
Rothbaum, 2008), caregiving sensitivity is the precursor of attachment security
(Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, & Wall, 1978; Bowlby, 1969/1982). As a pivotal
contribution to this notion, Rothbaum and colleagues (2000) argued that rather than
being universal, the forms and functions of sensitivity changes depending on the
cultural expectations. Past studies testing this argument indicated that the tendency to
show proactive or reactive sensitivity to the child’s needs is predominantly
determined by cultural expectations toward implicit and explicit communication
styles. A caregiver’s sensitivity pattern indeed fits the interdependent or independent
cultural structure in a given society. For instance, in Western societies, it is essential
to support and regard individuation and autonomy of the child; therefore, the mother
waits for help until the child gives a verbal or visual signal, which corresponds to
reactive sensitivity. By contrast, in Eastern societies, it is important to maintain
social harmony. The mother-child relationship is usually intrusive, aiming to prevent
the child from experiencing potential distress. Thus, the mother anticipates the
child’s thoughts and requests and interferes without waiting for any signal by the
child, which represents proactive sensitivity. These two types of sensitivity serve
adaptive functions within the cultures they are compatible with, such as contributing
to the child’s sense of security and emotion regulation processes (Rothbaum, Rosen,
Ujiie, & Uchida, 2002).

Emotion regulation is a process that includes internal and external operations
to observe, evaluate, and manage self-related and others-related emotional reactions

(Thompson, 1994). According to the researchers in the field of socialization of
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emotion regulation, culture-specific sensitivity approaches (i.e., attachment
orientations and caregiving sensitivity) directly related to the child’s emotion
regulation practices. Cultural context determines parenting beliefs and behaviors,
which, in turn, shape the child’s emotion regulation strategies. For instance, parents
in Eastern countries regard the maintenance of social harmony and try to prevent the
expression of negative emotions. Thus, they opt for proactive sensitivity in emotion
regulation. Parents in Western countries, in contrast, value the independence of
individuals and encourage the expression of self-focused emotions. Thus, they prefer
reactive sensitivity in emotion regulation (see Trommsdorff & Heikamp, 2013). In
other words, the child’s emotion regulation strategies are formed by culture-based
parental expectations and behaviors.

Culture is the key concept that embeds functionality to behaviors, values, and
skills and transmits them to other generations, thereby providing long-term
adjustment to social settings (Trommsdorff & Kornadt, 2003). Values that one
culture cares about are no more valuable or functional than those of other cultures.
The meanings and targeted outcomes that cultures place on the same values are
different (Rothbaum & Trommsdorff, 2007). Even if a specific behavior is enacted in
different forms depending on cultural context, the same response could have the
same function in various cultures. Likewise, yet different responses could have the
same function among cultures (Bornstein, 2012). Therefore, the impact of culture-
specific behaviors on the target should be assessed within the culture itself
(Rothbaum & Trommsdorff, 2007). In a culture where relatedness and empathic
concerns are considered as necessary in human relationships, emotional reactions are
managed to maintain social harmony and interdependency. “The interdependent self”
regards prevention goals, such as cherishing others’ value judgments, following
societal norms, and suppressing negative personal emotions. In a culture where
autonomy and “independent self” are important to accomplish promotion goals, self-
focused emotional expressions are encouraged to prevent harmful effects of
suppression. Caregivers follow different sensitivity agencies while contributing to
the child’s developmental processes depending on these cultural mindsets
(Trommsdorff & Heikamp, 2013; Trommsdorff & Rothbaum, 2008).



Differences in caregiving sensitivity in emotion regulation processes have
been demonstrated in the previous cultural and cross-cultural studies. For instance, a
scenario-based study was conducted among Korean mothers. For each scenario,
including the child’s positive or negative emotions (e.g., “when your child looks
unhappy”), mothers were asked to choose either proactive or reactive sensitivity
behavior toward the child’s experience. Mothers who showed a proactive sensitivity
tendency reported to give more importance to the child’s immaturity and safety.
Those who showed reactive sensitivity tendency reported that they promote the
child’s independence and self-disclosure (Park, Trommsdorff, & Lee, 2012). In a
cross-cultural study, it was found that German mothers of first graders commonly
preferred waiting for help until their children request (i.e., reactive sensitivity) to
foster their autonomy. Korean mothers, however, respond proactively or reactively
depending on the situation experienced by the child. They usually helped their
children without waiting for an explicit request from them (i.e., proactive sensitivity)
(Ziehm, Trommsdorff, Heikamp, & Park, 2013). In another scenario-based study
conducted with preschool teachers in Japan and the United States, Japanese teachers
reported that anticipating the child’s needs in daily situations is more important while
the most of the American teachers chose to respond to explicit expressions rather
than anticipating (Rothbaum, Nagaoka, & Ponte, 2006). Both mothers’ and teachers’
explanations for proactive and reactive sensitivity behaviors supported the culturally
relevant sensitivity approach, which suggests that preference for a sensitivity pattern
is adaptive for the child’s emotion regulation on its cultural context (Trommsdorff &
Heikamp, 2013). As a result, the type of sensitivity that confirms culture-specific
objectives is considered functional for that culture. Likewise, sensitivity behaviors in
adulthood are shaped on the basis of cultural expectations. Similar to early proactive
mother-child interaction, mind-reading and avoiding direct communication are
important for reassuring the maintenance of a romantic relationship in Japan. In
contrast, verbal communication and even conflict are seen as reinforcing trust and
romance between partners in the United States (see Rothbaum et al., 2000).

In the light of previous findings and theoretical arguments, it is plausible to
expect that sensitivity in adult romantic relationships may predominantly be

proactive or reactive depending on the cultural context through the dyadic nature of
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adult relationships. This expectation will be tested by comparing married individuals
from the US, representing an individualist culture and Turkey representing a
collectivist culture (Hofstede, Hofstede, & Minkov, 2010) in the current dissertation.
Moreover, unlike mother-child or teacher-preschooler interaction investigated in the
past, romantic partners are more likely to have reciprocal relationships. Therefore,
not only one’s caregiving behavior but also the partner’s caregiving pattern should be
considered (Feeney & Collins, 2001). In this framework, it was predicted that in
parallel with the early developmental period, proactive sensitivity is relatively
compatible with collectivistic, and reactive sensitivity is compatible with the
individualist cultural context in adulthood. Accordingly, the following hypothesis
was proposed.

Hypothesis 2: Proactive sensitivity in Turkey and reactive sensitivity in the

US would be the predominant pattern of sensitivity among romantic partners.
1.1.2. Gender-Specific Roles in Caregiving Sensitivity

In addition to cultural variations, gender roles, mostly in interaction with
culture, may play a critical role in facilitating the adoption of proactive vs. reactive
sensitivity. According to Brody and Hall (2008), the ways of expression and
regulation of emotions are shaped by cultural and situational contexts as well as
gender. Because the studies conducted in the early developmental period have
focused on the primary caregiver’s proactive and reactive sensitivity responses only,
any explicit predictions have not been made about the potential role of caregiver’s or
caretaker’s gender in the sensitivity process. Instead, the literature about the
communication of emotion presents evidence to expect gender differences in
evaluating the partner’s sensitivity.

For instance, Hall, Carter, and Horgan (2000) speculated on gender
differences in emotional expression through the differences in social knowledge
practiced in society. As women and men are exposed to different social environments
by the effects of gender roles, norms, stereotypes, and certain evolutionary
expectations (e.g., reproduction and nursing), they develop different social skills and
behaviors. Women are expected and encouraged to be more sensitive to other’s
needs. Thus, growing in a more sympathetic and sentient environment, as compared

to men, women are more likely to develop nonverbal skills in a way to maintain
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gender-fit behaviors. It is considered appropriate for women to behave warmly,
supportively, and contentedly for the welfare of social relationships. Men, on the
contrary, are expected to conceal some specific emotions, such as sadness,
displeasure, and fear, which are considered as the weakness of power (Brody, 2000).
Accordingly, women perceive nonverbally expressed emotions better than men do
(McClure, 2000), whereas men use emotion-related words and gestures fewer than
women do (Levenson, Carstensen, & Gottman, 1994). It has been emphasized that
women are not only better in detecting nonverbal cues but also verbalizing their
feelings in the interactions than men are (see Brody & Hall, 2008). Studies on
emotional intelligence also supported that women detect emotions, convey thoughts
through emotions, become aware of emotions, and regulate them more accurately
than men do (Mayer, Salovey, & Caruso, 1999). In the past studies conducted with
married couples, wives were found to be more willing to initiate conversations and
share their feelings, especially in stressful or anger-triggering situations, as compared
to husbands. Husbands are more apt to withdraw verbal conflict and to attenuate
facial expression and eye contact during stressful interactions (Burke, Weir, &
Harrison, 1976; Christensen & Heavey, 1990; Vogel, Wester, Heesacker, & Madon,
2003).

In this framework, it was speculated that attributions to partner caregiving
sensitivity might change for women and men depending on gender-related
expectations. It is plausible to expect that women are more likely to detect implicit
cues and respond simultaneously. In contrast, men are more likely to respond to
women’s overt signals and to expect their needs to be anticipated because of fewer
emotional expressions. Based on the socially accepted roles, men could expect
women to verbalize their feelings; therefore, it could be more probable to respond to
women’s psychological needs after they vocalize them. Unspoken could not be
expected to men; therefore, they could prefer waiting for explicit expression and then
responding as an indication of reactive sensitivity. Hence, women could be more
likely to perceive men as reactively sensitive. Likewise, since women’s non-verbal
skills are more sophisticated, and men tend to avoid verbal expressions, men are
more apt to perceive women as proactively sensitive. Accordingly, it was expected

that women are open to reading the cues and detecting the needs, whereas men are
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more likely to anticipate responding until the other side shows an obvious
expression. Thus, it was hypothesized that:

Hypothesis 3: Women would be more proactively sensitive as compared to

men, whereas men would be more reactively sensitive as compared to

women.
1.2. The Potential Roles of Attachment Orientations in Proactive and Reactive
Sensitivity

In addition to the cultural- and gender-related variations, personal differences
may influence caregiving sensitivity behaviors and perceptions. It is, therefore,
necessary to take into account the individual variables to detect the functionality of
proactive and reactive sensitivity. Conceptually, caregiving cooperates with
attachment in determining the quality of adult romantic relationships (Feeney, 1996;
Feeney & Hohaus, 2001). Therefore, it was considered that adult attachment
dynamics have the potential to explain the perceptual differences in proactive and
reactive caregiving sensitivity.

Past researchers conceptualized the adult attachment into two orthogonal
dimensions, namely, attachment anxiety and avoidance (Brennan, Clark, & Shaver,
1998; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). Attachment anxiety refers to seeking constant
intimacy and worrying about the loss of interest of the close others. Individuals with
attachment anxiety tend to use hyperactivation strategies to keep the responsivity and
availability of the attachment figure. Attachment avoidance refers to feeling
discomfort with intimacy and keeping the psychological and physical distance with
close others. Individuals with attachment avoidance tend to use deactivation
strategies to draw strict personal boundaries. The interaction of higher and lower
levels of these two attachment dimensions results in four particular attachment styles.
Secure attachment corresponds to the lower levels of both attachment anxiety and
avoidance, whereas preoccupied attachment is the combination of higher levels of
attachment anxiety and lower levels of attachment avoidance. Dismissing attachment
refers to having lower levels of attachment anxiety but higher levels of attachment
avoidance. Fearful attachment matches higher levels of both attachment anxiety and
avoidance (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2003).



The attachment behavioral system is an intrinsic regulation-based mechanism.
Supportive and consistent parenting is critical to developing robust attachment bonds
with a caregiver, which provides long-lasting physical and psychological well-being
(see Cassidy, 2008). To the attachment theory, independent from the “type” of
sensitivity, feeling mother’s sensitivity is necessary for the child to exceed
developmental milestones in a healthy way (e.g., exploration of the environment) and
to form attachment security. Infant’s attachment behaviors are formed depending on
the mother’s caregiving behaviors. The need for attachment in time also shapes
caregiving. This process indicates a “dynamic equilibrium” between the mother and
the child (Bowlby, 1982, p. 236). Based on this interaction, studies on caregiving
sensitivity during adulthood have shown the role of attachment mechanisms in care-
seeking and caretaking processes.

Conducting the first study about the link between adult attachment and
caregiving sensitivity, Kunce and Shaver (1994) developed an instrument to measure
the quality of caregiving sensitivity among couples. The instrument includes
proximity, sensitivity, cooperation, and compulsive caregiving dimensions. Proximity
(vs. distance) represents being comfortable to show physical closeness, while
sensitivity (vs. insensitivity) corresponds to being aware of the partner’s nonverbal
expressions for needs and help. Cooperation (vs. control) reflects the extent of
coerciveness in fulfilling the partner’s needs, whereas compulsive (vs. non-
compulsive) caregiving corresponds to overinvolvement to partner’s problems. They
found that securely attached individuals were more sensitive to the partner’s cues and
needs, whereas those with insecure attachment (i.e., preoccupied, dismissing, or
fearful) reported higher compulsive caregiving. The subsequent studies also focused
on the appropriateness and effectiveness of caregiving behaviors. Supporting Kunce
and Shaver’s (1994) findings, and using their classifications for caregiving,
researchers revealed that individuals with higher levels of attachment insecurity (i.e.,
anxiety or avoidance) were less sensitive, less cooperative, higher controlling, and
higher compulsive to their partners’ needs in time of distress (e.g., Collins & Feeney,
2000; Feeney, 1996; Feeney & Collins, 2001; Feeney & Hohaus, 2001). In another
study, caregiving activity was measured utilizing a composite score of reciprocal,

engaging, and neglectful caregiving toward the partner. Reciprocal sensitivity
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reflects whether partners show an equal amount of care to each other. Engaging in
caregiving represents whether one takes an active role in showing sensitivity to the
partner. Neglectful caregiving reflects whether one feels responsible for caring for
the partner in times of need. Individuals who had fearful-avoidant attachment
reported having less caregiving activity to their partners (Carnelley, Pietromonaco, &
Jaffe, 1996). Feeney and Collins (2003) investigated the underlying motivations of
providing or not providing caregiving among couples. They found that insecurely
attached people have self-centered motives to provide caregiving, which, in turn,
results in unqualified caregiving.

The findings of the abovementioned studies elucidate the expectations of the
current study that attachment-related anxiety and avoidance might explain perceptual
differences in partner’s proactive and reactive sensitivity in dyadic relationships. It
has been suggested before that one’s attachment orientation could influence his/her
support-seeking strategies that, in turn, determine the partner’s caregiving behaviors
(Millings & Walsh, 2009). Besides, this study differs from previous studies in terms
of some critical points. First, approaches to caregiving were different. One of the
particular purposes of the current study was to display whether individuals are more
likely to be perceived as proactively or reactively sensitive by their partners rather
than to examine the extent of effectiveness in the caregiving sensitivity process (e.g.,
Feeney & Collins, 2001). The aim was not to focus on whether individuals provide
care or not to their partners, either (e.g., Feeney & Collins, 2003). Instead of making
inferences that insecurely attached individuals can be ineffective caregivers or that
their sensitivity behaviors are perceived as poor quality, it was aimed to examine
which of these two sensitivity behaviors are prevalent among partners depending on
their attachment patterns. Second, several studies conducted on this issue used dating
couples from university student samples only (e.g., Carnelley, Pietromonaco, &
Jaffe, 1996; Collins & Feeney, 2000), which were resulted in inconsistent findings
(Millings & Walsh, 2009). Considering that the link of attachment and caregiving
processes might function differently in relatively more stable and lasting
relationships (Millings & Walsh, 2009), the samples of the current study were
composed of community samples (i.e., married or cohabiting individuals in Study 1

and 3, and married or cohabiting couples in Study 2). Third, past research conducted
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to date explained the link between attachment (in)security and caregiving sensitivity
mainly through the Western individualist perspective and have not focused on the
potential role of cultural dynamics. However, attachment tendencies of individuals
might explain perceptual differences in partner’s sensitivity depending on the
cultural context (Rothbaum, Weisz, Pott, Miyake, & Morelli, 2000). Forth, to the
best of our knowledge, potential interaction effects of culture and gender in the
caregiving process has not been taken into account in adult attachment studies. Thus,
in the current study, to explain within-culture and between-culture variations in
proactive and reactive caregiving, culture- and gender-based functioning of
attachment (in)security was considered. In the following section, specific
expectations about the effects of attachment insecurity on perceived proactive and
reactive caregiving sensitivity were addressed considering culture- and gender-based
variations in attachment orientations.
1.2.1. Cultural and Gender Differences in Attachment Orientations

Adaptive functions of attachment orientations (i.e., attachment anxiety and
avoidance) may vary in adulthood depending on the cultural contexts and gender
roles in the societies (Harma & Siimer, 2016). The prevalence of attachment anxiety
is higher in collectivist cultures, whereas the prevalence of attachment avoidance is
higher in individualist cultures (Sagi, van IJzendoorn, & Koren-Karie, 1991; Schmitt,
2010; Schmitt et al., 2004; Stimer & Yetkili, 2018). According to Friedman, Rholes,
Simpson, Bond, Diaz-Loving, and Chan’s (2010) culture-fit hypothesis, if a specific
insecure attachment orientation has a higher prevalence in a cultural context, then it
would result in less negative consequences. Supporting this, they found that
attachment avoidance was associated with lower perceived support and relationship
satisfaction in collectivist cultures (i.e., Hong Kong and Mexico), as compared to
individualist cultures (i.e., the United States). In Eastern collectivist societies, where
physical and psychological tightness is more acceptable to retain familial bonds and
societal harmony, attachment anxiety was not specifically maladaptive (Rothbaum,
Rosen, Ujiie, & Uchida, 2002; Siimer & Kagitcibasi, 2010). In Western cultures,
however, attachment avoidance may have an adaptive function for the relationships
because attachment avoidance supports the formation of autonomy in these societies
(Rothbaum, Weisz, Pott, Miyake, & Morelli, 2000; Schmitt, 2010). In the current
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study, considering the culture-fit hypothesis, it was expected that since attachment
avoidance would be less adaptive in the collectivist cultural context, its power would
be stronger in predicting perceived caregiving sensitivity constructs in Turkey. In
contrast, attachment anxiety, which is incompatible with individualist cultural
context, would predict perceived caregiving sensitivity constructs in the United
States.

It was also emphasized in the literature that specific gender roles in a given
society could explain within-culture variations in adult attachment orientations. The
Turkish cultural context draws a psychological/emotional interdependence culture
profile that prioritizing interpersonal relations as well as autonomy (Kagit¢ibasi,
2005). In this cultural context, women are expected to show absolute intimacy to
children and spouse suggesting that the attachment anxiety could have an adaptive
function, especially for women while women’s attachment avoidance could be
detrimental for the survival of the close family relationships (Ataca, 2009; Stimer &
Kagitcibasi, 2010). A study supporting the culture-fit hypothesis showed that women
had higher levels of attachment anxiety than men (Stimer & Yetkili, 2018). A dyadic
study conducted in Turkey found that although attachment anxiety was more
prevalent among women and men than attachment avoidance, the predictive power
of both spouses’ attachment avoidance on their marital satisfaction and conflict was
higher than attachment anxiety (Harma & Siimer, 2016). Another study revealed that
women’s attachment avoidance in Turkey was the only predictor of life satisfaction
(Stimer & Yetkili, 2018). Women’s attachment avoidance, but not anxiety, was also
found to be negatively related to maternal sensitivity in Turkey (Selguk et al., 2010).
Accordingly, it was expected that wives with high attachment avoidance perceive
husbands’ caregiving sensitivity more negatively than those with high attachment
anxiety in Turkey.

There is a plausible argument that can be proposed for men in the collectivist
cultural context in terms of the adaptive functions of attachment insecurity. Although
men are expected to be slightly anxiously attached to maintain family welfare, as an
indicator of attachment anxiety, emotional expression was not as desirable as in
women (Harma & Siimer, 2016). Men are expected to conceal their feelings because

the expression of emotions could be evaluated as a weakness of power (Brody,
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2000). It can be argued that hyperactivating regulation strategies seem to be more
common among women, rather than men. The studies showing the match of avoidant
women and anxious men was the most detrimental coupling for the relationship
functioning (e.g., Kirkpatrick & Davis, 1994; Feeney, 2008; Harma & Stimer, 2016)
also support this argument. Another dyadic study carried out in Turkey showed the
direct link between attachment insecurity and perceived partner behaviors. It was
found that wives’ attachment avoidance and husbands’ attachment anxiety were
negatively associated with their own perceived mattering and perceived responses
toward capitalization attempts (Kirimer-Aydinli & Siimer, unpublished manuscript).
Thus, it was predicted that anxiously attached men are expected to perceive wives’
caregiving sensitivity as more negative than avoidantly attached men in Turkey.

In the current study, the collaboration of caregiving sensitivity with
attachment dynamics was considered from both cultural and gender roles perspective
to better understand the variation in caregiving sensitivity in adulthood, and to
explain underlying motivations for differential caregiving processes. Therefore,
considering cultural differences, it was predicted that attachment avoidance would
relate to perceived partner caregiving sensitivity more negatively than attachment
anxiety in Turkey, while attachment anxiety would associate with evaluations of
partner caregiving sensitivity more negatively than attachment avoidance in the
United States. Within-culture and gender-related expectations were considered, and it
was proposed that women’s attachment avoidance and men’s attachment anxiety
would more likely link to negative evaluations in partner sensitivity in Turkey. The
specific hypotheses were as follows:

Hypothesis 4: Attachment dimensions (i.e., anxious and avoidant) would

predict both proactive and reactive sensitivity negatively.

Hypothesis 4a: Wives’ attachment avoidance and husbands’
attachment anxiety would be the predominant predictor of their own
and spouses’ perceived sensitivity in Turkey.

Hypothesis 4b: Overall, attachment avoidance in Turkey and
attachment anxiety in the US would be the predominant predictor of

perceived sensitivity.
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1.3. Purpose of the Current Research and the Hypotheses

The previous studies concerning culture-specific caregiving sensitivity
focused on parental sensitivity in early developmental periods only. Whether
caregiving sensitivity is also observed in adult romantic relationships has been still
unexamined. Therefore, this study primarily aims to examine whether proactive and
reactive caregiving sensitivity are relevant to the dynamics of adult romantic
relationships. Besides, cross-cultural studies have been conducted mainly comparing
typical individualist Western countries (e.g., the United States and Germany) and
typically collectivistic far Eastern countries (e.g., Japan, Korea, and China)
Considering the adaptive functions of both self-reliance and harmony in the Turkish
cultural context (Kagitcibasi, 2005) as a kind of combination of Western and Eastern
cultures, the current study is expected to contribute literature on proactive and
reactive caregiving sensitivity by providing a novel cultural perspective.

Contrary to caregiver-child relationships, romantic relationships are
discretional and symmetrical (Collins & Sroufe, 1999), indicating that caregiving
becomes a mutual need, and both parties can take the caregiver roles (Feeney &
Collins, 2001). Thus, proactive and reactive caregiving sensitivity will be
investigated by considering gender differences. Moreover, since caregiver behaviors
are expected to affect both parties’ personal and relational outcomes, within-culture
variations in caregiving sensitivity will be investigated from a dyadic perspective.

Besides, it was proposed that attachment anxiety and avoidance might be
associated with partner sensitivity. Between- and within-culture variations in
attachment dynamics, as well as gender-specific expectations, were considered to
better understand the impacts of attachment orientations on proactive and reactive
sensitivity.

In sum, in the current dissertation, it is aimed to investigate whether the
effects of proactive and reactive caregiving sensitivity could be observed in adult
romantic relationships and whether attachment anxiety and avoidance would be
systematically associated with perceived caregiving sensitivity. Specific hypotheses
are as follows:

Hypothesis 1: Proactive and reactive sensitivity would be systematically

associated with the dynamics of adult romantic relationships.

15



Hypothesis 2: Proactive sensitivity in Turkey and reactive sensitivity in the
US would be the predominant pattern of sensitivity among romantic partners.
Hypothesis 3: Women would be more proactively sensitive as compared to
men, whereas men would be more reactively sensitive as compared to
women.
Hypothesis 4: Attachment dimensions (i.e., anxious and avoidant) would
predict both proactive and reactive sensitivity negatively.
Hypothesis 4a: Wives’ attachment avoidance and husbands’
attachment anxiety would be the predominant predictor of their own
and spouses’ perceived sensitivity in Turkey.
Hypothesis 4b: Overall, attachment avoidance in Turkey and
attachment anxiety in the US would be the predominant predictor of

perceived sensitivity.
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CHAPTER 2

STUDY 1

2.1. Purpose of the Study

The primary purpose of the first study is first to develop a measure of
proactive and reactive caregiving sensitivity and to test its psychometric properties
among adult romantic partners. The secondary purpose is to test Hypothesis 1,
indicating that proactive and reactive sensitivity would be relevant to the dynamics
of adult romantic relationships. In the scope of these purposes, it is necessary to
examine whether proactive and reactive sensitivity are distinct from but related to
specific constructs, such as self-disclosure and perceived partner responsiveness
(PPR), caregiving system, regulatory focus that are known to have effects on
relationship functioning with the dynamics similar to caregiving sensitivity. Thus, it
was aimed to test the construct validity of the novel scale by proposing low-to-
medium associations with related measures.

Self-disclosure can be defined as making the self known by the others
(Jourard & Lasakow, 1958). It includes personal information as well as the feelings,
wishes, fears, and beliefs that are important for the person (Reis, 2006). Since
reactive sensitivity consists of explicit expressions, it was suggested that self-
disclosure would be associated with reactive sensitivity stronger than its association
with proactive sensitivity.

PPR is the evaluation process of the partner’s reactions as responsive or
unresponsive in times of need. PPR depends on three major qualities, namely, the
sense of being understood, validated, and cared for by the partner (Reis & Shaver,
1988; Reis, Clark, & Holmes, 2004). Although PPR is similar in content to
sensitivity, it is based on how the person evaluates partner responsiveness in general
with making no distinction between proactive and reactive sensitivity. However,
proactive and reactive sensitivity mostly involves evaluating the partner behaviors
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towards certain emotional states and / or emotional needs depending on whether the
person expresses his/her needs or not. Thus, proactive sensitivity, reactive sensitivity,
and PPR are suggested to be moderately related.

Moreover, the socialization of emotion regulation process is usually
determined by the prevalent cultural values. Regulatory focus mechanisms and
attachment-related strategies are the two systems that form emotion regulation
processes depending on cultural patterns and goals. In a cultural context, where the
independent self is more valued than the interdependent self, people are assumed to
have promotion-focused motivation to enhance the self-efficacy. In a cultural
context, where the interdependent self is more valued than the independent self,
people are assumed to have prevention-focused motivation to preclude the society
from the potential threats by suppressing emotions in public (Trommsdorff &
Rothbaum, 2008). Cross-cultural parenting studies addressed that people in Eastern
cultures prefer proactive sensitivity to maintain social harmony that is provided with
prevention-focus motivation. In contrast, those in Western cultures prefer reactive
sensitivity to promote self-confidence that is provided with promotion-focus
motivation (see Trommsdorff & Heikamp, 2013).

In parallel, deactivation or hyperactivation of the attachment system plays a
role in emotion regulation. In independent cultures, where self-regulation is
prioritized, deactivation of negative emotions prevents the self from further distress.
In interdependent cultures, where the coregulation of the self and society is
prioritized, hyperactivation of negative emotions provides people to gain support
from others (Trommsdorff & Rothbaum, 2008). In this framework, proactive and
reactive sensitivity are assumed to be associated with regulatory focus mechanisms
and caregiving strategies in adulthood at varying levels, depending on the cultural
values.

In addition to the construct validity, a potential gender difference can be
interpreted as a support for the divergent validity of the measures. Specifically, in
parallel with the gender-related hypothesis, women are expected to have higher
levels of proactive sensitivity than men and men are expected to have higher levels

of reactive sensitivity than women.
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In sum, proactive sensitivity is expected to be associated with prevention-
focused strategies, hyperactivating caregiving system in relationships, and being
female; whereas reactive sensitivity is expected to be related with promotion-focus
goals, deactivation of the caregiving system, and being male.

2.2. Method
2.2.1. Participants

The sample consisted of married or cohabiting individuals for at least six
months. Most of the participants were recruited via social networks. Others were
reached in a psychology course in return for extra credit.

In total, 359 participants completed the questionnaire battery. Those who
gave incorrect answers to any of the three attention check items (e.g., “Mark this
item as 2”), those who live out of Turkey, and those who were not married or
cohabiting were removed from the data leaving 297 participants for further analyses.
Of participants, 81% were women. The age range was between 22 and 68 (M =
35.34, SD = 9.48). Eighty-nine percent of the participants were married, and 11%
were cohabiting. The duration of the marriage or cohabiting varied between 6 months
and 44 years (M = 131.52 months, SD = 111.78). Majority of the participants had an
undergraduate (60.3%) or a graduate degree (28.3%) (M = 4.18, SD = .65). Income
levels were as follows: 48.8% middle, 39.1% middle-high, 7.1% high, 4% middle-
low, and 0.7% low.

2.2.2. Procedure

Before the data collection, the questionnaire battery was submitted to the
Human Participants Ethics Committee at Middle East Technical University. After the
approval of the committee (see Appendix A), the battery (see Appendix B) was
distributed via an online survey platform (www.qualtrics.com). The instruments were
presented in a counterbalanced order.

2.2.3. Instruments

Caregiving Sensitivity and Perceived Caregiving Sensitivity Scales were
developed, and a normative study was conducted to examine the relationships of
proactive and reactive sensitivity with other related variables and to test its reliability
and validity. The Self-Disclosure Index, Perceived Partner Responsiveness Scale,

Caregiving System Scale (i.e., hyperactivating vs. deactivating), and Regulatory
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Focus in Relationships Scale (i.e., prevention vs. promotion focus) were used to test
the validity of the newly developed instruments. The Experiences in Close
Relationships Scale was employed to investigate the potential associations between
the two types of sensitivity and attachment orientations.

2.2.3.1. Caregiving Sensitivity and Perceived Caregiving Sensitivity Scales

To test the relevance of proactive and reactive caregiving sensitivity in
adulthood, first, Caregiving Sensitivity Scale (CSS) and Perceived Caregiving
Sensitivity Scale (PCSS) were planned to be developed for romantic relationships.
Before developing the measurement tools, the methods used to measure proactive-
reactive sensitivity in early childhood were reviewed.

One of the commonly utilized methods was observing and classifying
mothers’ sensitivity behaviors as proactive or reactive (e.g., Hirsh-Pasek &
Burchinal, 2006; Trommsdorff & Friedlmeier, 2010). Another method was using a
scenario-based assessment that was conducted to understand which type of
sensitivity caregivers show in certain situations. For instance, the Caregiver
Sensitivity Interview (CSI) Questionnaire with 12 scenarios was developed
(Rothbaum, Nagaoka, & Ponte, 2006). After the presentation of each scenario,
participants were asked to select one of the options representing proactive and
reactive sensitivity beliefs (e.g., “If a child is in a bad mood, would you think: (a) it
is better to go to this child and offer comfort by sitting close to him/her and talking to
him/her or (b) it is better to let this child know that he/she can approach you if he/she
feels she needs comfort?”).

The interview method was first used to investigate teachers’ expectations and
reactions in context-dependent situations (Rothbaum, Nagaoka, & Ponte, 2006). The
subsequent studies adapted the instrument to measure maternal sensitivity (e.g., Park,
Trommsdorff, & Lee, 2012; Trommsdorff, Cole, & Heikamp, 2012). In a study, after
choosing one of the options per scenario, in open-ended questions, mothers were
asked to indicate why they chose this option. Then, mothers’ responses were
categorized as proactive or reactive behavior. For instance, if a mother told that the
child needs to learn to deal with problems independently and the mother cannot
know everything that the child may need, this rationalization was classified as an

indicator of reactive behavior. If she told that the child is too young to know what to
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do; therefore, the child needs someone who provides comfort, the response was
considered as the representative of proactive sensitivity (Ziehm, Trommsdorff,
Heikamp, & Park, 2013). Although the CSI and its derivatives were used to
understand the role of proactive-reactive sensitivity in the caregiver-child interaction
in early childhood, there is not any tool to measure these structures in adult romantic
relationships. Moreover, the scenarios were specifically based on situations that
children might encounter; therefore, the adaptation of the existing scenarios to adult
romantic relationships would not be suitable. A novel instrument was decided to be
developed.

Initially an item pool with 42 items was formed considering the past studies
conducted for early parent-child interactions, and then, expert researchers in the
relationship research arena were asked to rate items considering the provided criteria
for reactive and proactive sensitivity. The items were listed in a counterbalanced
order, and three questions were asked for each item in the expert evaluation. First,
the expert raters were asked to select which category (i.e., proactive, reactive, none)
the item represents. Second, it was asked to rate the degree of representation of the
given category (1 = never represents at all, 9 = totally represents). Third, it was
asked to add any additional comments or suggestions for rewording. Fifteen social
and developmental psychologists from psychology departments in three universities
rated the given items. The items classified in both categories or rated in a relatively
wider range (e.g., from 5 to 9 in Likert) were removed from the pool. The wordings
of certain items were revised by considering the comments of the researchers.
Twenty-one items remained. Then, considering the comments and recommendations,
23 additional items were added by the author and co-advisor to increase the diversity
of situations where partners could show sensitivity behaviors. The final version of
the CSS consisted of 34 items (e.g., “I show her/him the support s/he needs without
asking for help.”). PCSS was generated by adapting the CSS items to measure the
perceived partner’s caregiving sensitivity (e.g., “S/he shows the support | need
without asking for help”). Six-point Likert scale was used (1 = never, 6 = always).
2.2.3.2. Self-Disclosure Index (SDI)

The SDI was developed by Miller, Berg, and Archer (1983) and measures the

extent to which individuals have disclosed to their partners about personal aspects
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and emotions (e.g., “What I like and dislike about myself”). The 10-item index was
adapted into Turkish for this study using translation and back-translation procedure.
Five-point Likert scale was used (1 = haven 't discussed at all, 5 = discussed fully and
completely). Cronbach’s alpha value for the SDI was .87.

2.2.3.3. Perceived Partner Responsiveness (PPR)

The 18-item PPR was used to assess the cognitive-based evaluation of the
partner’s responsive behaviors from one’s own perspective. The PPR was developed
by Reis (2003) and adapted into Turkish by Tasfiliz, Sagel-Cetiner, and Selguk
(under review). The scale has one factor-structure, and higher scores correspond to
evaluating partner responsiveness more positive (e.g., “My spouse/partner usually
knows me well”). Seven-point scale was used (1 = totally disagree, 7 = totally
agree). Internal consistency of the scale was found as .96.
2.2.3.4. Experiences in Close Relationships-Revised (ECR-R) - Short Version

The 10-item short version of ECR-R (Fraley, Waller, & Brennan, 2000;
Selcuk, Giinaydin, Stimer, & Uysal, 2005 for Turkish; Zayas, Mischel, Shoda, &
Aber, 2011) was used to measure adult attachment orientations (i.e., anxiety and
avoidance). It was rated on a scale ranging from 1 (totally disagree) to 7 (totally
agree). Higher scores in each dimension show more tendency to form anxious (e.g.,
“I often worry that my partner doesn’t really love me”) or avoidant (e.g., “I find it
difficult to allow myself to depend on my partner”) attachment with romantic partner
or spouse. Cronbach’s alpha values were .80 for attachment anxiety, and .78 for
attachment avoidance.
2.2.3.5. Caregiving System Scale

The 20-item scale was originally developed by Shaver, Mikulincer, and
Shemesh-Iron (2010) and translated into Turkish by Harma, Aktas, and Yilmaz
(unpublished manuscript). Respondents rated their emotions, thoughts, and behaviors
while helping anybody who seeks for help. The items were revised to measure
helping behaviors to the romantic partner rather than anybody. Helping behaviors
were categorized into two main strategies, namely hyperactivation (e.g., “When
helping my spouse/partner, | often worry that | won't be as good at it as other people
are.”) and deactivation (e.g., “When | see my spouse/partner in distress, | don't feel

comfortable jumping in to help”) strategies. Higher scores indicated using higher
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hyperactivating or deactivating strategies (1 = not at all, 7 = very much). Cronbach’s
alpha values were calculated as .73 for hyperactivation, and .75 for deactivation
subscales.
2.2.3.6. Regulatory Focus in Relationships Scale

Promotion/Prevention Scale was developed by Lockwood, Jordan, and Kunda
(2002). The scale was adapted to romantic relationships by Winterheld and Simpson
(2011), and renamed as “Regulatory Focus in Relationships™. Since there was no
Turkish version of it, the 13-item scale was translated into Turkish by considering
the Turkish version of the Prevention/Promotion Scale (Dogruyol, 2008).
Respondents rated to what extent they focus on promotion or prevention goals in
their romantic relationships. Higher scores indicated higher focus on promotion (e.g.,
“I am typically striving to fulfill the hopes and dreams I have for my relationships™)
or prevention (e.g., “I often think about what I fear might happen to my romantic
relationships in the future”) goals. The seven-point scale was used (1 = not at all true
of me, 7 = highly true of me). Cronbach’s alpha values were .77 for promotion, and
.75 for prevention focus.
2.2.3.7. Demographic Information

Gender, age, education level, family income level, relationship status, and
duration of the relationship were asked in the demographic information form.
2.3. Results

Exploratory factor analyses were performed with SPSS for PCSS and CSS,
respectively. Principal Component Analysis was used to test the factor structure of
the items. The preliminary analysis showed that the factorability of the items in
PCSS was sufficient (KMO = .97, Bartlett’s test of sphericity *(561) = 9647.94, p <
.001). While initial eigenvalues suggested a three-factor solution, which accounted
for 64.39% of the variance, Parallel Analysis (O'Connor, 2000) recommended a two-
factor solution for the items of the PCSS. Two-factor extraction was performed by
considering this recommendation and the previous theoretical support. Since the
correlation between the two factors was high (r = .76), Promax rotation method was
used. According to the subsequent analysis, seven items were removed due to lower
communality (h < .20), or cross-loading. The explained variance of the first factor

was 60.98%, and the second factor was 7.15%.
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The preliminary analysis presented sufficient factorability for the CSS (KMO
= .94, Bartlett’s test of sphericity y*(561) = 5731.32, p < .001). Although eigenvalues
were checked and Parallel Analysis was conducted for CSS, (eigenvalues suggested
6-factor and Parallel Analyses suggested 3-factor structure), to maximize
interpretability and to be consistent with the factor structure of PCSS, the items were
extracted to 2 factors and the same seven items were removed from the analyses. The
explained variance of the first factor was 39.07%, and the second factor was 10.80%.
Different from the PCSS, one item loaded to the opposite factor and loading of one
item was under the cutoff .20. However, based upon the factor structure of PCSS,
these items were kept in the analyses.

As a result, seven items were eliminated, and 14 items for proactive factor
and 13 items for reactive items were retained. Factor loadings and communalities of
the final factor structures were presented in Table 2.3.1 and 2.3.2. For both PCSS and
CSS, the marker item of the first factor was “When I ask for help in a distressing
moment, s/he tries to support me.” corresponding to the reactive sensitivity, and the
marker item of the second factor was “S/he can guess what I am thinking based on
my mood.” representing the proactive sensitivity. The internal consistency scores
were .96 for the Proactive_PCSS, .96 for the Reactive_PCSS, .91 for Proactive_CSS,
and .88 for Reactive CSS. However, the correlation between the proactive and
reactive sensitivity dimensions of the PCSS was .80, and the correlation between the
subscales of CSS was .62, which was higher than expected showing a high degree of
overlap between the two types of sensitivity.

The association between the PCSS, the CSS, and other variables were
calculated to test the validity of the scales. As seen in the Table 2.3.3, although the
correlations between proactive-reactive dimensions with self-disclosure, deactivation
system, prevention, and attachment dimensions were in the expected direction and
strength, the association of PPR with proactive sensitivity of PCSS was .83 and with
reactive sensitivity of PCSS was .76. This unexpectedly high association did not
change much even if some items with lower loadings or similar loadings with others

were removed from the scale.
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Table 2.3.1. Item Loadings, Communalities, and Explained Variances for

Perceived Caregiving Sensitivity Scale (PCCS)

F1 F2 h?
20. When I ask for support in my troubled moment, s/he tries to  .905 736
support me.
4. S/He helps me when I tell her/him I'm having trouble. .888 735
2. When I verbalize my need, s/he acts to support me. .866 743
18. S/He is with me when I tell her/him I need help. .856 786
26. When I tell her/him, s/he helps me find a solution to my .854 .827
problem.
32. When I tell a problem, s/he offers me a solution. .853 .695
6. When I tell him/her what I want, s/he helps me actualize it. .846 736
34. When I share my trouble, s/he interests with it. 814 152
24. When I express myself, s/he understands me better. 759 .641
16. When I tell him about a good event, s/he shares my joy. 703 .619
8. S/He expects me to tell her/him what happened. .651 526
10. When I am sorry, s/he expects me to say if there's anything s/he  .619 438
can do.
22. When 1 tell her/him that s/he hurt me, s/he takes action to  .593 .543
compensate.
25. S/He guesses what I am thinking. 975 .826
23. Even though I don't express my feelings directly, s/he .963 793
understands how I feel.
13. S/He tries to sense my implicit feelings. 846  .608
31. S/He regularly checks for changes in my mood. .807  .663
19. S/He senses my changing mood without telling me. 799 .694
11. S/He knows how I feel. 767 724
5. S/He knows s/he did something to hurt me without telling me. 762 .596
21. S/He sympathizes what I want. 760 734
9. When I start a sentence, s/he knows the end beforehand. 741 561
15. Even if s/he is sure there is no problem, s/he checks if | am .693 620
okay.
7. S/He tells my distress from my eyes. 205 679 709
33. S/He understands whether my day was good or bad. 247 .658 734

29. S/He cares to understand my state and behavior that evoke help  .223 .641 .672
and support.

3. When s/he sees that [ am depressed, s/he tries to guess whatison  .282 596 .684
my mind.

The proportion of Explained Variance 60.98% 7.15%
Reliability (Total Cronbach’s Alpha) .96 .96

Note. Factor loadings < .20 are suppressed. F1: Reactive Sensitivity; F2: Proactive Sensitivity; h*:
Communalities.
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Table 2.3.2. Item Loadings, Communalities, and Explained Variances for

Caregiving Sensitivity Scale (CCS)

F1 F2 h?
20. When s/he asks for support in her/his troubled moment, I try to support ~ .929 722
her/him.
18. I am with her/him when s/he tells me s/he needs help. 918 732
34. When s/he shares her/his trouble, I interest with it. .863 .699
16. When s/he tells me about a good event, I share her/his joy. 187 .533
26. When s/he tells me, I help her/him find a solution to her/his problem. 780 .675
6. When s/he tells me what s/he wants, I help her/him actualize it. 742 573
32. When s/he tells a problem, I offer him/her a solution. .692 570
2. When s/he verbalizes my need, I act to support him/her. .665 418
4. I help her/him when s/he tells me s/he is having trouble. .594 .509
24. When s/he expresses her/himself, I understand her/him better. .589 364
22. When s/he tells me that I hurt her/him, I take action to compensate. .576 418
29. 1 care to understand her/his state and behavior that evoke help and  .512 314 531
support.
10. When s/he is sorry, I expect her/him to say if there's anything I can do. 240 .092
8. I expect him/her to tell me what happened. .086
25. 1 guess what s/he is thinking. 872 706
23. Even though s/he doesn’t express her/his feelings directly, I understand .823 .679
how s/he feels.
21. I sympathize what s/he wants. .822 .659
9. When s/he starts a sentence, I know the end beforehand. -.325 816 491
19. I sense her/his changing mood without telling. 749 514
11. I know how s/he feels. 736 .506
7. | tell my distress from her/his eyes. .691 .616
33. I understand whether her/his day was good or bad. 246 .601 .579
13. I try to sense her/his implicit feelings. 514 272
5. T know I did something to hurt her/him without telling. 504 302
31. I regularly check for changes in her/his mood. 271 492 457
3. When I see that s/he is depressed, I try to guess what is on her/his mind. 262 447 .393
15. Even if | am sure there is no problem, I check if s/he is okay. 265 424 370
The proportion of Explained Variance 39.07% 10.80%
Reliability (Total Cronbach’s Alpha) .88 91

Note. Factor loadings < .20 are suppressed. F1: Reactive Sensitivity; F2: Proactive Sensitivity; h’:

Communalities.
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X4

Table 2.3.3. Correlations and Descriptive Statistics

Variables A Pro A Rea

P_Pro P_Rea PPR Self Dis Att Anx Att Avo Prevention Promotion CS Hyper CS Deact
A _Pro
A _Rea .623**
P_Pro .393**  346**
P_Rea 334*%*  A74F* 797 *
PPR .328**  436*%*  758**  .832**
SelfDis 327**  316%*  .333**  .328**  473**
Att_Anx -095  -.250** -467** -539** -580**  -260**
Att_Avo -116*  -330** -387** -478** -468**  -235** .622%*
Prevention 104 -012  -157**  207** -212*%* -.084 576** .389**
Promotion 370%* 337  164** .220 .206** 224 .129* -.018 .345%*
CS_ Hyper 213**  199** .089 .076 .013 .022 257%* .100 .399** .329**
CS_ Deact -313**  -523**  -305*%* -409** -347** - 321** .326** A75%* A77** -.182** -.033
Range of
Possible 1-6 1-6 1-6 1-6 1-7 1-5 1-7 1-7 1-7 1-7 1-7 1-7
Scores
Range for
Current 2.85-6 2.42-6 1-6 1.25-6 1.17-7 1.60-5 1-7 1-5.80 1-7 1-8 1.20-6.40 1-5.40
Data
M 5.00 5.45 4.12 4.94 5.10 4.06 2.68 3.02 3.31 4.95 3.30 1.77
SD .68 .56 1.24 1.07 1.40 .73 1.41 91 1.24 1.12 .99 .76
Cronbach’s g 88 96 96 96 87 80 78 75 77 73 75
alpha

*p <.05, **p < .01

Variables: A_Pro: Actual Proactive sensitivity, A Rea: Actual Reactive Sensitivity, P_Pro: Perceived Proactive Sensitivity, P_Rea: Perceived Reactive
Sensitivity, PPR: Perceived Partner Responsiveness, Self _Dis: Self-Disclosure, Att_ Anx: Attachment Anxiety, Att_Avo: Attachment Avoidance, CS_Hyper:
Caregiving Sensitivity System_Hyperactivation, CS_Deact: Caregiving Sensitivity System_Deactivation, respectively.



2.4. Overview of the Results

The first study aimed to develop a reliable and valid measure of proactive and
reactive sensitivity dimensions in adult romantic relationships. Items were put into
final form after taking advice from the experts in the field. The main study was
conducted with cohabiting and married individuals. There were several limitations of
the study. The majority of the participants were women, preventing gender
comparison and limiting the generalizability of the findings. Although the factor
analyses supported the two-factor structure for the CSS and PCSS, the variance was
explained predominantly by the first factor. The correlations between the two
dimensions were higher than expected. Internal consistencies of the subscales were
high. These findings suggested that the respondents might have answered the
questions by the notion that all of the proactive and reactive behaviors were possible
and acceptable to be shown by the partner instead of attributing each behavior to the
real-life experiences. In addition, since the Likert-type scale was used, they have not
been forced to select proactive or reactive behaviors. They might have thought that
when they need help, their spouses/partners give support by both anticipating and
responding instead of considering the distinction between these two constructs. This
argument also applies to higher levels of mean levels in both subscales. However, it
was expected that a person showing any reactive response to the partner would not
show proactive behavior in a similar situation. Therefore, social desirability bias
might have produced a ceiling effect. Respondents also had a high level of education
that might have led to a desirability problem. The measurement method should be
revised by considering these arguments, and the generalizability of the findings
should be increased by reaching participants from different education levels.

In addition, the correlations between the PCSS subscales and PPR were
higher than expected, indicating that these instruments measure similar constructs.
However, proactive and reactive sensitivity were expected to be conceptually
distinguished from PPR. In fact, the types of sensitivity and PPR are different in
content. In the sensitivity process, partner reactions were formed depending on
whether the person tends to articulate his or her needs in specific situations while, in
PPR, there is an induction for the general understanding, validating, and caring of

one's partner. Therefore, the distinction between these constructs should be clarified.
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Besides, the factorial structures of the PCSS and CSS did not exactly match
with each other, which reduced the scale consistency. Indeed, both actual and
perceived behaviors are necessary to make any assessment about the partner or
relationship. However, the actor’s interpretation of responses presents better
estimations about personal and relational outcomes than the partner’s actual
behaviors. The influence of the partner’s actual responses on the actor’s personal and
relationship outcomes depends on the actor’s interpretation of responses (Reis,
2007). Therefore, to clarify the potential overlaps and misinterpretation, it was
decided to focus on the partner’s behaviors only and develop a measure to capture
such behaviors.

Overall, this preliminary study expected to test the first hypothesis about
whether proactive and reactive sensitivity are relevant to the romantic relationship
dynamics. However, the hypotheses could not have been tested fully because of the
problems of high collinearity between the subdimensions and validity of the
measurement tools. Considering the possible reasons for the limitations of the first
study, it was determined to revise the measurement method for proactive-reactive
sensitivity for the following studies by developing scenarios as used in early
childhood studies. In the previous studies, following the scenarios, respondents (i.e.,
mothers or teachers) were forced to select one of the two options representing either
proactive or reactive sensitivity behaviors. Thus, for the second study, it was aimed
to develop a forced-choice measure to ask individuals to classify their spouse’s
behaviors as proactive or reactive and eliminate the potential ceiling effect. To
clarify the distinction between the two types of sensitivity as well as from PPR, the
content of the measure was also needed to be scrutinized. Considering that compared
to actual partner behaviors, how they are perceived can reflect more accurate
information about the relationship, only perceived proactive and reactive sensitivity

was aimed to be focused.
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CHAPTER 3

STUDY 2

3.1. Purpose of the Study

As elaborated above, the function of proactive and reactive sensitivity in adult
romantic relationships, as well as their antecedents and consequences have not been
examined to date. To fill this gap, first, it is planned to conduct a dyadic study in
which both couples in steady relationships participate and respond to the measures.
Since the psychometric quality and uniqueness of proactive and reactive sensitivity
could not be supported in the first study, the primary aim of the current study is to
develop a new scenario-based perceived (partner) proactive-reactive sensitivity
measure and test its reliability and construct validity. To test the convergent and
divergent validity of the scale, the same variables in the first study were used (i.e.,
self-disclosure, PPR, caregiving system, and gender), except regulatory focus
mechanisms. In addition, within-culture variations in these two types of sensitivity
are examined. Considering the previous cultural speculations on sensitivity, it was
expected that interdependent self-construal would be congruent with proactive
sensitivity, and independent self-construal would be congruent with reactive
sensitivity. In parallel with interdependent self-construal, defining the self as part of
the partner’s self or seeing the partner a kind of extension of the self can also be seen
as a critical indicator of relatedness in collectivist cultures. As previous research has
suggested, social engagement and physical closeness are necessary for emotion
regulation process in interdependent cultural contexts, while social and physical
distance are tried to be retained in independent cultural contexts (Trommsdorff &
Rothbaum, 2008). Therefore, the “inclusion of other into the self” concept, which is
defined as one’s sense of being rapport with others, could represent the level of
closeness in relationships (Aron, Aron, & Smollan, 1992). The overlap of selves

might represent the prioritization of relatedness in interdependent cultural contexts.
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Proactive sensitivity is expected to be relevant with this cultural context, and
thus could be associated more with the inclusion of partner into the self.
Accordingly, we argued that the more individuals define their partners into their
selves, the more they are expected to be proactive sensitivity in Turkey. Then, the
specific hypotheses will be tested.

It is expected that proactive and reactive sensitivity are relevant to the
dynamics of adult romantic relationships (Hypothesis 1). Based on cultural
expectations, it is hypothesized that proactive sensitivity would be more compatible
with the collectivist Turkish sample as compared to reactive sensitivity (Hypothesis
2).

As presented above in the introduction, another purpose of the study is to
investigate the hypothesized gender differences. Specifically, it is hypothesized that
women will be more proactively sensitive as compared to men, whereas men will be
more reactively sensitive as compared to women (Hypothesis 3). It is also expected
that attachment orientations would be negatively associated with caregiving
sensitivity (Hypothesis 4). In terms of gender roles, it is hypothesized that the power
of wives’ attachment avoidance will be stronger in predicting their own and
husbands’ perceived caregiving sensitivity than their attachment anxiety, whereas the
power of husbands’ attachment anxiety will be stronger in predicting their own and
wives’ perceived caregiving sensitivity than their attachment avoidance in Turkey
(Hypothesis 4a).

3.2. Method
3.2.1. Participants

APIM Power Analysis was used to determine the sample size for dyadic
analyses (Ackerman, Ledermann, & Kenny, 2016). Given that the previous studies
on caregiving sensitivity have mainly focused on interview-based data from
relatively smaller samples (e.g., Rothbaum, Nagoaka, & Ponte, 2006), the effect size
could not be estimated based on the literature. Assuming a power level of .80 for
actor effects (Cohen, 1988) and .60 for partner effects, a small to medium actor effect
(B = .25), a small partner effect (B = .15), and moderate correlations of actor and
partner effects (r = .30) with a significance level of .05, the minimum sample size

was calculated as 59 dyads for actor effect, and as 100 dyads for partner effect.
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The data was collected from 316 married individuals, 16 of which were
excluded from the data due to high missing responses. Spouses of 76 participants did
not participate in the study. Those who participated in the study as a couple were 224
(i.e., 112 couples). Descriptive and normative analyses were run by using the whole
sample (N = 300), and dyadic analyses were conducted with 112 dyads.

Participants (Nfemale = 163) were living in 23 cities in Turkey (32.5% from
Eskisehir, 31.9% from Ankara, and 11% from Istanbul). The age range was between
23 and 67 (Myemale = 35.43, SD = 8.23; Mpae = 39.85 SD = 9.97). The duration of
marriage changed from 3 months to 36 years (M = 117.16 months, SD = 112.16).
The demographic characteristics of the sample were presented in Table 3.2.1.

Convenience sampling using a snowball method was employed to reach the
participants. Two hundred and fifty participants reached the questionnaire battery by
the online survey platform (www.qualtrics.com), and the rest of the sample filled the
paper-pencil version of the questionnaire. The printed batteries were presented to
couples in separate envelopes. In the informed consent, it was reminded to the
participants to fill the battery separately (see Appendix C). At the end of the survey,
participants were asked to write the last three digits of their own and spouses’ phone
numbers to match the couples during the analyses.

3.2.3. Instruments

In parallel with the first study, to test the validity and unique effect of
proactive and reactive sensitivity, the Self-Disclosure Index, PPR Scale, Caregiving
System Scale, and ECR-R short version were employed. Two additional instruments
(i.e., Self-Construal Scale and Inclusion of Other into the Self Scale) were used to
examine within-culture variations in caregiving sensitivity tendencies. To show the
roles of proactive and reactive sensitivity in relationship functioning, Relationship
Happiness Scale was used.

3.2.2. Procedure

3.2.3.1. Proactive-Reactive Sensitivity (PRS) Scale

A new measure was developed to be able to ask participants to classify partner
sensitivity behaviors as proactive or reactive (see Appendix C). Short scenarios that

represent daily and personal situations or events were created. While forming the
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Table 3.2.1. Demographic Characteristics of the Sample (N = 300)

M SD Range

Age Female 35.43 8.23 23-59
Male 39.85 9.97 27-67

Duration of marriage 117.16 112.16 3-435

Frequency Percentage

Sex Female 163 54.3
Male 137 45.7
Income Low 3 1
Low-Medium 12 4
Medium 127 42.3
Medium-High 138 46
High 18 6
Education Female  Primary school 3 1.8
Secondary school 2 1.2
High school 17 104
University 78 47.9
Master/PhD 58 35.6
Male Primary school 1 0.7
Secondary school 3 2.2
High school 14 10.2
University 89 65
Master/PhD 29 21.2

scenarios, it was considered that people probably need sensitivity from the partner
after a personal situation or event was occurred (e.g., “When I had a bad day, my
spouse ...”). Proactive and reactive sensitivity options were created to each scenario
(e.g., “When | had a bad day, my spouse reads me like an open book and knows my
feelings” or “When | had a bad day, my spouse knows my feelings only after | talk
about my day”). The items that were used in the first study and were appropriate for
matching as proactive and reactive sensitivity options for the same context were
combined. Additional proactive and reactive sensitivity options were also formed

based on the scenarios. Thirty scenarios with items were evaluated by six experts in
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social, developmental, or clinical psychology. Following the suggestions, two
scenarios that seemed to be irrelevant for sensitivity were removed. The final version
of the scale consisted of 28 scenarios. The sequence of proactive and reactive
sensitivity options was inverted for each scenario.
3.2.3.2. Self-Construal Scale

The 30-item scale that measures independent and interdependent self
constructs was developed by Singelis (1994) and adapted into Turkish by Wasti and
Erdil (1997). Each subscale includes 15 items. The independent self-construal
evaluates the level of uniqueness (e.g., “Being able to take care of myself is a
primary concern for me”) while the interdependent self-construal assesses the
connectedness (e.g., “It is important for me to maintain harmony within my group”)
in thoughts, behaviors, and emotions in social relationships. Higher scores on the
subscales indicated greater internalization of independence or interdependency in
social relationships, on a scale ranging from 1 (totally disagree) to 7 (totally agree).
Internal consistency of independent self-construal subscale was .74, and
interdependent self-construal was .73.
3.2.3.3. Inclusion of Other into the Self (10S) Scale

A one-item pictorial scale developed by Aron, Aron, and Smollan (1992) was
used to measure the overlap of belonging between the self and the partner. This scale
has been used to specify the levels of independent and interdependent self in
relationships. The clusters were adapted as the “self” and “my spouse”. There are
seven pictures, on which the clusters were getting to overlap progressively. As the
midpoints of clusters get closer to each other, the self is defined as more nested with
the spouse.
3.2.3.4. Relationship Happiness Scale

The 6-item scale was used to assess satisfaction, commitment, and happiness
in one’s relationship (Fletcher, Fitness, & Blampied, 1990). Higher scores show
greater pleasure from the relationship (e.g., “My marriage with my spouse makes me
happy”). The items were rated on a 7-point scale (1 = totally disagree, 7 = totally
agree). Cronbach’s alpha of the scale was .95.

In addition to the scales described above, the scales that were employed in the

first study were used in the second study as well (i.e., Self-Disclosure Index, a = .89;

34



Perceived Partner Responsiveness Scale, a = .95; Caregiving System Scale,
deactivation subscale a = .82, hyperactivation subscale o = .75; and ECR-R short
version, attachment anxiety o = .76, attachment avoidance a = .70). Likert-point of
the Self-Disclosure Index was changed from 5- to 7-point to be compatible with
other scales’ rating points.

3.2.3.5. Demographic Information

Gender, age, education level, family income level, relationship status, and

duration of the relationship were asked in the demographic information form.

3.3. Results

3.3.1. Testing Hypothesis 1: Are proactive and reactive sensitivity relevant to
romantic relationships?

To test Hypothesis 1, indicating that the existence of proactive and reactive
sensitivity will be confirmed in adult relationships. First, the factorial structure of the
scenario-based PRS Scale was tested. Second, bivariate correlation analyses were
carried out to test the associations of PRS with other relational constructs.
3.3.1.1. Exploratory Factor Analyses

Before the normative and dyadic analyses, factor analyses were conducted to
test the factorial structure of the scenarios in the PRS scale. POLYMAT-C program
(Lorenzo-Seva & Ferrando, 2015), which was designed to calculate the polychoric
correlation matrix for categorical measures and integrate it into SPSS, was
performed. Instead of Principal Component Analysis, Unweighted Least Squares
analysis, which was suggested to use while analyzing polychoric correlations
(Lorenzo-Seva & Ferrando, 2015), was selected as the dimension-reduction method.
Preliminary factor analysis was computed without using any extraction and rotation
method. The factorability of the items was poor (KMO = .39, Bartlett’s test of
sphericity ;(2(378) = 6258.87, p < .001). The initial eigenvalues suggested the two-
factor solution. The Promax rotation method was used by considering the correlation
between the two factors (r = .68). Subsequent factor analysis with two-factor
extraction showed that the two factors explained 37.18% of the variance, of which
32.31% was explained by the first factor as a single dominant factor (see Table
3.3.1.1.1). Therefore, the unitary factor solution was determined as the best factor

analytic model for the data. As a result of the factor analysis conducted with one-
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factor extraction (see Table 3.3.1.1.2), six items that had lower communalities (<
.20), and two items that had similar meanings with others and relatively lower
contribution to the explained variance were removed from the scale. The factorability
of the remaining 20 items improved with acceptable values (KMO = .73, Bartlett’s
test of sphericity °(190) = 3504.61, p < .001). The explained variance of the factor
was 36.98%. Cronbach’s alpha value of the 20-item scale was .85. Proactive and
reactive sensitivity scores were calculated separately by counting participants’
answers to each item. Since these scores were exact dependent variables (r = -1.0, p
< .01), only proactive sensitivity scores were used in the subsequent analyses.
Therefore, higher scores in the caregiving sensitivity variable (i.e., Pro) indicated
higher levels of proactive sensitivity, and lower scores correspond to reactive
sensitivity. To note that the following analyses were also rerun by using reactive
sensitivity (i.e., Rea) scores instead of proactive sensitivity scores, and the same
values were obtained in the opposite direction, because of complete interdependence
in forced-choice item format. Thus, those who have higher than 11 (over 20) could
be classified as proactively sensitive, and those who have scored lower than 9 could
be classified as reactively sensitive.
3.3.1.2. Bivariate Correlations

Bivariate correlations were calculated to examine the associations between
the major study variables and to examine the validity of the PRS Scale. Correlation
coefficients of the variables were presented in Table 3.3.1.2. Proactive sensitivity
significantly correlated with PPR (r = .593, p < .01), self-disclosure (r = .181, p <
.01), 10S (r = .357, p < .01), relationship happiness (r = .466, p < .01), attachment
anxiety (r = -.330, p < .01), and attachment avoidance (r = -.417, p < .01) in the
expected directions. It was also comparatively related to deactivation of the
sensitivity system (r = -.133, p < .05), but not hyperactivation of the system. The
relationships of autonomous and related self-construal subscales with proactive
sensitivity were nonsignificant. As a footnote, the correlations between proactive
sensitivity and other study variables did not change when the level of education and
relationship duration were controlled for. The validity of PRS was supported by the
moderate-to-high correlation with PPR and an adequate level of correlation with self-

disclosure. However, due to low and nonsignificant correlations between PRS and
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Table 3.3.1.1.1. Item Loadings, Communalities, and Explained Variances for

PRS Scale with 28 Scenarios

Scenarios F1 F2 h?
5. When | have a personal expectation that | want it to come true, my .859 -205 542
spouse:
19. When | want to solve a problem on my own, my spouse: .853 -446 411
27. When | have a request, my spouse: 726 .505
28. When | feel discomfort about any situation, my spouse: .647 .526
9. When | want to be alone with my spouse, he/she: .608 .349
8. If I am really bored at home, my spouse: .558 .308
3. When | feel demoralized, my spouse: 538 312 613
17. In a situation where | have trouble making decisions on my own, my 491 317
spouse:
23. When there is unrest between us, my spouse: 487 .245
25. When | am in a bad mood, my spouse: 475 341 561
6. When he/she says something hurtful to me, my spouse: 471 290
21. About celebrating a special day, my spouse: 451 156
26. When | want his/her attention, my spouse: 443 311 481
22. When s/he will get me a present, my spouse: 428 .184
15. When I don’t enjoy an activity that my spouse has initiated so that we 417 237
can spend time together (listening to music, watching a movie, etc.) my
spouse:
2. When | am experiencing mixed feelings, my spouse: 397 264 369
12. When | am exhausted, my spouse: 368 232 .306
18. When | feel anxious while trying to meet a deadline with my work, my ~ .352 247 303
spouse:
20. After our disagreements, my spouse: 297 .091
16. When | was thoughtful about a topic, my spouse: -.303 764 363
10. When | have a situation that I don't know how to tell, my spouse: -.258 742 358
13. When my voice is louder than usual, my spouse: .687 402
11. When | receive good news, my spouse: 577 311
1. When | have had a bad day, my spouse: 262 529 537
7. My spouse understands my mood changes: 311 498 555
4. When | feel blue due to a problem that | had during the day, my spouse: 476 391
24. When | want to feel loved, my spouse: 225 431 369
14. When | am excited or worried in an environment, my spouse: 305 323 331
The proportion of Explained Variance 32.31% 4.87%

Note. Factor loadings < .20 are suppressed.
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Table 3.3.1.1.2. Item Loadings, Communalities, and Explained Variances for
PRS Scale with 20 Scenarios

Scenarios F1 h?
25. When | am in a bad mood, my spouse: J77 604
3. When I feel demoralized, my spouse: 764 583
28. When | feel discomfort about any situation, my spouse: J15 511
7. My spouse understands my mood changes: 712 507
1. When I have had a bad day, my spouse: 702 493
26. When | want his/her attention, my spouse: 695 483
27. When | have a request, my spouse: 635 404
24. When | want to feel loved, my spouse: 594 353
2. When | am experiencing mixed feelings, my spouse: 586 344
14. When | am excited or worried in an environment, my spouse: 583 .340

18. When | feel anxious while trying to meet a deadline with my work, my 570 325
spouse:

12. When | am exhausted, my spouse: 568 322
9. When I want to be alone with my spouse, he/she: 558 311
17. In a situation where | have trouble making decisions on my own, my 553 306
spouse:

6. When he/she says something hurtful to me, my spouse: 535 286
8. If I am really bored at home, my spouse: 533 284
13. When my voice is louder than usual, my spouse: 518 268
11. When | receive good news, my spouse: 491 241
15. When I don’t enjoy an activity that my spouse has initiated so that we 472 222

can spend time together (listening to music, watching a movie, etc.) my
spouse:

23. When there is unrest between us, my spouse: 457 208
The proportion of Explained Variance 36.98%
Reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha) .85

Note. Factor loadings < .20 are suppressed.
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3.3.1.2. Correlations and Descriptive Statistics (N=300)

Pro PPR  Self Dis Att_ Anx Att Avo RH CS_Hyper CS Deact 10S  SC_Interdep SC_Indep Education Rel_Dur
Pro
PPR 593**
Self_Dis A81**  446**
Att_Anx -330%*  -468**  -047
Att_Avo -417** - 645**  -380**  588**
RH A466**  723*%*  291**  -387**  -583**
CS_Hyper -.041 -.104 .019 412+ 237 -.052
CS_Deact -133*  357**F  -243*%*  419*%* 499** - 203** 223**
10S 357**%  461** 164*%* -.120* =277 530** 107 -.144*
SC_Interdep .059 .084 .035 .128* .096 118* .203** .093 163**
SC_Indep .059 122* .080 .025 -.045 .019 057+ .034 -.005 .154**
Education -.004 -.001 .088 -044 - 175** -.030 -.098 -.144* -.066 -.193** -.066
Rel_Dur -.026 -.064 -.263** -.061 120* -.015 .066 227** -.014 104 .084 -.218**
Range of
Possible 0-20 1-7 1-7 1-7 1-7 1-7 1-7 1-7 1-7 1-7 1-7 1-5 -
Scores
Range for
Current 0-20 1-7 1-7 1-7 1-7 1-7 1-6.40 1-6.40 1-7 2.13-7 2.80-6.80 1-5 3-468
Data
M 10.36 5.49 5.34 2.59 241 5.87 341 1.90 5.04 4.64 4.90 4.12 127.66
SD 4.88 1.16 1.21 1.37 1.19 1.22 1.07 .94 1.85 a7 .80 .76 117.03
Cronbach’s g5 95 89 76 70 95 75 82 - 73 74 - -
alpha

*p < .05, **p < .01

Variables: Pro: Proactive Sensitivity; PPR: Perceived Partner Responsiveness, Self Dis: Self-Disclosure, Att_Anx: Attachment Anxiety, Att_Avo: Attachment
Avoidance, RH: Relationship Happiness, CS_Hyper: Caregiving Sensitivity Hyperactivation, CS_Deact: Caregiving Sensitivity Deactivation, 10S: Inclusion of
Other into the Self, SC_Interdep: Interdependent Self-Construal, SC_Indep: Independent Self-Construal, Education, Rel_Dur: Relationship Duration, respectively.



the subdimensions of the caregiving system scale, the validity of the scale was
partially supported.

Overall, these findings supported Hypothesis 1 that proactive and reactive
sensitivity can be assessed in romantic relationships. It was noted to need additional
evidence to show the validity of the PRS Scale.

3.3.2. Testing Hypothesis 2: Is proactive sensitivity the predominant pattern in
Turkey?

To test Hypothesis 2, indicating that proactive sensitivity will be more compatible
with the collectivist Turkish sample as compared to reactive sensitivity, t-test
analysis was conducted, and participants in proactive and reactive groups were
compared in terms of study variables. Participants were categorized depending on
their caregiving sensitivity scores in three groups, those who got higher scores in
proactive sensitivity (n = 154), who got higher scores in reactive sensitivity (n =
122), and who got equal scores for each type of sensitivity (n = 24). Since the
number of participants in the third group was very low, the three groups were not
statistically compared in terms of study variables. Instead, proactive and reactive
groups were compared. Independent samples t-test results showed that the proactive
group reported significantly higher levels of PPR, self-disclosure, 10S, and
relationship happiness and lower levels of deactivation of sensitivity system,
attachment anxiety, and attachment avoidance than reactive group (see Table 3.3.2).
However, it should be noted that when the proactive and reactive scores were
compared in paired samples t-test, the means of proactive and reactive sensitivity
scores did not significantly differ from each other.

Considering that greater interdependence between spouses and lower levels of
attachment avoidance are common in the Turkish culture, supporting Hypothesis 2,
the results showed that as compared to individuals who perceived their spouses as
reactively sensitive, those who perceived their spouses proactively sensitive reported
greater inclusion of their spouses into themselves and lower levels of attachment

avoidance.
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Table 3.3.2. Comparison of Proactive and Reactive Groups on the Study

Variables

Proactive Reactive

(n = 154) (n=122)

M SD M SD t p 95% CI d

PPR 6.04 79 4,74 1.21 10.28 .000 [1.05,154] 1.27
Self Dis 5.51 1.12 5.10 1.29 2.89 .004 [.13,.70] .34
Att_Anx 2.22 1.16 3.18 1.44 -5.95  .000 [-1.27,-.63] 73
Att_Avo 2.02 1.00 2.91 1.27 -6.39 .000 [-1.17,-.61] .78
RH 6.33 .82 5.25 1.40 7.59 .000 [.80, 1.36] .94
CS_Hyper 3.39 1.08 3.52 1.08 -1.02 .304 [.39, .12]
CS_Deact 1.78 .93 2.04 .96 -2.26  .024 [-.48,-.03] .28
10S 5.58 1.64 4,39 1.94 5.45 .000 [.76,1.63] .66
SC Interdep  4.66 .79 4,62 .78 41 680 [-.14, .22]
SC_Indep 4.93 .76 4.86 .83 .68 497 [-.12,.25]

Variables: PPR: Perceived Partner Responsiveness, Self_Dis: Self-Disclosure, Att_Anx: Attachment
Anxiety, Att Avo: Attachment Avoidance, RH: Relationship Happiness, CS_Hyper: Caregiving
Sensitivity Hyperactivation, CS_Deact: Caregiving Sensitivity Deactivation, 10S: Inclusion of Other
into the Self, SC_Interdep: Interdependent Self-Construal, SC_Indep: Independent Self-Construal,
respectively.

3.3.3. Testing Hypothesis 3: Are women more proactively sensitive and men
more reactively sensitive?

To test Hypothesis 3, stating that women are perceived as more proactively
sensitive while men are perceived as more reactively sensitive as compared to the
opposite gender, correlation and t-test analyses were conducted with married
couples.

Correlation analysis run with couples (see Table 3.3.3.1) showed that the
relationship between wives’ and husbands’ proactive sensitivity was .28 (p < .01).
Among dyadic variables, wives’ proactive sensitivity significantly correlated with
their own PPR, self-disclosure, 10S, relationship happiness, attachment anxiety, and
attachment avoidance as well as husbands’ PPR, self-disclosure, 10S, and
relationship happiness. Husbands’ proactive sensitivity was significantly related to
their own IOS, relationship happiness, attachment anxiety, and attachment avoidance
as well as wives’ PPR, IOS, relationship happiness, attachment anxiety, and
attachment avoidance.

T-test analyses were conducted to test gender differences in study variables.
Wives and husbands differed from each other in two variables (see Table 3.3.3.2).

First, husbands evaluated their wives as more proactive in caregiving sensitivity than
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Table 3.3.3.1. Bivariate Correlations of the Study Variables among Dyads (Ngyaq=112)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 g 9 10 11 12 13
1.Pro W

2. FPE_W AlEEE

3. Belf Dis W 345 531==

4. Aft_Anx W S189%  _406** 001

JAM Ave W _37gex  _576%*  _460%* 448+

6.FH W 334%=  562%F  302FF _207F  _ 447

T.I05_W 301%% 444 177 033 J202% 446+

§.Pro_ H 282 355% 088 S224%  J2BSEE 4104 241%

S.PFR H 260%  305%* 133 S164  _290%=  S16%F  265%*  353%*

10.Belf Dis H 5%« 377%= .19g* 018 145 148 153 -012 284+

11 Att_Anx H 059 132 -104 234% 127 -186* S018 -314% _420% 042

12. At Avo H -099 174 088 191+ 214% -216* S03B 0 _34®E _377E= 254 gi4Es

13 RH H 2765 3p1** 100 -230%%  _322% 633%F 320%F 4R2FF 741%* 173 327 _4sgEs
14.105_H 236% 140 122 093 J200% 326%F 303FF 306%F  443%F 031 120 _191 549%*

*p< 03, **p< 01

Variables: W = Wives, H = Husbands, Pro: Proactive Sensitivity, PPR:

Perceived Partner Responsiveness, Self Dis: Self-Disclosure, Att_Anx:
Attachment Anxiety, Att_Avo: Attachment Avoidance, RH: Relationship Happiness, 10S: Inclusion of Other into the Self, respectively.



Table 3.3.3.2. Gender Differences on the Study Variables (Ngyaq = 112)

Wives Husbands

M SD M SD t p 95% CI d
Pro 9.11 494 1156 449 -3.89 .000 [-3.69,-1.21] .52
PPR 5.47 1.12 5.58 1.06 -80 424 [-.40, .17]
Self Dis 5.46 1.22 5.18 113 176 .080 [-.03, .58]
Att_Anx 2.62 1.43 2.52 1.26 .55 .580 [-.25, .45]
Att_Avo 2.35 1.19 2.39 1.08 -26  .796 [-.33, .25]
RH 5.92 1.06 5.98 1.09 -42 679 [-.34, .22]

CS_Hyper 344 105 333 101 81 419  [-15, .38]
CS Deact 175 .79 199 .97 -2.07 .040 [-.47,-01] .27
10S 500 179 538 155 -168 .095 [-81,.06]
SC Indep 482 81 49 .78 -78 931  [-21,.19]
SC Interdep 470 .78 471 76  -09 434  [-29,.12]

Variables: Pro: Proactive Sensitivity, PPR: Perceived Partner Responsiveness, Self Dis: Self-
Disclosure, Att_Anx: Attachment Anxiety, Att Avo: Attachment Avoidance, RH: Relationship
Happiness, CS_Hyper: Caregiving Sensitivity Hyperactivation, CS_Deact: Caregiving Sensitivity
Deactivation, 10S: Inclusion of Other into the Self, SC_Interdep: Interdependent Self-Construal,
SC_Indep: Independent Self-Construal, respectively.

wives did. Second, as compared to wives, husbands reported using higher levels of
deactivation system in caregiving sensitivity. In this study, lower levels of proactive
sensitivity corresponded to higher levels of reactive sensitivity vice versa. Therefore,
lower levels of perceived proactive sensitivity in wives indicated that wives tended to
perceive their husbands reactively sensitive.

As a supplementary analysis, a series of 2 (Gender) X 2 (Sensitivity type)
between-subjects ANOVA was conducted to test the interaction effects on the study
variables. There was no significant interaction effect. Additionally, those who
participated in the study as couples and those whose spouses did not participate in
the study were compared on the major study variables. There were two significant
differences between the groups. The former group (M = 5.19, SD = 1.68) embedded
their spouses into their selves (i.e., I0OS) more than the latter group (M = 4.61, SD =
2.24),1(105.12) = 2.08, p = .040, 95% CI [.02, 1.13], d = .29. The former group (M =
4.70, SD = .77) also reported higher levels of interdependent self-construal than the
latter group (M = 4.47, SD = .77), t(298) = 2.27, p = .024, 95% CI [.03, .43], d = .30.
These results suggested that if individuals’ sense of being interconnected with their
spouses are high, they seem to be more motivated to participate in a study on close

relationships and open to share their relationship experiences as a couple.
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Analyses revealed that there was a significant gender difference in perceived
proactive sensitivity scores. Supporting Hypothesis 3, husbands reported their wives
as more proactively sensitive, while wives perceived their husbands more reactively
sensitive.

3.3.4. Testing Hypothesis 4: Is the Link between Attachment Orientations and
Sensitivity Negative?

The expected negative link between attachment insecurity dimensions and
proactive sensitivity (Hypothesis 4) was tested by bivariate correlation analysis.
Dyadic analyses were conducted to examine whether the power of wives’ attachment
avoidance is stronger while the power of husbands’ attachment anxiety is stronger
(Hypothesis 4a) in predicting their own and spouses’ perceived sensitivity.

As can be seen in Table 3.3.1.2, correlation analysis carried out with all the
participants revealed that perceived proactive sensitivity was negatively correlated
with attachment anxiety (r = -.330, p <.01) and attachment avoidance (r = -.417, p <
.01). Correlation analysis conducted among dyads (see Table 3.3.3.1) showed that
wives’ attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance were significantly correlated
with their own and husbands’ perceived proactive sensitivity. Husbands’ attachment
anxiety and attachment avoidance were significantly related to their own perceived
proactive sensitivity.
3.3.4.1 Dyadic Analyses

Actor-Partner Interdependence Model (Kenny, Kashy, & Cook, 2006) was
used to test the predictor role of couples’ attachment orientations in perceived
proactive sensitivity. Therefore, actor and partner effects were tested simultaneously
by controlling the other’s predictor power on the outcome variables. Following the
construction of a fully saturated model, insignificant paths were excluded from the
model subsequently. Models that were tested based on the hypotheses were presented
below.

The dyadic associations of attachment anxiety and avoidance with perceived
proactive sensitivity were tested. The trimmed model fit the data well (2 (5, N =
112) = 6.05, p = .30, GFI = .99, AGFI = .93, NNFI = .98, CFI = .99, RMSEA = .043,
90% CI [.00, .14]). Wives’ attachment anxiety and husbands’ attachment avoidance

did not predict their own or spouses’ perceived proactive sensitivity. Two actor
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effects and a partner effect were significant on the model (see Figure 3.3.4.1).
Avoidantly attached wives reported lower levels of perceived proactive sensitivity
from their husbands (B = -.38, p < .05). Anxiously attached husbands reported lower
levels of perceived proactive sensitivity from their wives (B = -.31, p < .05). As a
partner effect, husbands with avoidantly attached wives reported lower levels of
proactive sensitivity (f = -.24, p < .05).

It was hypothesized that attachment anxiety and avoidance would negatively
predict perceived caregiving sensitivity (Hypothesis 4). Supporting the hypothesis,
there were significant negative associations between attachment orientations and
perceived proactive sensitivity. Dyadic analyses indicated that wives’ attachment
insecurity was related to their own and husbands’ perceived proactive sensitivity.
Husbands’ attachment insecurity was associated with only their own perceived
proactive sensitivity. As culture-specific predictions, the power of wives’ attachment
avoidance was expected to be stronger in predicting their own and husbands’

caregiving sensitivity as compared to their attachment anxiety. The power of

)
Wives® Attachment Wives

Hoo Anxiety Proactive < 86
- / Sensitivity

38 (-4.32)
Wives” Attachment
1.00 —=| .
Avoidance
21
-24(-2.82)
1.00 Husbands® At‘rachment
Anxiety
-31(-3.65)
— Husbands’
100 Wives _' }mach.ment Proa.c-_ti‘\.'e < 83
Avoidance Sensitivity

Figure 3.3.4.1. The Links of Attachment Anxiety and Avoidance with Perceived
Proactive Sensitivity
Note. T-values are presented in parentheses. Error terms represent the percent of

unexplained variance. Double-edged arrows represent error covariances.
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husbands’ attachment anxiety was expected to be stronger in predicting their own
and wives’ caregiving sensitivity as compared to their attachment avoidance
(Hypothesis 4a). The dyadic analyses substantially supported Hypothesis 4a. Wives
with higher levels of attachment avoidance reported their spouses as less proactively
sensitive (actor effect) and were perceived as less proactively sensitive by their
husbands (partner effect). The predictive power of the actor effect was higher than
the partner effect. Husbands with higher levels of attachment anxiety reported their
spouses as less proactively sensitive (actor effect). However, husbands’ attachment
anxiety did not have a partner effect.
3.4. Overview of the Results and Discussion

As the results of the exploratory factor analyses, the factorial structure of the
scenario-based PRS Scale was examined. The scale had high reliability. The
association of proactive sensitivity with PPR and self-disclosure supported the
convergent validity of the scale, but due to the lack of associations with other
variables (i.e., hyperactivation and deactivation systems), the validity of the scale
was not fully supported. The finding that husbands perceived their wives as more
proactively sensitive and wives perceived their husbands as more reactively sensitive
supported the validity of the scale. As expected, proactive sensitivity was found to be
related to relationship happiness and the level of inclusion of the partner into the self.
Thus, Hypothesis 1 predicting the function of proactive and reactive sensitivity in
romantic relationships was supported in the Turkish cultural context. When proactive
and reactive groups were compared in terms of the study variables, it was found that
individuals who perceived their spouses as proactively sensitive reported higher
levels of PPR, more interdependency to their spouses, and happiness in their
relationships. There was no significant difference on the mean levels of proactive and
reactive sensitivity. However, considering its relatively stronger predictive power,
proactive sensitivity, as compared to reactive sensitivity, seems to be more functional
in the cultural context. Hypothesis 2 was supported for Turkey.

Analyses testing the gender differences in caregiving sensitivity showed that
husbands perceived their wives more proactively sensitive and wives perceived their
husbands more reactively sensitive, supporting Hypothesis 3. Moreover, observed

negative associations between attachment orientations and proactive sensitivity
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supported Hypothesis 4. Consistent with the culture-specific expectations, avoidant
wives perceived their husbands as less proactively sensitive. Their husbands also
perceived them as less proactively sensitive. Anxious husbands perceived their
spouses as less proactively sensitive, but their wives did not evaluate them as less
proactively sensitive. Therefore, Hypothesis 4a was fully supported for proactive
sensitivity. However, it should be noted that reactive sensitivity could not be
included in the same model as a separate variable. The potential effects of attachment
insecurity on perceived reactive sensitivity should be investigated in further studies.
There are some critical limitations that should be considered in interpreting
the findings. As the major limitation, proactive and reactive sensitivity were treated
as dichotomous variables that made them exactly dependent on each other.
Therefore, proactive and reactive sensitivity scores could not be included in the
analyses simultaneously. To measure sensitivity constructs independent from each
other, to test the validity of the constructs, and to examine their diverse roles in the
relationship functioning, the scale should be converted into a form that continuous
variables could be obtained. In addition, although within-culture variations among
the major variables were revealed in the current study, cultural differences can be
examined by including at least another relevant culture to examine the assumed
cultural variation in the nature of sensitivity. Thus, a cross-cultural study was
planned to examine whether proactive and reactive sensitivity vary depending on the

given cultural context.
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CHAPTER 4

STUDY 3

4.1. Purpose of the Study

There are two major differences between study 2 and study 3 in terms of
measurement and methodology. First, in the current study, a rating scale is inserted
into the scenario-based PRS Scale to obtain both categorical and continuous data.
Thus, it is aimed to overcome the major limitation of the second study. Second, a
cross-cultural methodology is followed. The data is planned to be collected from the
United States, which is accepted as a typical representative of individualist cultures,
and Turkey, which is mainly collectivistic (see Hofstede, Hofstede, & Minkov,
2010). Thus, both within-culture and between-culture expectations for the two
cultural contexts are investigated. In this framework, the primary purpose of the third
study is to test the construct validity of the continuous version of the scenario-based
PRS Scale as well as to examine measurement invariance of Turkish and English
versions of the scale. The secondary purpose of the study is to identify between-
culture variations in proactive and reactive sensitivity and compare the associations
of the types of sensitivity with attachment orientations across the samples.

Specifically, it is aimed to support the relevance of perceived proactive and
reactive sensitivity in adult romantic relationships (Hypothesis 1). According to this
expectation and the findings of the second study, it is aimed to test the convergent
and divergent validity of the English and Turkish versions of the PRS Scale. As
culture-based expectations, it is predicted that proactive sensitivity will be more
compatible with the collectivist cultural structure of Turkey, whereas reactive
sensitivity will be more compatible with the individualist cultural structure of the
United States (Hypothesis 2). To test the gender-based variations in the types of

sensitivity, it is proposed that women will be perceived as more proactively sensitive,
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whereas men will be perceived as more reactively sensitive (Hypothesis 3). It is also
expected that there will be a significant negative association between attachment
orientations and perceived sensitivity (Hypothesis 4). In terms of culture-related
expectations, it is hypothesized that the power of individuals’ (both women and
men’s) attachment avoidance will be stronger in predicting their perceived
caregiving sensitivity in Turkey while the power of individuals’ attachment anxiety
will be stronger in predicting their perceived caregiving sensitivity in the United
States (Hypothesis 4b).

4.2. Method

4.2.1. Participants

A priori power analysis was conducted to determine the sample size by using
G-Power software (version 3.0.10). Assuming a power level of .80, the minimum
sample size was calculated as 193 per sample to test the equality of the two-sample
case.

Participants in Turkey were recruited via social media sources. The
participation was on a voluntary basis. Initially, 208 married or cohabiting
individuals fully completed the survey via the online survey platform
(www.qualtrics.com). Seven participants were removed from the data set due to
responding at least one of the two attention check items (e.g., “Please, mark ‘three’
for this item.”) incorrectly. Univariate and multivariate outliers were checked. The
Turkish sample consisted of 194 (96.5%) married and 7 (3.5%) cohabiting
participants whose relationship duration was ranged from 6 months to 54 years
(Mmonth = 107.73, SD = 103.95). One hundred and fifty-nine (79.1%) participants
were female, and 42 (20.9%) participants were male. The age range of the sample
was between 23 and 73 (M = 35.33, SD = 9.39).

To reach the US sample, Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk) marketplace
was employed. Initially, 311 married or cohabiting individuals who reported being
the US citizens fully completed the survey. Forty participants were excluded from
the data set due to responding at least one of the two attention check items
incorrectly. Thirty-four participants who filled out the survey in shorter than 5
minutes, which discredited the faithfulness of the responses, were removed. Thirteen

participants who were detected as using algorithms in filling up the study were also
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excluded. Univariate and multivariate outliers were checked. The subsequent
analyses were carried out with the remaining 224 participants. Participants were paid
50¢ for their participation. The US sample finally consisted of 146 married (65.2%)
and 78 cohabiting (34.8%) participants whose relationship duration was ranged from
6 months to 53 years (Mmonth = 121.92, SD = 131.26). One hundred and twenty-six
(56.3%) participants were female, and 98 (43.8%) participants were male. The age
range of the sample was between 18 and 73 (M = 38.14, SD = 12.30). The
demographic characteristics of the two samples were presented in Table 4.2.1.
4.2.2. Procedure

Participants filled out the online survey, which was hosted by Qualtrics online
survey platform. The US sample was reached via MTurk. The criteria for
participation were announced in the description of the study. Those who were
married or cohabiting with their partners for at least six months could participate in
the study. After the participants approved the informed consent, they were asked to
select their relationship status (i.e., married, cohabiting, flirting, or having no
relationship). Those who did not meet the criteria were directed to the end of the
survey. All of the items were revised for married individuals (e.g., “My spouse...”).
If participants selected their relationship status as cohabiting, at the beginning of the
survey, they were asked to answer the questions by considering the word “spouse” as
“partner” throughout the study.
4.2.3. Instruments

A series of measures were used to test the construct validity and equivalence
of the sensitivity constructs across cultures. Considering the theoretical and
conceptual similarities of PPR and self-disclosure with sensitivity constructs, PPR
Scale and the Self-Disclosure Index were used. Romantic Partner Conflict Scale (i.e.,
conflict avoidance and interactional reactivity in conflict) was also employed to test
the convergent validity. Considering the content of the subscales, low-to-moderate
levels of associations were expected between reactive sensitivity and conflict
avoidance, and between proactive sensitivity and interactional reactivity in conflict.

The ECR-R short form was used to examine the power of attachment

orientations in predicting proactive and reactive sensitivity. Relational-
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Table 4.2.1. Demographic Characteristics of the Turkish and US Samples

M SD Range
Age TR Female 33.75 8.41 23-73
Male 41.33 10.54 24-64
us Female 39.06 12.06 21-70
Male 36.96 12.56 18-73
Duration of TR Female 98.66 100.99 6-645
relationship Male 142.07 108.99 7-368
us Female 121.93 128.09 6-635
Male 121.90 135.89 6-605
Frequency Percentage
Sex TR Female 159 79.1
Male 42 20.9
us Female 126 56.3
Male 98 43.8
Income TR Low 4 2.0
Low-Medium 16 8.0
Medium 82 40.8
Medium-High 82 40.8
High 15 75
us Low 12 5.4
Low-Medium 44 19.6
Medium 120 53.6
Medium-High 42 18.8
High 5 2.2
Education TR Primary school 1 0.5
Secondary school 9 4.5
High school 19 9.5
University 114 56.7
Master/PhD 55 27.4
us Secondary school 1 0.4
High school 41 18.3
University 145 64.7
Master/PhD 35 15.6
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Interdependent Self-Construal Scale was used to investigate whether proactive
sensitivity is related to the relatively more interdependent cultural structure of
Turkey, while reactive sensitivity is associated with the relatively more independent
cultural pattern of the US. In addition, to see the functioning of caregiving sensitivity
in relational and personal outcomes, the Relationship Happiness Scale and the Scale
of Positive and Negative Experience were employed.

4.2.3.1. Proactive-Reactive Sensitivity (PRS) Scale

In the current study, the 20-item version of the PRS scale, which was
determined as the EFA results of Study 2, was employed. Distinct from Study 2, a
six-point Likert scale (1 = never, 6 = almost always) was added per proactive and
reactive options in each scenario. Participants were asked to read the scenario, and
then rate each option for that scenario. If the participants had given the same ratings
for the options, then an additional question appeared on the screen asking to select
one of the items that their partners are more likely to do (see Appendix D). If they
rated one of the options (e.g., proactive) higher than the other option (e.g., reactive),
the former one was selected to construct a categorical variable. Then, it was summed
up with the score that was selected in case of providing the same rating. Thus, both
continuous and categorical variables were constructed for proactive and reactive
sensitivity.

The scale was adapted into English by a Ph.D. student from the psychology
department and an English philology expert. The items were put into final form after
the translations were cross-checked by the author, the thesis co-advisor, and an
expert and native speaker from the graduate school of education.
4.2.3.2. The Scale of Positive and Negative Experience

The 12-item scale, which was developed by Diener and colleagues (2010),
was used to measure general and specific positive and negative feelings of the
participants. It was translated into Turkish by the author for this study. Participants
were asked to rate each item by considering their feelings experienced in the last four
weeks (e.g., “Joyful”, “Afraid”). Five-point Likert scale was used (1 = very rarely or
never, 5 = very often or always). The total score was calculated by subtracting
negative feelings from positive feelings to get an affect balance score. Higher scores

indicated higher levels of well-being. Cronbach’s alpha values were calculated as .91

52



and .92 for the positive feelings, and .92 and .89 for the negative feelings in the US
and Turkish samples, respectively.
4.2.3.3. Romantic Partner Conflict Scale

The scale was developed by Zacchilli, Hendrick, and Hendrick (2009) to
measure individuals’ perceptions toward daily conflicts that they experienced in their
romantic relationships. The original scale consisted of 39 items with six subscales.
For the current study, nine items belonging to avoidance (e.g., “My spouse and I try
to avoid arguments.”) and interactional reactivity (e.g., “When my spouse and I
disagree, we argue loudly.”) subscales were used to investigate the discriminant
validity of PRS Scale. The items were translated into Turkish for this study. Seven-
point Likert scale was used ranging from 1 (totally disagree) to 7 (totally agree).
Higher scores indicated higher conflict-avoidance and interactional reactivity in
times of conflict. Cronbach’s alpha values were calculated as .86 and .87 for
avoidance subscale, and .88 and .80 for interactional reactivity subscale in the US
and Turkish samples, respectively.
4.2.3.4. Relational-Interdependent Self-Construal Scale

Cross, Bacon, and Morris (2000) developed an 11-item scale to measure the
relational form of interdependent self-view in close relationships (e.g., “In general,
my close relationships are an important part of my self-image.”). It was adapted into
Turkish by Oztiirk, Kiligaslan Gékoglu, and Karagonlar (2015). Seven-point Likert
scale was used (1 = totally disagree, 7 = totally agree), indicating that higher scores
corresponded to higher levels of relational-interdependent self-evaluations in close
relationships. Although a two-factor solution was found in the Turkish adaptation
study, supporting Cross and colleagues’ (2000) original study, one-dimension
structure was found in the current study. Cronbach’s alpha values were .88 for the
US and .81 for the Turkish samples.
4.2.3.5. Demographic Information

Citizenship, gender, age, education level, family income level, relationship
status, and duration of the relationship were asked in the demographic information
form.

In addition to the scales described above, the Self-Disclosure Index,

Perceived Partner Responsiveness Scale, Experiences in Close Relationships-Short
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Version, 10S, and Relationship Happiness Scale, which were used in the first and/or
the second study were employed in the third study as well. Cronbach’s alpha values
were as follows for the US and Turkish samples, respectively: Self-Disclosure Index,
a = .90, a = .87; Perceived Partner Responsiveness Scale, a = .97, a = .96; ECR-R
short version, attachment anxiety o = .88, a = .79, attachment avoidance o = .86, o =
.76; and Relationship Happiness o = .96, a = .95).

4.3. Results

4.3.1. Testing Hypothesis 1: Are proactive and reactive sensitivity relevant to
romantic relationships?

The relevance of proactive and reactive sensitivity in adult romantic
relationships has been confirmed for the Turkish sample in Study 2. In Study 3, it
was aimed to cross-validate by testing the same hypothesis for the US sample and
retesting it in a new Turkish sample. For this purpose, first, exploratory factor
analysis was conducted to test the factorial structure of the continuous version of the
scenario-based PRS Scale and, then confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to
test the measurement invariance of the scale for both samples. Second, bivariate
correlation analyses were carried out to identify the associations of the study
variables, and then, the validity of both English and Turkish versions of the PRS
scale was tested.
4.3.1.1. Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA)

For both English and Turkish versions of the PRS Scale, factor analyses were
conducted to test the factor structure of its continuous version. For the English
version, the initial analysis suggested a two-factor solution. Since the correlation
between the two components was low (r = -.01), subsequent analysis was conducted
by using Varimax rotation. According to Principal Component Analysis with 2-factor
extraction, the factorability of the scale was adequate (KMO = .87, Bartlett’s test of
sphericity ;(2(780) = 4565.46, p < .001). The first factor explained 23.74% of the
variance. The second factor explained 17.44% of the variance. As expected,
proactive sensitivity items loaded to the first factor (i.e., “When I am in a bad mood,
my spouse: A. Understands my mood immediately and comforts me.” — marker item),
and reactive sensitivity items loaded to the second factor (i.e., “When | feel

discomfort about any situation, my spouse: A. Understands this and tries to comfort
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me after | talk about my discomfort.”). Cronbach’s alpha value for the scale with 20-
scenario was .93 for the proactive sensitivity subscale, and .90 for the reactive
sensitivity.

For the Turkish version of the scale, the initial analysis suggested the two-
factor solution. In contrast to the US sample, the two components were highly
correlated with each other (r = .62). Despite the high correlation, varimax rotation
was used to compare the (in)consistencies of the item loadings between the two
samples. Two-factor extraction with varimax showed that the factorability of the
scale was also high (KMO = .91, Bartlett’s test of sphericity »°(780) = 4409.45, p <
.001). The first factor explained 28.33% of the variance. The second factor explained
13.04% of the variance. Proactive sensitivity items loaded to the first factor (i.e.,
“When | am in a bad mood, my spouse: A. Understands my mood immediately and
comforts me.” — marker item), and reactive sensitivity items loaded to the second
factor (i.e., “When | am in a bad mood, my spouse: - B. Understands and comforts
me after | talk about it.”). Cronbach’s alpha value was .94 for the proactive
sensitivity subscale, and .87 for the reactive sensitivity.

Unlike the US sample, four items in the reactive sensitivity subscale cross-
loaded and had higher loadings on the opposite (proactive sensitivity) factor (i.e., 1-
B, 4-A, 6-A, and 8-A) and two items in the reactive sensitivity had loadings below
.20 (i.e., 9-B and 11-B). To test the improvement in the scale, those cross-loaded
options and proactive sensitivity options (i.e., 1-A, 4-B, 6-B, 8-B, 9-A, and 11-A)
corresponding to the problematic reactive sensitivity options were removed from the
scale. However, the correlation between proactive and reactive sensitivity was still
high (r = .60). Since EFA supported the factorial structure of the scale with 20-
scenario for the US sample, it was determined to continue the analyses with 20
scenarios. Factorial structures of the scale with 20-scenario were presented for the
two samples comparatively in Table 4.3.1.1.1.
4.3.1.2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis

EQS 6.1 statistical package was used to perform multi-group Confirmatory
Factor Analysis (CFA) in examining measurement invariance of the PRS Scale

across the US and Turkish samples. The maximum likelihood estimation procedure
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Table 4.3.1.1.1. Item Loadings, Communalities, and Explained Variances for the English and Turkish Versions of PRS Scale

English Version (US)

Turkish Version (TR)

Scenarios & Options F1 F2 h? Fl1 F2 h?
1. When | have had a bad day, my spouse: - A. Reads me like an open book and knows my .651 427 .690 .548
feelings
1. When I have had a bad day, my spouse: - B. Knows my feelings only after | talk about my day 468 274 .605 368 .501
2. When | am experiencing mixed feelings, my spouse: - A. Does not sense my feelings unless | -.455 379 351 538 325
express them openly
2. When | am experiencing mixed feelings, my spouse: - B. Senses my feelings without my 712 519 717 531
having to say anything
3. When | feel demoralized, my spouse: - A. Supports me before 1 talk about feeling demoralized .670 455 726 .589
3. When | feel demoralized, my spouse: - B. Supports me after | talk about feeling demoralized .676 458 440 .603 557
4. When he/she says something hurtful to me, my spouse: - A. Tries to make amends only after | 490 .245 551 372 442
say | feel hurt by what was said
4. When he/she says something hurtful to me, my spouse: - B. Understands how | feel before | .606 .370 764 .592
say anything about it and tries to make amends
5. My spouse understands my mood changes: - A. Without my having to say anything 761 .579 .639 432
5. My spouse understands my mood changes: - B. Only after | say something about it -.322 .547 403 422 185
6. If I am really bored, my spouse: - A. Suggests different activities only after | say | am bored .580 .343 498 .349 .370
6. If I am really bored, my spouse: - B. Recognizes my boredom and suggests different activities .641 423 .686 476
to relieve it
7. When | want to be alone with my spouse, he/she: - A. Infers this through my attitude and .654 435 .638 420
behavior
7. When | want to be alone with my spouse, he/she: - B. Expects me to clearly express this wish -.348 481 352 422 185
8. When | am exhausted, my spouse: - A. Understands when | say so and strives to make me feel .601 406 .568 459 .534

comfortable
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Table 4.3.1.1.1. (Cont’d)

English Version

Turkish Version

Scenarios & Options F1 F2 h? F1 F2 h?
8. When | am exhausted, my spouse: - B. Understands without my having to say so and strives to .630 .398 .639 419
make me feel comfortable
9. When I receive good news, my spouse: - A. Understands my joy through my attitude and .580 .343 .539 344
behavior, and tries to find the reason
9. When | receive good news, my spouse: - B. Does not see my joy until I share the good news 408 219 .046
10. When | am anxious or worried in an environment, my spouse: - A. Tries to calm me when | 592 .387 406 489 404
talk about my anxiety/worry
10. When | am anxious or worried in an environment, my spouse: - B. Tries to calm me after .546 313 .681 .509
noticing my anxiety/worry
11. When my voice is louder than usual, my spouse: - A. Feels my anger about something and 515 272 .561 .349 436
tries to understand the reason
11. When my voice is louder than usual, my spouse: - B. Waits for me to explain my anger even .547 .304 .043
if he/she feels it
12. When I don’t enjoy an activity that my spouse has initiated so that we can spend time .549 .338 308 435 284
together (listening to music, watching a movie, etc.) my spouse: - A. Suggests another activity
after | state my lack of enjoyment
12. When I don’t enjoy an activity that my spouse has initiated so that we can spend time .603 .368 584 346
together (listening to music, watching a movie, etc.) my spouse: - B. Somehow perceives that |
don’t enjoy it and suggests another activity
13. In a situation where | have trouble making decisions on my own, my spouse: - A. Realizes .633 404 .564 336
that I am having difficulty and tries to help me make a decision
13. In a situation where | have trouble making decisions on my own, my spouse: - B. Tries to .637 405 .506 292

help me make a decision after | talk about my difficulty
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Table 4.3.1.1.1. (Cont’d)

English Version

Turkish Version

Scenarios & Options F1 F2 h? Fl1 F2 h?
14. When | feel anxious while trying to meet a deadline with my work, my spouse: - A. Tries to .595 363 .348 413 292
help only when | ask for it
14. When | feel anxious while trying to meet a deadline with my work, my spouse: - B. Notices .638 407 .625 .397
my anxiety and tries to make my task easier
15. When there is unrest between us, my spouse: - A. Senses whether or not | am ready to talk .605 367 .569 .346
15. When there is unrest between us, my spouse: - B. Waits for me to open the subject S11 293 321 105
16. When | want to feel loved, my spouse: - A. Displays actions/says words of affection when | 710 .547 .575 416
say this
16. When | want to feel loved, my spouse: - B. Displays actions/says words of affection without .626 .395 .320 460
my having to say anything
17. When | am in a bad mood, my spouse: A. Understands my mood immediately and comforts .840 .706 .810 721
me.
17. When | am in a bad mood, my spouse: - B. Understands and comforts me after | talk about it 726 528 .679 .536
18. When | want his/her attention, my spouse: - A. Shows me attention when | request it .652 451 .666 .528
18. When | want his/her attention, my spouse: - B. Realizes this and shows me attention without 124 .525 12 .524
my having to request it
19. When | have a request, my spouse: - A. Understands this without my making a request and 706 499 729 .549
tries to fulfill it
19. When | have a request, my spouse: - B. Understands this and tries to fulfill it after | make a 677 484 361 541 423
request
20. When | feel discomfort about any situation, my spouse: - A. Understands this and tries to 741 .565 .358 .605 494
comfort me after | talk about my discomfort
20. When | feel discomfort about any situation, my spouse: - B. Understands my discomfort and 744 .554 771 612
tries to comfort me
Proportion of Explained Variance 23.74% 17.44% 28.33% 13.04%

Note. Factor loadings < .30 are suppressed.



was used for parameter estimation. Since the y° difference tests are sensitive to the
sample size (Hu & Bentler, 1995), the differences in Comparative Fit Index (CFI)
and RMSEA values between the models were used to establish invariance of the
scale (Byrne, 2009; Meade, Johnson, & Braddy, 2008). The cutoff criterion for the
ACFI between the base model and the constrained model was suggested as .01
(Cheung & Rensvold, 2002), and ARMSEA was suggested as .015 (Chen, 2007).
The ratio of ° to df was also considered. The y/df ratio, which was less than three,
was acceptable to obtain a reasonably well model (Carmines & Mclver, 1981).

Before the main analyses, the normality assumption was checked. According
to the first models of both samples, normality was above the cutoff 5 for the US
sample (Mardia’s z = 25.25) and for the Turkish sample (Mardia’s z = 22.99).
Therefore, robust statistics were interpreted.

Initially, a two-factor model to be confirmed was hypothesized and tested for
the samples separately. One item loading to each factor was fixed to 1.0. Single
group CFA showed that the unconstrained models had poor fits both for the US
sample (S-By? (739) = 1530.16, p = .00, CFI = .767, RMSEA = .069, 90% CI [.06,
.07]) and the Turkish sample (S-By? (739) = 1349.41, p = .00, CFI = .818, RMSEA =
.064, 90% CI [.05, .06]). Lagrange Multiplier (LM) test results for multivariate
statistics suggested modifying several error covariances and regression weights. All
but one of the error covariances was added between the items on the same factor
(i.e., between the error terms of proactive sensitivity items and between the error
terms of reactive sensitivity items). The fit indices with additional parameters
indicated a modestly well-fitting model for both samples (see Table 4.3.1.2).

Configural invariance was tested to see whether the overall model fit for the
two samples. The configural model showed an acceptable fit (S-BX2(794) =1594.17,
p = .00, CFI = .882, RMSEA =.069, 90% CI [.06, .07]) meaning that the latent factor
was similar across the groups. After the factorial structures were constrained equal
across the groups, measurement invariance analyses were conducted. First, factor
loadings of the indicator variables were constrained equal to test metric invariance.
The Lagrange Multiplier Test suggested several constraints for releasing. Although
ACFI did not meet the cutoff criteria, ARMSEA and y*/df were acceptable for the fit
(ACFI = .03, ARMSEA = .003, ledf = 1.850), indicating the non-invariance of the
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samples in terms of factor loadings. Thus, invariance was proceeded to be
investigated. Second, factor covariance was constrained to equal across the samples
to test the structural invariance. The difference between the metric model and the
structural covariance model was also acceptable to the criteria with rounding (ACFI
= 011, ARMSEA = .003, ¥*/df = 1.913). Third, scalar invariance was tested to see
whether the samples have the same intercepts. The model showed an acceptable fit
(ACFI = .002, ARMSEA = .003, ¥*df = 2.120). Finally, to see the specific
differences across the groups, the latent mean analysis was conducted. Turkish
sample was the reference group, and the US sample was the freely estimated group.
Construct equations showed that the US sample perceived reactive sensitivity as
significantly lower than the Turkish sample did (B = .12, t =-8.41).

Overall, the measurement invariance analyses were conducted for the PRS
Scale with 20 scenarios. The results indicated that the CFl and RMSEA differences
and y?/df tests argued for acceptable configural, structural, and scalar invariance.
However, metric invariance of the scale was not fully supported. This might have
resulted from the finding that the mean of reactive sensitivity was low for the US
sample. As aforementioned, the correlation between the two latent variables was high
for the Turkish sample but nonsignificant for the US sample. To test the same model,
the factor covariance was added to the model. Therefore, these constraints resulted in
a decrement in the model fit. The subsequent analyses were performed by
considering that the scale was partially invariant for the two samples.
4.3.1.3. Bivariate Correlations

Bivariate correlation analyses were conducted for both samples (see Table
4.3.1.3). For the Turkish sample, the correlation between proactive and reactive
sensitivity was .694 (p < .01). Proactive and reactive sensitivity were correlated with
PPR, self-disclosure, 10S, relationship happiness, well-being, and relational self-
construal positively. They were correlated with attachment anxiety, attachment
avoidance, and interactional reactivity in conflict negatively.

For the US sample, the correlation between proactive and reactive sensitivity
was insignificant. Proactive sensitivity was correlated with PPR, self-disclosure, 10S,
relationship happiness, well-being, relational self-construal, and conflict avoidance

positively. It was correlated with attachment avoidance and interactional reactivity in
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Table 4.3.1.2. Summary of Fit Indices from CFA and Invariance Analyses across the Samples for PRS Scale

Model Satorra-Bentler y°(df) p ¥’/df  CFl  RMSEA[90% CI]  ACFI

Single group CFA models

US Sample (unconstrained) 1530.1676(739) .00 2.070 .767 .069 [.064, .074]

Turkish Sample (unconstrained) 1349.4177(739) .00 1.826 .818 .064 [.059, .069]

US Sample (all error cov. added) 865.5082(397) .00 2180 .862 .073 [.066, .079]

Turkish Sample (all error cov. added) 739.2186(397) .00 1862 .898 .066 [.058, .073]
Multigroup CFA models

Configural Invariance 1594.1747(794) .00 2.007 .882 .069 [.064, .074]

Metric Invariance 2172.4001(1174) .00 1.850 .852 .063 [.059, .067] .030

Structural Invariance 2248.4630(1175) .00 1913 .841 .066 [.061, .070] 011

Scalar Invariance 2576.1898(1215) 00 2120 .843 .069 [.063, .073] .002
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Table 4.3.1.3. Bivariate Correlations among the Study Variables

Pro Rea PPR Self Dis Att Anx Att Avo RH wWB Conf Avo Conf IntR 10S Self Cons Rel Dur

Pro - -.049 664**  496** -.087 -375**  608**  .310** .301** - 176%* 510** .345** -111
Rea .694** - .138* .140* 172%* .037 107 -.024 -.005 176** .066 -.086 .019
PPR 759**  665** - J730**  -318**  -677**  .867**  .431** .239%* - 419** .654** .391** -.059
Self_Dis .361**  .306**  .548** - -199**  -592**  @51**  301** .162* -.358** A496** .387** -.055
Att_Anx -448**  -338**  -530** -220** - H576**  -370*%*  -.445** -.066 .653** -.136* -.231** -167*
Att_Avo -586**  -497** - 659**  -514**  584** - -B77**  -.423** -114 .585** -.485%* -.381** .005
RH J21** 0 622%*%  846**  434** - 471**  -638** - 524** 271%* -.458** .690** .376** -.009
WB 465  399**  570** A71%  -491%*  -465**  663** - 246%* -.462%* .388** .250** .039
Conf_Avo .055 .060 .098 -.016 101 116 .155* .060 - -.169* .158* A172* .067
Conf_IntR  -386** -286** -410** -185** . 576** A91%* - 442%* - 501** -.075 - -.201** -.202** -.070
10S B531**  4b4** 500**  20G5%*  _DL0** - 480**  .631**  422*%* 131 -.280** - .308** -.006
Self_Cons .029 -.047 124 .140* -066 -.043 125 132 .051 -.041 .160* - .059
Rel_Dur -.137 -.158* -.056 -.065 -.074 .063 -.091 .070 193** -179* -.032 047 -

*p < .05, **p < .01

Note. Correlations for the Turkish sample are presented below the diagonal. Correlations for the US sample are presented above the diagonal.

Variables: Pro: Proactive Sensitivity, Rea: Reactive Sensitivity, PPR: Perceived Partner Responsiveness, Self _Dis: Self-Disclosure, Att_Anx: Attachment Anxiety,
Att_Avo: Attachment Avoidance, RH: Relationship Happiness, WB: Well-Being, Conf_Avo: Conflict Avoidance, Conf_IntR: Conflict Interactional Reactivity,
10S: Inclusion of Other into the Self, Self_Cons: Relational-Interdependent Self-Construal, Rel_Dur: Relationship Duration, respectively.



conflict negatively. Reactive sensitivity was correlated with PPR, self-disclosure,
attachment anxiety, and interactional reactivity in conflict positively.

For both samples, the relationships of proactive sensitivity with PPR, self-
disclosure, attachment avoidance, relationship happiness, well-being, interactional
reactivity in conflict, and 10S were significant and in the same direction. The
relationships of reactive sensitivity with PPR and self-disclosure were significantly
positive for both samples. While reactive sensitivity was significantly correlated with
attachment avoidance, relationship happiness, well-being, and 10S in the Turkish
sample, they were nonsignificant for the US sample. Overall, these findings
confirmed Hypothesis 1 that proactive and reactive sensitivity are relevant to the
dynamics of adult romantic relationships. It was also found that there are cultural
differences, especially in terms of the associations of reactive sensitivity with the
other study variables.
4.3.1.4. Validation Analysis for the PRS Scale

For validation of the PRS Scale, it was discovered whether perceived
proactive and reactive sensitivity are related to but differ from other constructs, such
as self-disclosure and PPR that are theoretically and conceptually similar. As
expected, self-disclosure and the two types of sensitivity were significantly related in
both samples. Although, it was expected that reactive sensitivity and self-disclosure
are more related with each other, as compared to proactive sensitivity theoretically,
the correlations of proactive sensitivity (r = .361, p < .01) and reactive sensitivity (r
=.306, p < .01) with self-disclosure did not significantly differ from each other in the
Turkish sample. The association of proactive sensitivity with self-disclosure (r =
496, p < .01) was significantly higher than that of reactive sensitivity with self-
disclosure (r =.140, p < .01; z =4.24, p < .001).

Especially perceived proactive sensitivity and PPR showed a high association
in both Turkish (r = .759, p < .01) and the US samples (r = .664, p < .01). Reactive
sensitivity had a lower correlation with PPR in the US (r = .138, p <.05), but higher
correlation in Turkey (r = .665, p < .01). When the mean differences of proactive
sensitivity and PPR were tested, it was found that PPR had a significantly higher
level of mean than proactive sensitivity in both samples (t = 22.19, p < .001 in
Turkey; t = 28.58, p < .001 in the US) indicating that they are not overlapping
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variables. To test the decomposite factorial structures of proactive sensitivity
subdimension and PPR, additional EFA was conducted for both samples. When the
items of proactive sensitivity and PPR were included, the analyses suggested two-
factor solution by substantially grouping the items into their own factors. This
finding yielded an evidence that proactive sensitivity and PPR did not measure the
same construct. Additionally, simple regression analyses were conducted to test the
unique effects of PPR, proactive sensitivity, and reactive sensitivity on relationship
happiness. For the Turkish sample, it was found that proactive sensitivity (= .16, p
=.008) and PPR (B = .69, p <.001) significantly and uniquely predicted relationship
happiness. Although PPR and proactive sensitivity had a high level of common
method variance, they remained explaining a unique variance on relationship
functioning in Turkey. However, in the US sample, PPR was the only significant
predictor of relationship happiness (p = .84, p < .001). Positive and medium-to-high
associations between the variables provided partial evidence for the construct
validity for the PRS Scale. The difference in the strength of the link between reactive
sensitivity and PPR between the two cultural contexts should be taken into account in
further studies.

The two subscales of the Romantic Partner Conflict Scale (Zacchilli, 2007),
namely, conflict avoidance and interactional reactivity in conflict, were also used to
test the validity of the PRS Scale. Low-to-moderate levels of associations were
expected between reactive sensitivity and conflict-avoidance, and between proactive
sensitivity and interactional reactivity in conflict. In the US sample, proactive
sensitivity was related to conflict avoidance (r = .301, p < .01) and interactional
reactivity (r = -.176, p < .01). Reactive sensitivity was related to interactional
reactivity (r = .176, p < .01), but not conflict avoidance. In the Turkish sample,
proactive sensitivity was related to interactional reactivity (r = -.386, p < .01).
Reactive sensitivity was also related to interactional reactivity (r = -.286, p < .01).
Although reactive sensitivity was not correlated with conflict avoidance, its moderate
association with the sensitivity and conflict subscales supported the construct validity
of the PRS scale.

Inconsistent with the results of second study, men were not found to be

significantly more reactively sensitive in this stduy. However, women were
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perceived as more proactively sensitive, partially supporting the divergent validity of
the revised version of the scale in Turkey and the U.S.
4.3.1.5. Comparing the US and Turkey on the Study Variables

First, the two samples were compared in terms of demographic variables by
using independent samples t-test. The mean of participants’ age was higher in the US
sample (M = 38.14, SD = 12.30) than in the Turkish sample (M = 35.33, SD = 9.39,
t(412.67) = -2.66, p = .008, 95% CI [-4.88, -.73]). The income level of participants
was higher in the Turkish sample (M = 3.44, SD = .83) than the US sample (M =
2.93, SD = .83, t(415.01) = 6.36, p < .001, 95%CI [.35, .67]). Then, ANCOVA was
conducted to compare the two cultural contexts in terms of the study variables by
controlling for gender, age, relationship duration, and income level. Means, standard
deviations, and group differences were administered in Table 4.3.1.5. There were
several significant differences between the two samples. The US sample reported
higher levels of PPR, self-disclosure, relationship happiness, 10S, and conflict
avoidance, as compared to the Turkish sample. The level of perceived reactive
sensitivity was significantly higher in the Turkish sample than in the US sample.

Fisher’s z-value transformation was used to compare the correlation
coefficients of proactive and reactive sensitivity with other study variables for the
two samples. The results indicated that the positive correlations of proactive
sensitivity with PPR, and relationship happiness in the US sample were lower than
those in the Turkish sample (z = -1.98, p = .04; z = -2.08, p = .03). The negative
correlation of perceived proactive sensitivity with attachment avoidance in the US
sample was lower than those in the Turkish sample (z = 2.83, p < .01). In turn, the
positive correlations of perceived reactive sensitivity with PPR in the US sample
were lower than those in the Turkish sample (z = -6.77, p < .001). While the
correlation between reactive sensitivity and attachment anxiety was significantly
positive in the US sample, this association was significantly negative in the Turkish
sample.

Additionally, relative frequencies of the Turkish and US participants’
responses to forced-choice items of the PRS Scale were calculated and presented in
Figure 4.3.1.5. US participants reported higher levels of perceived proactive

sensitivity for all of the twenty scenarios than Turkish participants did. All but four
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Table 4.3.1.5. Cultural Differences on the Study Variables

Turkish Sample US Sample
(n=201) (n =224)

Variables M SE M SE F p

Pro 3.727 071 3.822 .067 .860 .354
Rea 4.120 .058 3721 .055 22.904 .000
PPR 5.015 .094 5.615 .089 19.713 .000
Self Dis 5.226 081 5.539 076 7.264 .007
Att ;nx 2.893 113 2.951 106 130 719
Att_AVO 2,577 102 2.676 .096 459 499
RH 5.306 109 5.722 102 7.162 008
WB 1.589 114 1.823 107 2.057 152
Conf Avo 3.713 112 4.766 105 43.026 .000
Conf_mtR 2.885 098 2.667 092 2.428 120
10S B 4.663 129 5.467 122 18.832 .000
Self_Cons 5.077 076 5.103 071 059 809

Note. Gender, age, relationship duration, and income were controlled.

Variables: Pro: Proactive Sensitivity, Rea: Reactive Sensitivity, PPR: Perceived Partner
Responsiveness, Self Dis: Self-Disclosure, Att_Anx: Attachment Anxiety, Att Avo: Attachment
Avoidance, RH: Relationship Happiness, WB: Well-Being, Conf_Avo: Conflict Avoidance,
Conf_IntR: Conflict Interactional Reactivity, 10S: Inclusion of Other into the Self, Self_Cons:
Relational-Interdependent Self-Construal, respectively.
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Figure 4.3.1.5. Relative Frequencies of Responses to Forced-Choice Items of the PRS Scale (Nturey = 201; nysa = 224)
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scenarios, Turkish participants reported higher levels of perceived reactive sensitivity
than American participants did.
4.3.1.5.1. A Supplementary Analysis for Country Comparison
To see whether proactive and reactive partners are predominant in each culture, K-
means cluster analysis was conducted, and continuous proactive and reactive scores
were clustered in four groups. The number of cases in the cluster, including higher
levels of proactive sensitivity scores and lower levels of reactive sensitivity scores,
was compared with those in the cluster, including lower levels of proactive
sensitivity scores and higher levels of reactive sensitivity scores. However, for the
Turkish sample, proactive sensitivity scores were lower than reactive sensitivity
scores in both clusters. The number of cases was higher in the cluster (n = 68), in
which reactive sensitivity mean was higher (M = 4.20) than those in the other cluster
(n = 57) in which reactive sensitivity mean was lower (M = 4.04). For the US
sample, the number of cases in the cluster (n = 44), in which proactive sensitivity
scores were higher (M = 4.75) and reactive sensitivity scores were lower (M = 2.77),
was equal to the number of cases in the cluster (n = 44), in which reactive sensitivity
scores were higher (M = 4.35) and proactive sensitivity scores were lower (M =
3.14). Therefore, an unmitigated comparison could not be made between the clusters.
Overall, these results revealed that the Turkish sample could not clearly
separate the proactive and reactive sensitivity. The mean levels of the two types of
sensitivity were close to each other. Four items of reactive sensitivity had cross-
loadings indicating that these two constructs seem to be confused semantically.
Scenario-based comparisons showed that the same daily personal situations seemed
to be evaluated differently in the two countries. However, the cluster analysis
showed that when the participants were grouped according to higher and lower
scores in the proactive and reactive sensitivity, the numbers of individuals were equal
to each other in the US sample. In the Turkish sample, reactive sensitivity scores
were higher even in the group, where proactive sensitivity scores were expected to be
higher. Thus, it was emphasized that proactive and reactive sensitivity constructs

were not completely differentiated by the Turkish sample.
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4.3.2. Testing Hypothesis 2: Are proactive sensitivity in Turkey and reactive
sensitivity in the US the predominant pattern of sensitivity?

Hypothesis 2 predicted that proactive sensitivity in Turkey and reactive
sensitivity in the US is the predominant pattern of sensitivity. Supporting the
hypothesis for Turkey, Study 2 showed that the individuals who perceived their
spouses as proactively sensitive reported less attachment anxiety and avoidance, and
more satisfaction in their relationships and they defined their spouses as a greater
part of themselves, as compared to those who perceived their spouses as reactively
sensitive. In the current study, the analyses were re-conducted to test the findings for
Turkey. However, paired-samples t-test showed that the mean level of reactive
sensitivity (M = 4.16, SD = .77) was higher than proactive sensitivity (M = 3.73, SD
= 1.04; t(200) = -8.06, p < .001, 95%CI [-.53, -.32]). It was also revealed that there
was no significant difference between the mean levels of proactive (M = 3.92, SD =
.90) and reactive (M = 3.69, SD = .80) sensitivity for the US sample (p =.131).

The results indicated that contrary to the expectations, reactive sensitivity, but
not proactive sensitivity, is the predominant pattern for the Turkish sample, whereas
reactive sensitivity is not prevalent in the US sample. The level of perceived
proactive sensitivity in the US sample tended to be higher than perceived reactive
sensitivity though the difference was not statistically significant. Therefore,
Hypothesis 2 expecting a cultural pattern for the sensitivity constructs was not
supported.

4.3.3. Testing Hypothesis 3: Are women more proactively sensitive and men
more reactively sensitive?

Hypothesis 3 proposed that women are perceived as more proactively
sensitive while men are perceived as more reactively sensitive. This hypothesis has
been supported for both women and men in the Turkish sample in Study 2. However,
since only categorical proactive sensitivity scores could be calculated in Study 2, it is
necessary to confirm the findings by using continuous proactive and reactive
sensitivity variables. Therefore, it was aimed to test this hypothesis for the US
sample and retest it in the Turkish sample. T-test analyses and ANOVA were

conducted to examine both within-culture and between-culture gender differences.
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First, gender differences among study variables were tested in the US sample.
Only two significant gender differences were found. Men reported significantly more
conflict avoidance (Mmale = 5.03, SD = 1.23) to their spouses (Mremate = 4.65, SD =
1.49), t(222) = -2.07, p = .039. Men also reported significantly higher levels of
interactional reactivity in conflict (Mpae = 2.89, SD = 1.57), as compared to women
(Mpemate = 2.44, SD = 1.21), t(222) = -2.35, p = .019, 95%CI [-.83, -.07]. They did
not differ from each other in perceived proactive and reactive sensitivity.

Second, gender differences among study variables were tested in the Turkish
sample by considering that the numbers of females and males were highly different
from each other. There was a significant gender difference. Women reported
significantly less well-being (Mremale = 1.44, SD = 1.60) than men did (Mpmale = 2.05,
SD = 1.23), t(199) = -2.68, p = .009, 95%CI [-1.06, -.15]. They did not differ from
each other in terms of perceived proactive and reactive sensitivity.

Third, 2 (Gender) x 2 (Culture) between-subjects ANOVA was conducted to
test the gender differences between the two countries on perceived proactive and
reactive sensitivity levels. Results showed significant main effect for gender on
perceived proactive sensitivity, F(1, 425) = 5.33, p =.022, npz =.012. Men perceived
their wives as more proactively sensitive (M = 3.94, SE = .09) than women did (M =
3.70, SE = .06). The main effect of culture and the interaction effect were non-
significant. Moreover, there was a significant main effect of culture on perceived
reactive sensitivity, F(1, 425) = 28.68, p < .001, an = .064. Turkish participants
perceived their spouses as more reactively sensitive (M = 4.16, SE = .07) than
American participants did (M = 3.70, SE = .05). The main effect of gender and the
interaction effect were nonsignificant. The results did not change when the education
level, age, and relationship duration were controlled for in the above analyses.

Overall, the findings revealed that independent from the cultural context,
women were perceived as more proactively sensitive by their spouses. However,
there was no significant gender effect on perceived reactive sensitivity. Since being
male was not found to be related to being more reactively sensitive, Hypothesis 3 has
been partially supported. The finding that as compared to the US sample, the Turkish
sample perceived their spouses/partners as more reactively sensitive has been

affirmed.
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4.3.4. Testing Hypothesis 4: Is the Link between Attachment Orientations and
Sensitivity Negative?

The expected negative associations of attachment insecurity dimensions with
sensitivity constructs (Hypothesis 4) were tested by bivariate correlation analysis.
Path analyses were conducted to test if attachment avoidance in Turkey and
attachment anxiety in the US are the prevalent predictors of caregiving sensitivity
(Hypothesis 4b).

For the Turkish sample, the correlation analysis (see Table 4.3.1.3) showed
that proactive sensitivity was negatively associated with attachment anxiety (r = -
448, p < .01) and avoidance (r = -.586, p < .01). Reactive sensitivity was also
negatively correlated with attachment anxiety (r = -.338, p < .01) and avoidance (r =
-497, p < .01). The hypothesized model indicating the associations of attachment
anxiety and avoidance with proactive and reactive sensitivity was tested using
LISREL. Gender was the control variable. Following the construction of a fully
saturated model, insignificant paths were excluded from the model subsequently. The
trimmed model fit the data very well (2 (2, N = 201) = 1.28, p = .52, GFI = .99,
AGFI = .98, NNFI = 1.01, CFI = 1.00, RMSEA = .00, 90% CI [.00, .12]). In the
model (see Figure 4.3.4.1), attachment anxiety predicted proactive sensitivity (f = -
12, p < .05), but not reactive sensitivity. Attachment avoidance predicted both
proactive sensitivity (p = -.53, p <.05) and reactive sensivity (B = -.50, p < .05) with
much stronger beta weights. Chi-square difference test was conducted to test the
magnitude of predictive powers of attachment orientations on sensitivity constructs.
The power of attachment avoidance was significantly stronger than the power of
attachment anxiety in predicting proactive sensitivity (Ay? (1) = 16.86, p < .01). The
power of attachment avoidance in predicting proactive sensitivity was stronger than
the power of it in predicting reactive sensitivity (Ay? (1) = 7.41, p < .01).

As a supplementary analysis, the interaction effect of attachment anxiety and
avoidance on proactive and reactive sensitivity was tested to see if the four
attachment categories inferred from the interaction effects have significant effects
above and beyond the effects of the dimensions of attachment anxiety and avoidance.
Gender and attachment dimensions were centered at their means, and the interaction

term was calculated by multiplying the centered attachment variables. Three-stage
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hierarchical regression analyses were conducted with proactive and reactive
sensitivity as the outcome variables. Gender was entered at the first step to control
for its effect, attachment anxiety and avoidance were entered into the second step,
and the interaction term was entered into the final step. For the Turkish sample, the
interaction of attachment anxiety and avoidance did not make a significant
contribution to the models.

For the US sample, the correlation analysis (see Table 4.3.1.3) revealed that
proactive sensitivity was negatively correlated with attachment avoidance (r = -.375,
p <.01) but not attachment anxiety. Unexpectedly, reactive sensitivity was positively
correlated with attachment anxiety (r = .172, p < .01). It did not significantly
correlate with attachment avoidance. The hypothesized model indicating the
associations of attachment anxiety and avoidance with proactive and reactive
sensitivity was tested by controlling for the effect of gender. The trimmed model fit
the data well (2 (3, N = 224) = 2.57, p = .46, GFI = .99, AGFI = .97, NNFI = 1.01,
CFI = 1.00, RMSEA = .00, 90% CI [.00, .10]). In the model, however, attachment
anxiety positively predicted proactive sensitivity (B = .18, p < .05) and reactive
sensitivity (B = .17, p < .05), while attachment avoidance negatively predicted
proactive sensitivity (B = -.49, p < .05), but not reactive sensitivity. Attachment
anxiety was significant predictors of proactive and reactive sensitivity in the opposite
way of expectations. Given the nonsignificant but in the negative direction
correlation between attachment anxiety and proactive sensitivity (r = -.087), a
suppression effect was suspected. Therefore, attachment anxiety was removed from
the equation, which remained including gender and attachment avoidance. The
adjusted model (see Figure 4.3.4.2) showed a good fit (y2 (2, N = 224) = 0.50, p =
77, GFI = .99, AGFI = .99, NNFI = 1.12, CFI = 1.00, RMSEA = .00, 90% CI [.00,
.08]). Attachment avoidance predicted proactive sensitivity when gender was
controlled (B = -.39, p <.05).

In sum, it was hypothesized that attachment anxiety and avoidance
would negatively predict perceived sensitivity (Hypothesis 4). The hypothesis was
supported for the Turkish sample. However, for the US sample, there was only a
negative relationship between attachment avoidance and proactive sensitivity.

Unexpectedly, attachment anxiety was positively correlated with reactive sensitivity.
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Therefore, the hypothesis was not fully supported for the US sample. As a culture-
specific prediction, the power of attachment avoidance was expected to be stronger
in predicting sensitivity as compared to attachment anxiety in Turkey, while the
power of attachment anxiety was expected to be stronger in predicting sensitivity as
compared to attachment avoidance (Hypothesis 4b). For the Turkish sample, the
predominance effect of attachment avoidance on proactive and reactive sensitivity
was revealed. Attachment avoidance also seemed to be the predominant factor for
proactive sensitivity for the US sample. However, the predictor role of attachment
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anxiety could not be tested because a suppression effect was detected. The model
was tested by including only attachment avoidance. Therefore, the interaction effect
of attachment orientations could not be tested for the US sample. The measurement
equivalence of path models for the two samples could not be tested either. As a
result, the hypothesis was supported for the Turkish sample, but not for the US
sample.

4.4. Overview of the Results

Overall, the current study provided support for the function of proactive and
reactive sensitivity in romantic relationships and partial support for the culture- and
gender-related expectations about the adaptive functions of sensitivity constructs,
and the predictor roles of attachment orientations in perceived sensitivity.

Specifically, in the current study, proactive and reactive sensitivity have been
investigated both from within-culture and between-culture perspectives. A scenario-
based PRS Scale consisting of both categorical and continuous rating scales was
developed. The two-factor structure of English and Turkish versions of the scale was
supported. The measurement invariance of the scale across the two samples was
partially supported. The main reason for this result is considered as the high
correlation between the two sensitivity constructs in Turkey. They were uncorrelated
in the US sample. The subsequent analyses were carried out by considering that the
scale was partially (non-)invariant for the two samples. Sensitivity constructs had
low-to-moderate correlations with self-disclosure and conflict variables, and
medium-to-high correlations with PPR, which supported the validity of the measure.

The relationships between sensitivity constructs with other study variables
(i.e., self-disclosure, PPR, 10S, and relationship happiness) suggested that proactive
and reactive sensitivity have functions in adult romantic relationships. Thus,
Hypothesis 1 was supported.

According to the cross-cultural findings, individuals in the Turkish sample
showed more tendencies to perceive their spouses/partners more reactively sensitive
than those in the US sample did. Although there was no significant difference in
terms of the mean levels of the sensitivity constructs, individuals in the US sample
were more apt to perceive their spouses/partners as proactively sensitive.

Considering the responses of individuals to each scenario in the PRS Scale, it was
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detected that individuals in the US sample had higher scores in all of the proactive
sensitivity options. In contrast, those in the Turkish sample had higher scores in the
majority of the reactive sensitivity options.

In the Turkish sample, proactive and reactive sensitivity were closely
associated with each other. Therefore, the correlations with other study variables
were highly similar to each other. They were significantly correlated with PPR, self-
disclosure, relationship happiness, 10S, well-being, attachment anxiety, and
attachment avoidance in the expected directions. However, individuals in the Turkish
sample reported higher levels of perceived reactive sensitivity than proactive
sensitivity.

Hypothesis 2 indicating that proactive sensitivity would be the predominant
factor for the Turkish samples was rejected. On the other hand, in the US sample,
individuals who perceived their spouses as more proactively sensitive reported
higher levels of PPR, self-disclosure, relationship happiness, and well-being. They
also showed more tendencies to include their spouses into themselves and to define
their self-construals interdependent. Accordingly, Hypothesis 2 was rejected for both
the Turkish and the US sample. The expectation of a typical cultural pattern for
sensitivity constructs was not fully supported.

As compared to men, women were perceived as more proactively sensitive by
their spouses. There was no evidence that men were perceived to be more reactively
sensitive. Thus, Hypothesis 3 was supported only for women in both samples.

There were cross-cultural differences in terms of the link between attachment
orientations and the types of sensitivity. As expected, negative relationships were
detected for all of the variables for the Turkish sample. For the US sample, although
there was a negative association between attachment avoidance and proactive
sensitivity, attachment anxiety positively related to reactive sensitivity that was
unexpected. The correlation between proactive sensitivity and attachment anxiety, as
well as the correlation between reactive sensitivity and attachment avoidance, were
nonsignificant. Therefore, Hypothesis 4 was supported for the Turkish sample only.
In terms of culture-specific expectations, the predictive power of attachment
avoidance was significantly higher than attachment anxiety in predicting proactive

sensitivity for the Turkish sample. Unlike attachment anxiety, attachment avoidance
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also predicted reactive sensitivity. The results supported Hypothesis 4b, indicating
that attachment avoidance is the predominant predictor of sensitivity constructs in
Turkey. In contrast, Hypothesis 4b was not supported by the US sample. Attachment
anxiety was excluded from the path model due to the suppression effect.
Accordingly, the predictive powers of attachment orientations and measurement

equivalence of the models across the samples could not be tested.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

The general purpose of the current dissertation was to investigate the function
of proactive and reactive sensitivity in adult romantic relationships from dyadic and
cultural perspectives. For this purpose, in the first study, a perceived proactive-
reactive sensitivity scale was developed. Because the validity of the newly developed
measure was not strong enough, this measure was converted into a scenario-based
format in the second study. In addition, culturally adaptive functions of sensitivity
constructs were explored dyadically in the Turkish cultural context. In the third
study, cross-cultural variations in the roles of sensitivity constructs were examined
by comparing the samples from Turkey and the US. In the following sections, first,
the main findings of each study are summarized and discussed. Then, the
contributions, implications, and limitations of the current research, together with the
suggestions for further studies, are addressed.

5.1. Discussion of the Main Findings of the Current Research
5.1.1. Study 1

To date, culturally adaptive functions of proactive and reactive sensitivity
have been investigated in caregiver-child relationships (e.g., Park, Trommsdorff, &
Lee, 2012; Rothbaum, Nagaoka, & Ponte, 2006; Trommsdorff & Friedlmeier, 2010;
Ziehm, Trommsdorff, Heikamp, & Park, 2013). The functions of proactive and
reactive sensitivity in adult romantic relationships have been left unexamined. To fill
this gap, the caregiving sensitivity scale and perceived caregiving sensitivity scales
were developed. In the first study, the reliability and validity of the developed
measures were tested with married/cohabiting individuals in Turkey. The majority of
the sample consisted of women, which limited comparison of women and men in

terms of the variables. Although factor analyses supported the two-factor structure of
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the measure, the internal consistencies and correlations of the proactive and reactive
sensitivity subscales were quite high. Moreover, the magnitude of the correlations
between the subscales of new measure and PPR was very high, indicating that the
adult sensitivity measures were not separated from PPR. Negatively skewed
distributions of the proactive and reactive sensitivity scores also connoted that
participants could not have differentiated the proactive and reactive meanings of the
items. Participants rather might have focused on whether their partner/spouse is
“purely sensitive” or not, as measured in the previous studies (e.g., Feeney &
Collins, 2003). The validity of the measure was speculative due to the ceiling effect
also suggesting a desirability effect (Hessling, Traxel, & Schmidt, 2004). As a result,
hypotheses could not be tested in the first study. Considering these limitations, the
second study was designed and the item format was converted in a scenario-based
measure with forced-choice options.

5.1.2. Study 2

Several methodological changes were made in the second study. First, given
that caregiving experiences are more likely to be higher in marital relationships than
dating relationships (Knapp et al., 2016), married couples only participated in the
second study. Second, to obtain cross-informant data, sensitivity constructs have
been explored from a dyadic perspective, which allowed probing the relationship
functioning from a broader perspective (van Dulmen & Goncy, 2010). Besides,
gender differences in the associations between attachment orientations and
evaluations in partner sensitivity have been explored. Third, unlike the first study,
instead of actual sensitivity behaviors of participants, perceived sensitivity was
assessed considering that perceptions of partner behaviors give more accurate
information about these behaviors and the relationship process (Matthews,
Wickrama, & Conger, 1996).

In the new scenario-based binary forced-choice method, participants were
asked to select one of the partner behaviors referring to proactive or reactive
sensitivity. Although this method minimizes the social desirability in responding, it
also has some limitations. First, it may lead to ignoring the qualified answers of
respondents who do not intentionally try to give misleading answers (Jackson,
Wroblewski, & Ashton, 2000). Still, the difficulty in identifying these respondents
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might apply to all measurement methods of any kind. Second, forcing respondents to
select one of the two undesired alternatives might also be problematic (Jackson,
Wroblewski, & Ashton, 2000). Indeed, some of the participants in the second study
expressed this problem at the end of the survey. The respondents might have
perceived their spouses as insensitive to their personal needs; therefore, they might
not want to select any of the options. However, unlike the previous research which
explored the quality of caregiving (Kunce & Shaver, 1994) or the (non)existence of
sensitivity (e.g., Feeney & Collins, 2003), the current study focused on the types of
sensitivity when a person expressed her/his needs to the partner explicitly or
implicitly. Therefore, this method was preferred to measure one’s tendency to
classify partner behaviors as proactive or reactive. Last, this method allowed
mutually exclusive categorical classification, which led to the proactive and reactive
scores to be completely interdependent. Thus, proactive and reactive sensitivity
could not have been included in the same analyses.

The correlation between proactive sensitivity and PPR was high, indicating
that the two structures may work in relationship functioning as counterparts, or they
may explain unique variance on different relationship dynamics. These arguments
were discussed after the results of the third study were presented.

Examination of newly developed scale’s validity revealed that proactive
sensitivity had significant relationships with the indicators of relational dynamics
(i.e., PPR, self-disclosure, 10S, relationship happiness, attachment anxiety, and
attachment avoidance) in the expected directions. These associations also supported
Hypothesis 1 and showed the relevance of proactive sensitivity in relationship
functioning. Those who perceive their partners/spouses proactively sensitive also felt
more satisfaction in their relationships and perceived them as an essential part of
themselves. The findings of the previous research have also shown that spousal
caregiving had a positive impact on marital satisfaction (e.g., Carnelly,
Pietromonaco, & Jaffe, 1996; Feeney, 1996).

Hypothesis 2, indicating that proactive sensitivity would be more compatible
with the Turkish cultural context, has been supported. The participants were
classified into three groups according to their scores in perceived proactive and

reactive sensitivity and were compared on the major study variables. It was found
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that the proactive group reported significantly higher levels of PPR, self-disclosure,
IOS, and relationship happiness and lower levels of attachment anxiety and
attachment avoidance than the reactive group. Previous cross-cultural studies have
demonstrated that the role of caregiver sensitivity in emotion regulation processes
suggesting that caregivers in collectivist cultures show proactive sensitivity tendency
to foster social cohesion (e.g., Park, Trommsdorff, & Lee, 2012; Rothbaum,
Nagaoka, & Ponte, 2006; Trommsdorff & Heikamp, 2013; Ziehm, Trommsdorff,
Heikamp, & Park, 2013). Considering that the Turkish cultural context draws a
psychological/emotional  interdependence culture profile that prioritizing
interpersonal relations (Kagit¢ibasi, 2005), the associations between proactive
sensitivity and relationship dynamics were in line with those of the studies conducted
in the early developmental period. However, given that proactive and reactive
sensitivity scores are dependent on this measurement method, there is a need for
obtaining two independent scores to be able to compare the mean levels of proactive
and reactive sensitivity.

The analysis conducted to test gender differences in sensitivity constructs
supported Hypothesis 3 and yielded that wives were evaluated as more proactively
sensitive, whereas husbands were perceived as more reactively sensitive by their
spouses. This finding was compatible with gender-fit expectations about the role of
women in managing emotional needs and processes (Mayer, Salovey, & Caruso,
1999). The studies about the communication of emotions argued that women are
more likely to develop nonverbal skills and read implicit cues for the maintenance of
the intrafamilial cohesion (Brody, 2000; McClure, 2000). Therefore, women could
anticipate men’s needs for support and be evaluated as proactively sensitive. In
contrast, men are less apt to use affectional words and mimicries than women are
(Levenson, Cartensen, & Gottman, 1994). They tend to withdraw verbal conflict
(Vogel, Wester, Heesacker, & Madon, 2003). Besides, women are more willing to
initiate conversations and vocalize their needs (Christensen & Heavey, 1990). Men
might prefer responding until women expressed their needs explicitly, which is in
line with reactive sensitivity.

The link between attachment orientations and the types of sensitivity was

investigated to better understand the underlying individual-based mechanisms in
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perceived partner responses. Hypothesis 4 has been supported. Attachment anxiety
and avoidance were negatively related to perceived proactive sensitivity. The
previous research suggested that the coupling of an avoidant wife and an anxious
husband was the most unfavorable match for the relationship welfare (e.g.,
Kirkpatrick & Davis, 1994; Feeney, 2008; Harma & Siimer, 2016). As a culture- and
gender-based expectation, it was hypothesized that wives’ attachment avoidance and
husbands’ attachment anxiety would be the most detrimental predictors of perceived
spousal sensitivity. Supporting the previous findings and Hypothesis 4a, the results
revealed that avoidantly attached wives and anxiously attached husbands perceived
their spouses as less proactively sensitive. Additionally, as a partner effect, husbands
with avoidantly attached wives reported less proactive sensitivity. This finding is
important to emphasize how strongly attachment avoidance in women influences
men’s perceived sensitivity among married couples. Thus, not only the role of
attachment in marital sensitivity but also the prevalent role of gender has been shown
(Feeney, 1996). In conclusion, this study has significantly contributed to the
sensitivity literature by explaining the relevance of perceived proactive sensitivity in
marriages in the Turkish cultural context. Adhering to the cross-cultural arguments
about the proactive and reactive sensitivity in the early developmental studies (e.g.,
Trommsdorff & Heikamp, 2013; Trommsdorff & Rothbaum, 2008), a supplementary
study has been conducted to explore the types of sensitivity in a cross-cultural
setting.
5.1.3. Study 3

In the third study, the two major limitations of the second study were
eliminated. First, the Likert scale was added to the binary forced-choice PRS Scale to
be able to employ proactive and reactive sensitivity as separate variables in the
analyses. Second, a cross-cultural study was designed to examine whether the
prevalence and function of proactive and reactive sensitivity change depending on
the cultural context. Before testing the main hypotheses, the factorial structure,
measurement equivalence, and validity of the Turkish and English versions of the
PRS scale were tested. In the second study, as the result of the forced-choice format,
a unitary factorial structure has been supported for the scale in Turkey. However, in

the third study, the factor analyses showed that six items corresponding to the
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reactive sensitivity had cross-loadings or had lower loadings in the Turkish sample.
Although the problematic items were removed from the scale, there was still a high
correlation between the two dimensions. Considering that the factorial structure of
the scale was satisfactory and yielded a clear two-factor solution in the US sample,
20 scenarios were retained in the analyses. Configural invariance of the scale was
satisfactory after all the error covariances were added between the error terms of
items loading to the same factor. However, measurement invariance of the scale was
partially supported. Although removing the non-invariant items from the models may
be a solution in the short-run, this could impair the psychometric quality and the
scope of the content. Instead, the literature suggests using partially non-invariant
models, which allows the researchers analyzing the samples at the construct level
(see Ock, McAbee, Mulfinger, & Oswald, 2019). In a recent article, Funder (2020)
suggested that a failure of measurement invariance should not restrict further
analyses, and configural invariance could be adequate if the purpose of the study is to
focus on correlations of measures within countries. Indeed, the current study had a
correlational nature, and the main purpose of it was to explore the relevance of the
types of sensitivity in the romantic relationship settings. Accordingly, further
analyses remained for the countries but the findings were interpreted cautiously.

In addition, it should be noted that metric non-invariance might result from
the fact that proactive and reactive sensitivity were highly correlated with each other
in the Turkish sample, while they were uncorrelated in the US sample. This finding
indicated that proactive and reactive sensitivity seemed to be indistinguishable for
the Turkish sample. Two possible explanations may lie at this result. First,
individuals in this cultural context might indeed have the tendency to show both
types of sensitivity to the partner to minimize the possibility to be rejected/left by the
partner. Rejection sensitivity is defined as the expectation of being rejected by
important others (Downey, Mougios, Ayduk, London, & Shoda, 2004). Cross-
cultural studies showed that the level of rejection sensitivity is higher in Eastern
societies than Western societies (Garris, Ohbuchi, Oikawa, & Harris, 2011; Lou &
Li, 2017) because the maintenance of relationships and the sense of belongingness to
social environment are more critical in collectivist cultures than in individualist

cultures (see Sato, Yuki, & Norasakkunkit, 2014). Proactive and reactive sensitivity
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might cooperate with each other to deal with the threat of rejection. That is, partners
might not regard the actor’s overt or covert expressions as a prerequisite to be
sensitive and might just be trying to be sensitive in any case to avoid potential
rejection and protect their relationships.

Second, individuals in this cultural setting might form a more situation-
specific sensitivity, as compared to the US people. In the two studies conducted in
the early developmental period, it was found that Korean and Japanese mothers’
responses to the scenarios varied (i.e., proactive or reactive) depending on the
situation that the child experienced, while German mothers’ responses were
relatively more consistent across the situations. The researchers pointed out that
although the mothers in Eastern societies showed the tendency to be proactively
sensitive, their sensitivity patterns should be regarded as situation-specific sensitivity
(Trommsdorff and Friedlmeier, 2010; Ziehm, Trommsdorff, Heikamp, & Park,
2013). In line with this argument, individuals in Turkey might have preferred to be
proactively or reactively sensitive in particular situations that the actors need for
help/support. Nevertheless, further studies should re-test whether proactive and
reactive sensitivity could be decomposite variables in Turkey before drawing a
definite conclusion.

The validation of the scales was investigated for the two samples. The results
showed that most of the associations between the types of sensitivity and other
variables (i.e., self-disclosure, PPR, and romantic partner conflict) were significant in
the expected directions. Small-to-moderate relationships of sensitivity with self-
disclosure and conflict subscales contributed to the construct validity of the PRS.
However, the validity of proactive and reactive sensitivity was partially supported
due to the high correlations between PPR and proactive sensitivity. Besides, there
were other critical findings. First, the link between self-disclosure and proactive
sensitivity was higher than the link between self-disclosure and reactive sensitivity in
the US, indicating that the more the actor shares personal features or situations, the
better the partner anticipates the actor’s needs. Second, PPR was found to be highly
related to especially proactive sensitivity in both samples, indicating that PPR and
proactive sensitivity seem to have moderately high overlap in measuring the same

structure. To assess this possibility, supplementary regression analyses were
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conducted, and the unique variances of the two types of sensitivity and PPR in
explaining relationship happiness were tested. The results showed that PPR was the
only significant predictor of relationship happiness in the US, while both proactive
sensitivity and PPR significantly predicted relationship happiness in Turkey.
Although the analyses showed the effect of PPR above and beyond it, proactive
sensitivity remained to explain unique variance in Turkey. These findings might infer
that there might be an instrumental similarity between these two variables, which
means that anticipating one’s needs without s/he verbalizes might indeed refer to
responsiveness.

Although the correlation between proactive sensitivity and relationship
happiness was high, proactive sensitivity did not predict relationship happiness,
when PPR was in the model in the US. The unique and dominant effect of PPR on
relationship happiness indicated that proactive sensitivity could be a subset of PPR in
adult relationships. PPR and proactive sensitivity seem to overlap in terms of their
main components, which are the sense of being understood, validated, and cared for
by the partner. “Feeling understood” refers to the belief that the partner is aware of
innermost concerns. “Feeling validated” corresponds to the belief that the partner
respects personal desires and goals. “Feeling cared for” stands for the belief that the
partner helps fulfill personal and psychological needs (Reis, Clark, & Holmes, 2004;
Reis & Shaver, 1988). Indeed, these components also typify proactive sensitivity.
The intuition/anticipation of one’s needs (i.e., understanding), taking care of the
needs (i.e., validation), and responding to the needs (i.e., caring) are the prerequisites
for proactive sensitivity. However, the major characteristic of proactive sensitivity is
still the anticipation of the needs that the actor expressed tacitly. In this manner, it
could be expected that proactive sensitivity would be more inclusive than PPR
because the partner shows a sensitive behavior by considering one’s preference in the
way of expressing the needs, which is not assessed in PPR specifically. Since the
results depicted the overarching role of PPR in the US, the sense of being understood
in the PPR process might depend on the accurate evaluation of one’s nonverbal
expressions, thereby encapsulating proactive sensitivity, at least in that cultural

setting.
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Alternatively, since proactive sensitivity and PPR had unique variances in
explaining the relational outcome, at least in the Turkish sample, their conceptual
(dis)similarity should be also taken into consideration in further studies. Indeed, the
items of the PPR and perceived sensitivity scales are different and target partner
behaviors. While the PPR Scale is based on the cognitive evaluations toward partner
behaviors, the PRS Scale measures the partner responses through the individual’s
own overt or covert expressions in time of need. Therefore, they might have different
functions in relationships. As depicted in this study, PPR could be a distinctive factor
for relationship satisfaction. Still, it might be possible to detect the effect of proactive
sensitivity, and even reactive sensitivity, above and beyond PPR in other relationship
dynamics. For instance, perceiving the partner as proactively or reactively sensitive
might determine the conflict management strategies. Effective conflict management
strategies are necessary to maintain relationship welfare (Beach, Fincham, & Katz,
1998). The effectiveness of communication is identified with constructive
communication strategies used in the time of conflict (Caughlin & Vangelisti, 2006).
It has been claimed that if the critical problems are not openly discussed within a
relationship, this might result in relationship dissatisfaction in the long-run (Canary,
Cupach, & Messman, 1995), emphasizing the importance of open communication.
However, considering the individual differences in perceived sensitivity, it could be
speculated that the constructiveness of the strategies may be evaluated at the
individual-level and tried to be explained by regarding the individual’s preference to
overt or covert expressions in the sensitivity process. Specifically, if one’s proactive
sensitivity is higher, then the partner may sense the relational problem and take
action to solve it without one’s bringing up the matter. Those who perceived their
partners as proactively sensitive may be more apt to find a strategy more
constructive, while those who perceived their partners as reactively sensitive may be
more likely to evaluate another strategy as more constructive, thereby enhancing
relationship welfare in separate pathways. Considering these two arguments, further
studies should examine whether PPR and proactive sensitivity are in accord with
each other in all relational contexts or decompose from each other in some specific

situations.
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In Hypothesis 1, it was expected that proactive and reactive sensitivity would
be relevant to romantic relationships. The relationships of proactive and reactive
sensitivity with other study variables supported the hypothesis for the two samples
and suggested that they have important roles in adult romantic relationships. The
current dissertation is a pioneer study depicting the relevance of proactive and
reactive sensitivity in the relationship dynamics. Thus, the roles of proactive and
reactive sensitivity in romantic relationships should be replicated in different samples
before generalizing the results.

In Hypothesis 2, it was proposed that proactive sensitivity in Turkey and
reactive sensitivity in the US would be the predominant predictor in relationships.
This hypothesis has been supported for Turkey in the second study. In the third
study, cross-cultural findings depicted that although proactive and reactive sensitivity
were highly correlated with each other, Turkish participants perceived their
spouses/partners as reactively sensitive rather than proactively sensitive. On the
contrary, there was a trend to recognize the spouse/partner proactively sensitive
among the US participants. As compared to the Americans, who perceived their
spouses/partners reactively sensitive, those, who perceived their spouses proactively
sensitive, reported higher levels of PPR, self-disclosure, 10S, relationship happiness,
and well-being.

This result implies that perceiving the partner as proactively sensitive
provides relationship maintenance in individualist cultures. One possible explanation
for this finding may lie in the relational mobility literature. Relational mobility refers
to the amount of opportunities that people have in a given society to initiate and
terminate interpersonal relationships. As compared to societies low in relational
mobility, in societies high in relational mobility, the existing relationships are more
fragile, and people are less likely to establish long-term relationships (Yuki et al.,
2007). As Rothbaum and Trommsdorff (2007) suggest, relatedness has central
importance not only in collectivist cultures but also in all cultural contexts. For the
Americans, it has been pointed out that they define themselves as individualistic as
well as relational in their groups (Oyserman, Coon, & Kemmelmeier, 2002). Even
though the possibility to establish novel relationships is high, people in individualist

societies may also need a stable, safe, and familiar environment because failure to
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establish a new relationship could result in negative outcomes, such as loneliness
(Lykes & Kemmelmeier, 2014). Therefore, if people in high mobility situations are
willing to consolidate their relationships, they have to commit extra energy to use
maintenance strategies (Schug, Yuki, & Maddux, 2010). Accordingly, proactive
sensitivity might be one of the relationship maintenance strategies. It might be
important for those people to sense and support the partner’s needs without s/he
telling his/her needs so that the partner can provide the relationship commitment.
Finding that relationship happiness was highly correlated with proactive sensitivity,
but not reactive sensitivity, emphasizes the functionality of proactive sensitivity in
relationships in the US. It means that people prefer their partners to anticipate their
needs and intervene to feel happy in the relationship, thereby minimizing the
possibility of relational mobility. The potential association between proactive
sensitivity and relational mobility should be investigated in further studies.
Moreover, in the second and the third studies, contradictory findings were
observed mostly for the Turkish culture. Proactive sensitivity in the second study and
reactive sensitivity in the third study were more predominant patterns than the other
alternative. At that point, it should be noted that the values and practices within a
culture might considerably diverse, indicating the heterogeneity in cultures.
Autonomy and relatedness might go hand in hand in a given society, and even in an
individual (Kagitgibasi, 1996; Trommsdorff & Kornadt, 2003; Oyserman, Coon, &
Kemmelmeier, 2002). The contradictory findings in the current research might result
from this heterogeneity within the Turkish cultural context. Specifically, relatively
autonomous individuals might prioritize their self-efficacy and thus prefer to
determine the way of fulfillment of their needs. Thus, they might evaluate their
partners as more sensitive when they respond to their explicit expressions (i.e.,
reactive). In contrast, those, who pay more regard to relatedness, compared to
autonomy, might find the partner’s anticipation of and intervention to their needs
more functional for the relationship and personal welfare (i.e., proactive). It has been
found that interdependent self-construal positively correlated with proactive
sensitivity in the US. Their relationship in Turkey was also positive but insignificant.
This finding may also support the argument that the more a person defines

him/herself as interdependent in a relationship, the higher s/he benefits from
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proactive sensitivity. Therefore, it is necessary to consider both within a culture and
between cultures variations in further studies. Participants from diverse
socioeconomic status should also be recruited, and longitudinal studies should be
conducted to identify if any predominance of proactive or reactive sensitivity in
Turkey.

The observed cultural variation in proactive and reactive sensitivity in adult
romantic relationships in this study was not fully in line with the previous findings
found in caregiver-child relationships. These inconsistent findings suggest that,
unlike in early developmental period, proactive and reactive sensitivity in adult
romantic relationships may be domain-specific or relationship-specific structures in
adulthood. In Turkey, being reactively sensitive or showing situation-specific
sensitivity may be more functional in romantic relationships. In the US, however,
proactive sensitivity may strengthen the relationships by maintaining the
relationships in high relationally mobile cultural context. Different sensitivity
mechanisms may work for other relationship types (e.g., friendships, Kinship,
brother/sisternood, adult-parent relationships) in Turkey and the US. Unlike the
previous studies on parenatal sensitivity caregiver-child relationships, a culture-
specific sensitivity tendency may not exist. The potential variations in sensitivity
types should be further investigated in different relationship domains.

Indeed, the current research has assessed romantic partner sensitivity by
considering individuals’ emotional needs. Thus, the individuals’ practices in being
proactively sensitive to the romantic partner may be prevalent in the US to provide
relationship stability. However, if the instrumental needs have been considered,
reactive sensitivity might have been the dominant type of sensitivity in the US. The
formation, maintenance, and meaning of the relationships are different for the two
societies. Therefore, individuals may need for instrumental support rather than
emotional support depending on the state of affairs in a relationship. Likewise,
individuals’ perceptions in proactive and reactive sensitivity may also differ
according to the need for support in different developmental periods. For instance, in
adolescence, parental proactive sensitivity may not be welcomed by the adolescents
because it may be perceived as an intrusive behavior or violating their personal

boundaries. These variations should also be examined in further studies.
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As a result, Hypothesis 2 was not supported. A typical cultural pattern could
not be identified for proactive and reactive sensitivity. These findings suggested that
proactive and reactive sensitivity might be culture-independent for adults or might be
explained by other culture-related variables.

In Hypothesis 3, it was expected that women would be perceived as more
proactively sensitive while men would be perceived as more reactively sensitive. In
the second study, this hypothesis has been supported for both women and men in
Turkey. However, this finding was only confirmed for women in the two countries.
In line with the gender-fit expectations in emotion regulation processes (e.g., Brody,
2000; Mayer, Salovey, & Caruso, 1999), women were evaluated to be more
proactively sensitive by their spouses.

It was expected that men would be more likely to be perceived as reactively
sensitive than women. This expectation was based upon two arguments in the
literature. First, women are superior in verbalizing emotions during conversations.
Second, men avoid verbal and facial contact in dyadic interactions and use emotion-
related expressions fewer than women do (Burke, Weir, & Harrison, 1976;
Christensen & Heavey, 1990; Levenson, Carstensen, & Gottman, 1994; Vogel,
Wester, Heesacker, & Madon, 2003). Accordingly, it was plausible to expect that
men wait for women to vocalize their needs before showing sensitivity behavior, or
women express their needs because they know that men are not as superior as they
are in reading implicit cues. However, the gender difference in reactive sensitivity
was insignificant. This finding suggested that it is necessary to examine whether
there is an unexpected pattern in men’s emotion regulation strategies or women’s
attributions to the men’s role in conversations.

In Hypothesis 4, negative associations between attachment orientations and
sensitivity constructs were expected for both samples. In Hypothesis 4b, attachment
avoidance in Turkey and attachment anxiety in the US were expected to be
predominant predictors of perceived sensitivity. The hypotheses were supported for
the Turkish sample, but mixed findings were obtained for the American sample. In
Turkey, attachment anxiety and avoidance negatively related to proactive and
reactive sensitivity. Attachment avoidance predicted both proactive and reactive

sensitivity. The power of attachment avoidance was stronger than attachment anxiety
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in predicting proactive sensitivity. However, the interaction of attachment anxiety
and avoidance was not significant. Supporting the previous research (e.g., Schmitt,
2010; Schmitt et al., 2004; Siimer & Yetkili, 2018), the mean level of attachment
anxiety was significantly higher than that of attachment avoidance. Attachment
avoidance had a predominantly negative effect on proactive and reactive sensitivity.
These two findings supported the culture-fit hypothesis for Turkey, which represents
the collectivist cultural structure (Friedman, Rholes, Simpson, Bond, Diaz-Loving, &
Chan, 2010). The results also showed that one’s attachment anxiety inhibited
perceiving the partner proactively sensitive. Attachment anxiety was not evaluated as
specifically maladaptive in Turkey (e.g., Ozen, Siimer, & Demir, 2011; Siimer &
Kagiteibasi, 2010). Still, it might be claimed that even if the partner is willing to
help/support without the individual’s telling, the partner’s sensitivity behaviors might
be regarded as inadequate due to those individuals’ excessive distress about
relationship intimacy and maintenance. Nevertheless, attachment anxiety was
associated with less negative evaluations in partner sensitivity, as compared to
attachment avoidance.

In the US, there was a negative association between attachment avoidance
and proactive sensitivity. As an unexpected finding, attachment anxiety was
positively related to reactive sensitivity. Moreover, the correlation between
attachment anxiety and proactive sensitivity and the correlation between attachment
avoidance and reactive sensitivity were insignificant. In the path model, attachment
anxiety predicted sensitivity variables positively, which called in doubt about the
suppression effect. Therefore, the analysis was carried out by including only
attachment avoidance in the model. It predicted perceived proactive sensitivity
negatively. As a result, although the predictive powers of attachment orientations
could not be statistically compared, the predictor role of attachment avoidance in
proactive sensitivity has been revealed. The previous research suggested that
attachment avoidance has an adaptive function by fostering autonomy in
relationships in individualist cultures (Rothbaum, Weisz, Pott, Miyake, & Morelli,
2000; Schmitt, 2010). Unlike the culture-fit expectations, the mean level of
attachment anxiety was significantly higher than that of attachment avoidance.

Collins and Feeney (2000) found that individuals with higher levels of attachment
90



avoidance made fewer attempts to take support than those with lower levels of
attachment avoidance in times of distress. When they sought for support, they used
indirect cues, such as hinting and sulking. This might explain the current finding that
attachment avoidance was associated with proactive sensitivity, not reactive
sensitivity. That means a proactive sensitivity mechanism could be more salient for
avoidantly-attached individuals when looking for support. When the strong negative
association between avoidance and proactive sensitivity was considered, it might be
argued that, on the one hand, they might seek for support even if it is not often. On
the other hand, when they need support, they might perceive partner sensitivity as a
threat to the relational and personal distance they try to keep constant (Mikulincer &
Shaver, 2003). Thus, the negative effect of sensitive behaviors might take precedence
over the benefits of the behaviors. Moreover, the suppression effect constrained from
testing the potential effects of four attachment styles on proactive and reactive
sensitivity. Measurement equivalence could not be tested for the path models across
the samples. Thus, it should be noted that depending on partial (non-)invariance in
the Turkish and English versions of the PRS Scale, the models might also be partially
nonequivalent. Before making a cross-cultural inference, it is necessary to test these
predictions.
5.1.4. General Overview of the Findings

In the current dissertation, the relevance of proactive and reactive sensitivity
to adult romantic relationships has been investigated. The possible underlying
mechanisms (i.e., culture, gender, and attachment dimensions) of perceived proactive
and reactive sensitivity have been explored in three studies. As a result of the first
study, it was decided to revise the newly developed sensitivity scale into a new
format to clarify the distinction between proactive and reactive sensitivity. The
second study provided correlational evidence that proactive and reactive sensitivity
were related to the other relationship functioning variables, indicating the function of
the two types of sensitivity in adult relationships. The dyadic interplay in proactive
and reactive sensitivity has also been examined in Turkey. As expected, proactive
sensitivity emerged as the predominant pattern. Husbands reported their wives as
proactively sensitive, whereas wives reported their husbands as reactively sensitive.

Gender-based emotion regulation strategies have supported these findings.
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Attachment avoidance in wives and attachment anxiety in husbands have been the
most detrimental predictors of perceived proactive sensitivity in Turkey. The third
study aimed to complement the second study by eliminating the methodological
limitations of the PRS Scale. It was also investigated if the adaptive functions of
proactive and reactive sensitivity were explained by cross-cultural variations. In line
with the expectation, proactive and reactive sensitivity have explained unique
variances on study variables. However, compared to the US, reactive sensitivity had
a more dominant pattern among married/cohabiting individuals in Turkey. In
contrast, proactive sensitivity has shown a tendency to be more salient in romantic
relationships in the US. Attachment avoidance has explained a higher variance in
explaining spousal proactive (in both countries) and reactive (only in Turkey)
sensitivity. In conclusion, the overall results suggested that proactive and reactive
sensitivity have an important role in adult romantic relationships, but, unlike the
studies in the early developmental period, their functions should be explored by
taking into account several culture-specific or culture relevant expectations and
dyadic experiences.
5.2. Contributions and Implications of the Current Research

The current dissertation bears several contributions to current literature and
provides both theoretical and practical implications for understanding the role of
proactive and reactive sensitivity in romantic relationships. First, testing the function
of proactive and reactive sensitivity in this period provided a major contribution to
relationship research. The past research investigated the roles of proactive and
reactive sensitivity in the early developmental period. The caregiver’s proactive
sensitivity in collectivist cultures and reactive sensitivity in individualist cultures had
an adaptive function in emotion regulation processes of infants and preschoolers
(e.g., Rothbaum, Nagaoka, & Ponte, 2006; Ziehm, Trommsdorff, Heikamp, & Park,
2013). Indeed, caregiving is not observed in caregiver-child relationships only. It is
the most frequently expressed and central feature of romantic love (Fehr, 1988),
indicating that the caregiving system is a natural part of romantic relationships
(Kunce & Shaver, 1994), which is necessary both in good and bad times (George-
Levi et al., 2017). However, the potential contributions of proactive and reactive

sensitivity to adult relationships have been left unexamined. The current dissertation
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exhibited that proactive and reactive sensitivity are the structures worth examining in
adult romantic relationships. As a practical implication of the current research, it
could be suggested that perceived sensitivity tendencies of couples might be taken
into consideration in couple therapies. Practitioners might make individuals aware
that explicit or implicit expression of their needs underlies the partner’s sensitivity
actions.

Second, to measure adults’ perceived proactive and reactive sensitivity, an
instrument has been developed in the present research (i.e., Proactive-Reactive
Sensitivity Scale). The caregiving scales developed to date have disregarded to
evaluate which of the caregiving behaviors are more likely to be acted by the partner.
In the second study, daily scenarios have been created to provide individuals to focus
on personal situations that they might need for partner support. In the third study, the
scale was converted into a Likert type and binary forced-choice instrument to obtain
both categorical and continuous scores. The validity of the scale has been tested in
both the Turkish and American samples. It could be possible to use the scale to
examine the potential associations of proactive and reactive sensitivity with other
related variables. Moreover, the scale could be adapted to different developmental
periods (e.g., adolescence) to assess individuals’ perceived proactive and reactive
sensitivity toward their caregivers. The combinations of Likert scale and forced-
choice in the scale could be used by caregiving studies in the early developmental
period to gather systematic information about the caregiver’s tendency in proactive
or reactive sensitivity.

Third, the present research presented methodological contributions to the
literature on caregiving. Unlike the most of the previous caregiving studies using
dating couples from university samples (e.g., Carnelley, Pietromonaco, & Jaffe,
1996; Collins & Feeney, 2000), married or cohabiting couples or individuals were
employed in the current research to explain sensitivity patterns in more stable and
committed relationships (Millings & Walsh, 2009). In the second study, a dyadic
structural model was used to consider the mutual contributions of actors and partners
to the sensitivity mechanisms. Within-culture variations in sensitivity have also been
explained from a broader perspective. The third study was carried out to account for

cross-cultural differences in perceived proactive and reactive sensitivity across
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different cultural settings. Examining the community samples from dyadic and cross-
cultural perspectives could have strengthened the findings.

Forth, the current research has not only contributed to the caregiving but also
adult attachment literature. It has been suggested that one’s attachment orientations
shape support-seeking strategies, thereby influencing the partner’s caregiving
behaviors (Milling & Walsh, 2009). The previous research revealed the associations
between attachment dynamics and caregiving effectiveness (e.g., Collins & Feeney,
2000; Feeney, 1996; Feeney & Collins, 2001; Feeney & Hohaus, 2001). However, a
little is known about whether individuals’ attachment orientations explain perceptual
differences in the specific types of partner sensitivity, which are provided in response
to the individuals’ explicit or implicit expressions. The current research demonstrated
the predictor roles of attachment anxiety and avoidance in perceived proactive and
reactive sensitivity from a dyadic and cross-cultural perspective. Besides, this study
is valuable to understand the effect of attachment on care-seeking, not only on
caregiving (Millings & Walsh, 2009), because the partner’s proactive and reactive
sensitivity tendencies were measured through the individual’s explicit or implicit
care-seeking strategies. The findings of the second study yielded that wives’
attachment avoidance and husbands’ attachment anxiety in Turkey were the
predominant predictors of proactive sensitivity. In the third study, it was revealed
that independent from the cultural structure (i.e., individualist or collectivist),
individuals’ attachment avoidance explained perceived negativity in proactive
sensitivity (in Turkey and the US) and in reactive sensitivity (in Turkey).
Considering these within- and between-culture results, perceptual distortions of
insecurely attached couples might be evaluated within the framework of couple
therapy.

Fifth, the link between attachment and caregiving in adulthood has been
searched predominantly through the lenses of individualist Western perspective to
date. Actually, only if attachment orientations are evaluated from a cultural
perspective, accurate conclusions could be drawn about caregiving sensitivity
(Rothbaum, Weisz, Pott, Miyake, & Morelli, 2000). In the current research, in line
with the studies conducted in the early developmental period, the cultural dynamics

have been focused on while explaining the link between attachment orientations and
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perceived sensitivity. It is also important to note that country-specific, but not
culture-based, findings were obtained, indicating that there might be some other
underlying mechanisms beyond the culture that explain perceived proactive and
reactive sensitivity. Unexpectedly, proactive sensitivity was more likely to be
predominant sensitivity pattern, and attachment avoidance was the strongest factor
inhibiting the benefits of proactive sensitivity in the US sample. As Rothbaum and
Trommsdorff (2007) suggested, this finding might shed light on the socialization of
relatedness in the individualist United States. Since this is a preliminary study, future
studies will have the opportunity to examine the findings in more detail.

Last, past research in proactive and reactive sensitivity examined the
sensitivity in mother-child or teacher-child interactions by taking only the caregiver’s
perspective. Therefore, the potential effect of gender has not been taken into
consideration to date. The present research provided the opportunity to account for
gender differences in this specific sensitivity process, and thus, the findings have also
contributed to the related literature.

5.3. Limitations of the Current Research and Suggestions for Further Studies

The studies conducted in the scope of this dissertation yielded significant
findings for the role of proactive and reactive sensitivity in adult romantic
relationships. However, some limitations should be considered while interpreting the
results. First, the current research suggested novel sensitivity constructs for adult
romantic relationships, calling for the replicating the findings in future studies.
Although the measurement invariance of the Turkish and English versions of the
PRS Scale was considerably shown, further studies should be cautious about the
cross-validation of the scale and the cross-loaded items detected for the Turkish
sample. It should also be considered that the correlation between proactive and
reactive sensitivity was high in the Turkish sample, while that was insignificant in
the US.

Second, although the studies consisted of couples who varied in terms of age,
duration of the marriage, and occupation, which increased the generalizability of the
findings, the high education level of the participants, especially in Turkey, was an
important limitation in this regard. The conclusions were predominantly based on

middle-upper class and highly educated urban individuals. Thus, the findings may
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not fully reflect the marriage/relationship structures of couples with lower income
levels (Karney & Bradbury, 2020).

Third, cross-sectional design was used through single-time data collection,
which prevented to draw causal and long-term conclusions. In future studies, the
stability in proactive and reactive sensitivity should be investigated. Daily diary
studies might provide profound information for the consistency in perceived
sensitivity. Thus, the external validity of the findings could be strengthened.
Moreover, as the attachment theory emphasized, the roots of romantic relationship
quality lie at the quality of infant-caregiver relationships and peer relations in
preschool, middle childhood, and adolescence (Collins & Sroufe, 1999; Collins,
Welsh, & Furman, 2009). It has also been found that women, who reported more
positive caregiving experiences with their mothers, were more likely to show
caregiving sensitivity to their partners (Carnelley, Pietromonaco, & Jaffe, 1996).
Therefore, the possible transmission of perceived proactive and reactive sensitivity
from childhood to adulthood should also be tested.

Forth, in the third study, the predictor role of attachment anxiety in sensitivity
constructs could not be tested due to the suppression effect. Therefore, the interaction
effects of attachment dimensions could not be analyzed, indicating that the model
should be re-tested in a different sample to provide a broader framework about the
associations between attachment and perceived sensitivity.

Fifth, in the second study, dyadic processes were tested in Turkey. However,
the PRS Scale consisted of only forced-choice options, which obstructed to analyze
both proactive and reactive sensitivity on the same analyses. Therefore, they could
not be analyzed simultaneously in the dyadic framework. In the third study, this
limitation was eliminated, but the data could not be gathered from the couples.
Further dyadic studies that would be conducted in different countries might provide a
broader perspective to understand the reciprocity in sensitivity behaviors.

Last, it should be noted that, in the current research, the sensitivity behavior
of the partner was evaluated according to whether the individual expressed his/her
needs explicitly or implicitly. Contrary to past research (e.g., Kunce & Shaver, 1994,
Feeney & Collins, 2003), the degree of the partner’s insensitivity was not in the

scope of this research. Further studies should answer the question of whether it is
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possible to define the partner as insensitive when s/he gets lower scores on both
proactive and reactive sensitivity.
5.4. Conclusion

The current research provided preliminary support for the relevance of
proactive and reactive sensitivity in adult romantic relationships. The adaptive
functions of the proactive and reactive sensitivity have been addressed from dyadic
and cross-cultural perspectives. The predictor roles of attachment orientations in
perceived partner sensitivity have also been shown. Wives’ attachment avoidance
and husbands’ attachment anxiety were the strongest predictors of negative
evaluations in proactive and reactive sensitivity in Turkey. Attachment avoidance in
both Turkey and the US was the strongest predictor of perceived sensitivity. The
findings indicated that to better understand the implications and effects of partner
sensitivity for relationship functioning, it should be specifically analyzed at the
individual, dyadic, gender, and cultural contexts. Finally, this study has demonstrated
that proactive sensitivity and reactive sensitivity play critical role for relationship
quality and happiness though their effects seem to vary depending on cultural

contexts.

97



REFERENCES

Ackerman, R. A., Ledermann, T., & Kenny, D. A. (2016). Power analysis for the
actor-partner interdependence model. Unpublished manuscript. Retrieved from
https://robert-ackerman.shinyapps.io/APIMPowerR/

Ainsworth, M. D. S., Blehar, M. C., Waters, E., & Wall, S. (1978). Patterns of
Attachment: A Psychological Study of the Strange Situation. Hillsdale, NJ:
Erlbaum.

Aron, A., Aron, E. N., & Smollan, D. (1992). Inclusion of other in the self scale and
the structure of interpersonal closeness. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 63(4), 596.

Ataca, B. (2009). Turkish family structure and functioning. In S. Bekman & A.
Aksu-Kog (Eds.), Perspectives on Human Development, Family, and Culture
(pp. 108-126). New York, NY: Cambridge University Press.

Bartholomew, K., & Horowitz, L. M. (1991). Attachment styles among young adults:
a test of a four-category model. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
61(2), 226-244.

Bornstein, M. H. (2012). Cultural approaches to parenting. Parenting: Science and
Practice, 12(2-3), 212-221. doi: 10.1080/15295192.2012.683359

Bowlby, J. (1969/1982). Attachment and Loss: Vol.1, Attachment. New York: Basic
Books.

Brennan, K. A., Clark, C. L., & Shaver, P. R. (1998). Self-report measurement of
adult attachment: An integrative overview. In J. A. Simpson & W. S. Rholes
(Eds.), Attachment Theory and Close Relationships (pp. 46-76). New York:
Guilford Press.

Brody, L. R. (2000). The socialization of gender differences in emotional expression:
Display rules, infant temperament, and differentiation. In A. H. Fischer (Ed.),
Gender and Emotion: Social Psychological Perspectives (pp. 24-48). UK:
Cambridge University Press.

Brody, L. R., & Hall, J. A. (2008). Gender and emotion in context. In M. Lewis, J.
M. Haviland-Jones, & L. F. Barrett (Eds.), Handbook of Emotions (3rd ed., pp.
395-408). New York, NY: Guilford Press

Burke, R. J., Weir, T., & Harrison, D. (1976). Disclosure of problems and tensions
experienced by marital partners. Psychological Reports, 38(2), 531-542. doi:
10.2466/pr0.1976.38.2.531

98



Byrne, B.M. (2009). Structural Equation Modeling with AMOS: Basic Concepts,
Programming, and Applications (2nd Ed.). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Canary, D. J., Cupach, W. R., & Messman, S. (1995). Relationship Conflict: Conflict
in Parent-Child, Friendship, and Romantic Relationships (Vol. 10). Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage.

Carmines, E. G., & Mciver, J. P. (1981). Analyzing models with unobserved
variables: Analysis of covariance structures. In B. W. George & B. Edgar
(Eds.), Social Measurement: Current Issues (pp. 65-115). Beverly Hills: Sage
Publications, Inc.

Carnelley, K. B., Pietromonaco, P. R., & Jaffe, K. (1996). Attachment, caregiving,
and relationship functioning in couples: Effects of self and partner. Personal
Relationships, 3(3), 257-278. doi: 10.1111/j.1475-6811.1996.tb00116.x

Cassidy, J. (2008). The nature of child’s ties. In J. Cassidy, & P. R. Shaver (Eds.),
Handbook of Attachment: Theory, Research, and Clinical Applications (2nd
ed.) (pp. 3-22). US: Guilford Press.

Caughlin, J. P., & Vangelisti, A. L. (2006). Conflict in dating and marital
relationships. In J. G. Oetzel & S. Ting-Toomey (Eds.), The SAGE Handbook
of Conflict Communication: Integrating Theory, Research, and Practice, (pp.
129-157). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Chen, F. F. (2007). Sensitivity of goodness of fit indexes to lack of measurement
invariance. Structural Equation Modeling, 14, 464-504.
doi:10.1080/10705510701301834

Cheung, G. W., & Rensvold, R. B. (2002). Evaluating goodness-of-fit indexes for
testing measurement invariance. Structural Equation Modeling: A
Multidisciplinary Journal, 9, 233-255.

Christensen, A., & Heavey, C. L. (1990). Gender and social structure in the
demand/withdraw pattern of marital conflict. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 59(1), 73 -81. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.59.1.73

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical Power Analysis for the Behavioral Sciences (2nd ed.).
New York, NY: Erlbaum.

Collins, N. L., & Feeney, B. C. (2000). A safe haven: an attachment theory
perspective on support seeking and caregiving in intimate relationships.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 78(6), 1053. doi: 10.1037/0022-
3514.78.6.1053

Collins, W. A., & Sroufe, L. A. (1999). Capacity for intimate relationships: A
developmental construction. In B. B. Brown & W. Furman (Eds.), The
Development of Romantic Relationships in Adolescence (pp. 125-147). New
York: Cambridge University Press.

99



Collins, W. A., Welsh, D. P.,, & Furman, W. (2009). Adolescent romantic
relationships. Annual Review of Psychology, 60, 631-652. doi:
10.1146/annurev.psych.60.110707.163459

Cross, S. E., Bacon, P. L., & Morris, M. L. (2000). The relational-interdependent
self-construal and relationships. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
78(4), 791. doi: 10.1037//0022-3514.78.4791

Diener, E., Wirtz, D., Tov, W., Kim-Prieto, C., Choi, D. W., Oishi, S., & Biswas-
Diener, R. (2010). New well-being measures: Short scales to assess flourishing
and positive and negative feelings. Social Indicators Research, 97(2), 143-156.
doi: 10.1007/s11205-009-9493-y

Dogruyol, B. (2008). The impact of parental control and support on the development
of chronic self-regulatory focus. Unpublished master’s thesis, METU.

Downey, G., Mougios, V., Ayduk, O., London, B., & Shoda, Y. (2004). Rejection
sensitivity and the defensive motivational system: Insights from the startle
response to rejection cues. Psychological Science, 15, 668-673. doi:
10.1111/j.0956-7976.2004.00738.x

Feeney, J. A. (1996). Attachment, caregiving, and marital satisfaction. Personal
Relationships, 3(4), 401-416. doi: 10.1111/].1475-6811.1996.th00124.x

Feeney, J. A. (2008). Adult romantic attachment: Developments in the study of
couple relationships. In J. Cassidy, & P. R. Shaver (Eds.), Handbook of
Attachment: Theory, Research, and Clinical Applications (2nd ed., pp. 456-
481). US: Guilford Press.

Feeney, B. C. & Collins, N. L. (2001). Predictors of caregiving in adult intimate
relationships: An attachment theoretical perspective. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 80(6), 972. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.80.6.972

Feeney, B. C. & Collins, N. L. (2003). Motivations for caregiving in adult intimate
relationships: Influences on caregiving behavior and relationship functioning.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 29(8), 950-968. doi:
10.1177/0146167203252807

Feeney, J. A., & Hohaus, L. (2001). Attachment and spousal caregiving. Personal
Relationships, 8, 21-39. doi: 10.1111/j.1475-6811.2001.tb00026.x

Fehr, B. (1988). Prototype analysis of the concepts of love and commitment. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 55(4), 557.

Fletcher, G. J., Fitness, J., & Blampied, N. M. (1990). The link between attributions
and happiness in close relationships: The roles of depression and explanatory
style. Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 9(2), 243-255.

Fraley, R. C., Waller, N. G., & Brennan, K. A. (2000). An item response theory
analysis of self-report measures of adult attachment. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 78(2), 350. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.78.2.350

100



Friedman, M., Rholes, W. S., Simpson, J., Bond, M., Diaz-Loving, R., & Chan, C.
(2010). Attachment avoidance and the cultural fit hypothesis: A cross-cultural
investigation. Personal Relationships, 17(1), 107-126. doi: 10.1111/}.1475-
6811.2010.01256.x

Funder, D. (2020). Mlsgivings: Some thoughts about “measurement invariance”.
Retreived from https://funderstorms.wordpress.com/2020/01/31/misgivings-
some-thoughts-about-measurement-invariance/

Garris, C. P., Ohbuchi, K., Oikawa, H., & Harris, M. J. (2011). Consequences of
interpersonal rejection: A cross-cultural experimental study. Journal of Cross-
Cultural Psychology, 42, 1068-1085. doi: 10.1177/0022022110381428

George-Levi, S., Vilchinsky, N., Rafaeli, E., Liberman, G., Khaskiaa, A., Mosseri,
M., & Hod, H. (2017). Caregiving styles and anxiety among couples: coping
versus not coping with cardiac illness. Anxiety, Stress, & Coping, 30(1), 107-
120. doi: 10.1080/10615806.2016.1206530

Hall, J. A., Carter, J. D., & Horgan, T. G. (2000). Gender differences in nonverbal
communication of emotion. In A. H. Fischer (Ed.), Gender and Emotion:
Social Psychological Perspectives (pp. 97-117). UK: Cambridge University
Press.

Harma, M., & Siimer, N. (2016). Are avoidant wives and anxious husbands unhappy
in a collectivist context? Dyadic associations in established marriages. Journal
of Family Studies, 22(1), 63-79. doi: 10.1080/13229400.2015.1024711

Harma, M., Aktas, B., & Yilmaz, O. The role of caregiving system activation on
moral judgements. Unpublished manuscript.

Hessling R.M., Traxel N.M. & Schmidt T.J. (2004) Ceiling effect. In M.S. Lewis-
Beck, A. Bryman, & T.F. Liao (Eds.), Encyclopedia of Social Science
Research Methods (pp. 106-107). Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications.

Hirsh-Pasek, K., & Burchinal, M. (2006). Mother and caregiver sensitivity over time:
Predicting language and academic outcomes with variable- and person-
centered approaches. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 52, 449-485. doi:
10.1353/mpq.2006.0027

Hofstede, G., Hofstede, G. J., & Minkov, M. (2010). Cultures and Organizations:
Software of the Mind. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Hu, L-T., & Bentler, P. M. (1995). Evaluating model fit. In R. H. Hoyle (Ed.),
Structural Equation Modeling: Concepts, Issues, and Applications (pp. 76-99).
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Jackson, D. N., Wroblewski, V. R., & Ashton, M. C. (2000). The Impact of Faking
on Employment Tests: Does Forced Choice Offer a Solution?. Human
Performance, 13(4), 371-388. doi: 10.1207/S15327043HUP1304_3

101



Jourard, S. M., & Lasakow, P. (1958). Some factors in self-disclosure. The Journal
of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 56(1), 91. doi: 10.1037/h0043357

Kagitgibasi, C. (1996). The autonomous-relational self: A new synthesis. European
Psychologist, 1, 180-186. doi: 10.1027/1016-9040.1.3.180

Kagitgibasi, C. (2005). Autonomy and relatedness in cultural context implications for
self and family. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 36(4), 403-422. doi:
10.1177/0022022105275959

Karney, B. R., & Bradbury, T. N. (2020). Research on marital satisfaction and
stability in the 2010s: challenging conventional wisdom. Journal of Marriage
and Family, 82(1), 100-116. doi:10.1111/jomf.12635

Kenny, D. A., Kashy, D., & Cook, W. L. (2006). Dyadic Data Analysis. New York:
Guilford Press.

Kirimer-Aydmli, F. & Stimer, N. The role of attachment orientations on
capitalization and mattering among married couples. Unpublished manuscript.

Kirkpatrick, L. A., & Davis, K. E. (1994). Attachment style, gender, and relationship
stability: a longitudinal analysis. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
66(3), 502. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.66.3.502

Knapp, D. J., Durtschi, J. A., Clifford, C. E., Kimmes, J. G., Barros-Gomes, P., &
Sandberg, J. (2016). Self-esteem and caregiving in romantic relationships: Self-
and partner perceptions. Personal Relationships, 23(1), 111-123. doi:
10.1111/pere.12114

Kunce, L. J.,, & Shaver, P. R. (1994). An attachment-theoretical approach to
caregiving in romantic relationships. In K. Bartholomew & D. Perlman (Eds.),
Advances in Personal Relationships (Vol. 5, pp. 205-237). London, UK:
Kingsley.

Levenson, R. W., Carstensen, L. L., & Gottman, J. M. (1994). Influence of age and
gender on affect, physiology, and their interrelations: A study of long-term
marriages. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 67(1), 56. doi:
10.1037/0022-3514.67.1.56

Lockwood, P., Jordan, J. H., & Kunda, Z. (2002). Motivation by positive or negative
role models: Regulatory focus determines who will best inspire us. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 4, 854-864. doi: 10.1037/0022-
3514.83.4.854

Lorenzo-Seva, U., & Ferrando, P. J. (2015). POLYMAT-C: A comprehensive SPSS
program for computing the polychoric correlation matrix. Behavior Research
Methods, 47(3), 884-889. doi: 10.3758/513428-014-0511-x

Lou, N. M., & Li, L. M. W. (2017). Interpersonal relationship mindsets and rejection
sensitivity across cultures: The role of relational mobility. Personality and
Individual Differences, 108, 200-206. doi: 10.1016/j.paid.2016.12.004

102



Lykes, V. A., & Kemmelmeier, M. (2014). What predicts loneliness? Cultural
difference between individualistic and collectivistic societies in Europe.
Journal  of  Cross-Cultural ~ Psychology, 45(3), 468-490. doi:
10.1177/0022022113509881

Matthews, L. S., Wickrama, K. A. S., & Conger, R. D. (1996). Predicting marital
instability from spouse and observer reports of marital interaction. Journal of
Marriage and the Family, 58(3), 641-655.

Mayer, J. D., Caruso, D. R., & Salovey, P. (1999). Emotional intelligence meets
traditional standards for an intelligence. Intelligence, 27(4), 267-298. doi:
10.1016/S0160-2896(99)00016-1

McClure, E. B. (2000). A meta-analytic review of sex differences in facial
expression processing and their development in infants, children, and
adolescents. Psychological Bulletin, 126, 424-453. doi: 10.1037/0033-
2909.126.3.424

Meade, A. W., Johnson, E. C., & Braddy, P. W. (2008). Power and sensitivity of
alternative fit indices in tests of measurement invariance. The Journal of
Applied Psychology, 93, 568-592. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.93.3.568

Mikulincer, M., & Shaver, P. R. (2003). The attachment behavioral system in
adulthood: Activation, psychodynamics, and interpersonal processes. Advances
in Experimental Social Psychology, 35, 53-152. doi: 10.1016/S0065-
2601(03)01002-5

Mikulincer, M., & Shaver, P. (2007). Attachment in Adulthood-Structure, Dynamics,
and Change. New York: Guilford Press.

Miller, L. C., Berg, J. H., & Archer, R. L. (1983). Openers: Individuals who elicit
intimate self-disclosure. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 44(6),
1234. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.44.6.1234

Millings, A., & Walsh, J. (2009). A dyadic exploration of attachment and caregiving
in  long-term  couples. Personal  Relationships, 16(3), 437-453. doi:
10.1111/j.1475-6811.2009.01232.x

Ock, J., McAbee, S. T., Mulfinger, E., & Oswald, F. L. (2019). The Practical Effects
of Measurement Invariance: Gender Invariance in Two Big Five Personality
Measures. Assessment, 1-18. doi: 1073191119885018.

O’connor, B. P. (2000). SPSS and SAS programs for determining the number of
components using parallel analysis and Velicer’s MAP test. Behavior Research
Methods, Instruments, &  Computers, 32(3), 396-402. doi:
10.3758/BF03200807

Oyserman, D., Coon, H. M., & Kemmelmeier, M. (2002). Rethinking individualism
and collectivism: evaluation of theoretical assumptions and meta-analyses.
Psychological Bulletin, 128(1), 3. doi: 10.1037//0033-2909.128.1.3

103



Ozen, A., Simer, N., & Demir, M. (2011). Predicting friendship quality with
rejection sensitivity and attachment security. Journal of Social and Personal
Relationships, 28(2), 163-181. doi: 10.1177/0265407510380607

Oztiirk, E. B., Gokoglu, S. K., & Karagonlar, G. (2015). Iliskisel Benlik Olgeginin
Tiirkce Gegerlemesi. Dokuz Eyliil Universitesi Isletme Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 16(2),
49-70.

Park, S. Y., Trommsdorff, G., & Lee, E. G. (2012). Korean mothers' intuitive
theories regarding emotion socialization of their children. International
Journal of Human Ecology, 13(1), 39-56. doi: 10.6115/ijhe.2012.13.1.39

Reis, H.T. (2003). A self-report measure of perceived partner responsiveness.
Unpublished manuscript, University of Rochester.

Reis, H. (2006). Implications of attachment theory for research on intimacy. In M.
Mikulincer & G. N. Goodman (Eds.), Dynamics of Romantic Love:
Attachment, Caregiving, and Sex (pp. 383-403). New York: Guilford Press.

Reis, H. T., Clark, M. S., & Holmes, J. G. (2004). Perceived partner responsiveness
as an organizing construct in the study of intimacy and closeness. In D. J.
Mashek & A. Aron (Eds.), Handbook of Closeness and Intimacy (pp. 201-225).
Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Reis, H. T., & Shaver, P. (1988). Intimacy as an interpersonal process. In S. W. Duck
(Ed.), Handbook of Personal Relationships (pp. 367-389). Chichester,
England: Wiley.

Rothbaum, F., Nagaoka, R., & Ponte, I. C. (2006). Caregiver sensitivity in cultural
context: Japanese and US teachers' beliefs about anticipating and responding to
children's needs. Journal of Research in Childhood Education, 21(1), 23-40.
doi: 10.1080/02568540609594576

Rothbaum, F., Pott, M., Azuma, H., Miyake, K., & Weisz, J. (2000). The
development of close relationships in Japan and the United States: Paths of
symbiotic harmony and generative tension. Child Development, 71(5), 1121-
1142, doi: 10.1111/1467-8624.00214

Rothbaum, F., Rosen, K., Ujiie, T., & Uchida, N. (2002). Family systems theory,
attachment theory, and culture. Family Process, 41, 328-350.
do0i:10.1111/j.1545-5300.2002.41305.x

Rothbaum, F., & Trommsdorff, G. (2007). Do roots and wings complement or
oppose one another? The socialization of relatedness and autonomy in cultural
context. In J. E. Grusec & P. Hastings (Eds.), The Handbook of Socialization
(pp. 461-489). New York: Guilford Press.

Rothbaum, F., Weisz, J., Pott, M., Miyake, K., & Morelli, G. (2000). Attachment and
culture: Security in the United States and Japan. American Psychologist,
55(10), 1093. doi: 10.1037//0003-066X.55.10.1093

104



Sagi, A., Van Jzendoorn, M. H., & Koren-Karie, N. (1991). Primary appraisal of the
Strange  Situation: A cross-cultural  analysis of  preseparation
episodes. Developmental  Psychology, 27(4), 587. doi: 10.1037/0012-
1649.27.4.587

Sato, K., Yuki, M., & Norasakkunkit, V. (2014). A socio-ecological approach to
cross-cultural differences in the sensitivity to social rejection: The partially
mediating role of relational mobility. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology,
45(10), 1549-1560. doi: 10.1177/0022022114544320

Schmitt, D. P., Alcalay, L., Allensworth, M., Allik, J., Ault, L., Austers, I., et al.
(2004). Patterns and universals of adult romantic attachment across 62 cultural
regions: Are models of self and other pancultural constructs? Journal of Cross-
Cultural Psychology, 35, 367-402. doi: 10.1177/0022022104266105

Schmitt, D. P. (2010). Romantic attachment from Argentina to Zimbabwe: Patterns
of adaptive variation across contexts, cultures, and local ecologies. In K. Ng &
P. Erdman (Eds.), Cross-Cultural Attachment across the Life-Span (pp. 211-
226). New York: Routledge.

Schug, J., Yuki, M., & Maddux, W. (2010). Relational mobility explains between-
and within-culture differences in self-disclosure to close friends. Psychological
Science, 21(10), 1471-1478. doi: 10.1177/0956797610382786

Selcuk, E., Giinaydin, G., Siimer, N., & Uysal, A. (2005). Yetiskin baglanma
boyutlari i¢in yeni bir 6l¢iim: Yakin iliskilerde yasantilar envanteri-II’ninTiirk

ornekleminde psikometrik agidan degerlendirilmesi. Tiirk Psikoloji Yazilari,
8(16), 2005.

Selguk, E., Giinaydin, G., Stimer, N., Harma, M., Salman, S., Hazan, C., ... &
Oztiirk, A. (2010). Self-reported romantic attachment style predicts everyday
maternal caregiving behavior at home. Journal of Research in Personality,
44(4), 544-549. doi: 10.1016/j.jrp.2010.05.007

Shaver, P. R., Mikulincer, M., & Shemesh-Iron, M. (2010). A behavioral systems
perspective on prosocial behavior. In M. Mikulincer & P. R. Shaver (Eds.),
Prosocial Motives, Emotions, and Behavior (pp. 73-92). Washington, DC:
American Psychological Association.

Singelis, T. M. (1994). The measurement of independent and interdependent
selfconstruals. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 20, 580-591. doi:
10.1177/0146167294205014

Stimer, N., & Kagit¢ibasi, C. (2010). Culturally relevant parenting predictors of
attachment security: Perspectives from Turkey. In P. Erdman & K-M. Ng.
(Eds.). Attachment: Expanding the Cultural Connections (pp. 157-180), New
York: Taylor & Francis.

Stimer, N., & Yetkili, O. (2018). Cultural aspects of attachment anxiety, avoidance,
and life satisfaction: Comparing the US and Turkey. In M. Demir & N. Siimer

105



(Eds.), Close Relationships and Happiness across Cultures. Dordrecht:
Springer.

Tasfiliz, D., Sel¢uk, E., Giinaydin, G., Slatcher, R. B., Corriero, E. F., & Ong, A. D.
(2018). Patterns of perceived partner responsiveness and well-being in Japan
and the United States. Journal of Family Psychology, 32, 355-365. doi:
10.1037/fam0000378

Thompson, R. A. (1994). Emotion regulation: A theme in search of definition.
Monographs of the Society for Research in Child Development, 59(2-3), 25-52.
doi: 10.1111/j.1540-5834.1994.tb01276.x

Trommsdorff, G., Cole, P. M., & Heikamp, T. (2012). Cultural variations in mothers'
intuitive theories: A preliminary report on interviewing mothers from five
nations about their socialization of children's emotions. Global Studies of
Childhood, 2(2), 158-169. doi: 10.2304/gsch.2012.2.2.158

Trommsdorff, G., & Friedlmeier, W. (2010). Preschool girls' distress and mothers'
sensitivity in Japan and Germany. European Journal of Developmental
Psychology, 7(3), 350-370. doi: 10.1080/17405620802252742

Trommsdorff, G., & Heikamp, T. (2013). Socialization of emotions and emotion
regulation in cultural context. In S. Barnow, & N. Balkir (Eds.) Cultural
Variations in Psychopathology (pp. 67-92). Germany: Hogrefe.

Trommsdorff, G., & Kornadt, H. (2003). Parent—child relations in cross-cultural
perspective. In L. Kuczynski (Ed.), Handbook of Dynamics in Parent—Child
Relations (pp. 271-305). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Trommsdorff, G., & Rothbaum, F. (2008). Development of emotion regulation in
cultural context. In M. Vandekerckhove, C. von Scheve, S. Ismer, S. Jung, &
S. Kronast (Eds.), Regulating Emotions: Culture, Social Necessity, and
Biological Inheritance (pp. 85-120). Oxford: Blackwell.

van Dulmen, M. H., & Goncy, E. A. (2010). Extending the actor—partner
interdependence model to include cross-informant data. Journal of
Adolescence, 33(6), 869-877. doi: 10.1016/j.adolescence.2010.07.002

Vogel, D. L., Wester, S. R., Heesacker, M., & Madon, S. (2003). Confirming gender
stereotypes: A social role perspective. Sex roles, 48(11-12), 519-528. doi:
0360-0025/03/0600-0519/0

Wasti, A., & Erdil, S. E. (2007). Bireycilik ve toplulukc¢uluk degerlerinin dl¢iilmesi:
Benlik kurgusu (Self-Construal Scale; SCS) ve INDCOL o6l¢eklerinin Tiirkge
gecerlemesi [Measurement of individualism and collectivism: Validation of
Self Construal Scale and INDCOL in Turkish]. Yonetim Arastirmalari Dergisi,
7, 39-66.

Winterheld, H. A., & Simpson, J. A. (2011). Seeking security or growth: A
regulatory focus perspective on motivations in romantic relationships. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 101(5), 935. doi: 10.1037/a0025012

106



Yuki, M., Schug, J., Horikawa, H., Takemura, K., Sato, K., Yokota, K., & Kamaya,
K. (2007). Development of a scale to measure perceptions of relational
mobility in society. Center for Experimental Research in Social Sciences,
Working Paper 75, Hokkaido University, Japan.

Zacchilli, T. L., Hendrick, C., & Hendrick, S. S. (2009). The romantic partner
conflict scale: A new scale to measure relationship conflict. Journal of Social
and Personal Relationships, 26(8), 1073-1096. doi:
10.1177/0265407509347936

Zayas, V., Mischel, W., Shoda, Y., & Aber, J. L. (2011). Roots of adult attachment:
Maternal caregiving at 18 months predicts adult peer and partner attachment.
Social Psychological and Personality Science, 2(3), 289-297. doi:
10.1177/1948550610389822

Ziehm, J., Trommsdorff, G., Heikamp, T., & Park, S. Y. (2013). German and Korean
mothers' sensitivity and related parenting beliefs. Frontiers in Psychology, 4,
561. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2013.00561

107



APPENDICES

APPENDIX A. APPROVAL OF THE METU HUMAN SUBJECTS ETHICS
COMMITTEE

UYCULAMALI ETIK ARASTIRMA MEAKEZI
APPLIED ETHICS RESEARCH CENTER

DUMLUPINAR BULVARI

+a0

tu adu

208167 LE

Sayi:'286

Konu: Degerlendirme Sonucu

Gonderen: ODTU insan Aragtirmalan Etik Kurulu (JAEK)

lgi: insan Arastirmalar Etik Kurulu Bagvurusu

Sayin Fulya Kirimer AYDINLI

)

ORTA DOGU TEKNIK UNIVERSITESI
/ MIDOLE EAST TECHNICAL UNIVERSITY

25 Haziran 2018

“Algilanan Partner Duyarhhginin  Kiiltiirel Agidan incelenmesi” bashikh aragtrmamiz insan
Aragtirmalan Etik Kurulu tarafindan uygun gorllerek gerekli onay 2018-505-119 protokol numarasi ile
01.08.2018 - 30.12.2019 tarihleri arasinda gegerli olmak tzere verilmistir.

Ol

Prof. Dr. $. Halll TURAN

Bilgilerinize saygilarimla sunarim.

Prpf. Dr. Ayhan SOL

Oye

7 Yasar KONDAKCI

Uye

Dog. Dr. Emre SELCUK

Uye

108

| Bagkan V

Prof. Dr. Ayhan Giirbiiz DEMIR

Uye

Dog. Dr. Zana CITAK

Uye

7 Vod,
pr. Ogrl Oyesi /lnar KAYGAN
Uye



APPENDIX B. STUDY 1: THE QUESTIONNAIRE PACKAGE

Arastirmaya Goniillii Katilim Formu
Bu arastirma, ODTU Psikoloji Boliimii doktora 6grencilerinden Ars. Gor.

Fulya Kirimer Aydinli’nin doktora tezi kapsaminda ylriittiigii bir calismadir. Bu
form sizi aragtirma kosullar1 hakkinda bilgilendirmek i¢in hazirlanmastir.

Cahismanin Amaci Nedir? Arastirmanin amaci, katilimcilarin
evliliklerinde/romantik iliskilerinde genel olarak deneyimledikleri duygu diizenleme
stiregleri ve algilanan partner davranislart hakkinda bilgi sahibi olmaktir.

Bize Nasil Yardimc1 Olmamz isteyecegiz? Arastirmaya katilmayi kabul
ederseniz, sizden beklenen, ankette yer alan bir dizi soruyu derecelendirme yontemi
ile yanitlamanizdir. Bu ¢aligmaya katilim yaklagik olarak 15 dakika siirmektedir.

Sizden Topladigimiz Bilgileri Nasil Kullanacagiz? Arastirmaya katiliminiz
tamamen goniilliiliik temelinde olmalidir. Ankette, sizden kimlik veya kurum
belirleyici higbir bilgi istenmemektedir. Cevaplariniz tamamiyla gizli tutulacak,
sadece arastirmaci tarafindan degerlendirilecektir. Katilimcilardan elde edilecek
bilgiler toplu halde degerlendirilecek ve bilimsel yayimlarda kullanilacaktir.
Calismaya katilmay1 kabul ettiginiz takdirde “Evet” tusuna bastiginizda ¢alisma
baslayacaktir.

Katilmimizla ilgili bilmeniz gerekenler: Anket, genel olarak kisisel
rahatsizlik verecek sorular icermemektedir. Ancak, katilim sirasinda sorulardan ya da
herhangi bagka bir nedenden 6tiirii kendinizi rahatsiz hissederseniz cevaplandirmay1
yarida birakip ¢ikmakta serbestsiniz.

Arastirmayla ilgili daha fazla bilgi almak isterseniz: Calisma hakkinda
daha fazla bilgi almak i¢in Psikoloji Boliimii doktora 6grencilerinden Ars. Gor. Fulya
Kirimer Aydinli (E-posta: kirimer@metu.edu.tr) ile iletisim kurabilirsiniz.

Bu caligmaya katildiginiz i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederiz.

Yukaridaki bilgileri okudum ve bu ¢calismaya tamamen goniillii olarak
katiliyorum.

[JEvet O Hayir
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Destek Olma-I
Esinizle / birlikte yasadiginiz partnerinizle gecirdiginiz herhangi bir zamanda
kendisinin ne siklikta asagidaki davranislarda bulundugunu belirtin.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Higbir Her zaman
zaman

Her bir maddenin basina size uygun olan ifadeyi koyarak yanitlayin:
“Esim/partnerim...”

. Thtiya¢ duydugum destegi ben yardim istemeden gosterir.

. Degisen ruh halimi ben sdylemeden sezer.

. Moralimin bozuk oldugunu gordiigiinde aklimdan gegenleri tahmin etmeye caligir.
. Halimden ne istedigimi anlar.

. Beni kiracak bir sey yaptigin1 ben sdylemeden anlar.

. Duygularimi agikga ifade etmesem de ne hissettigimi anlar.

. Sikintilt halimi goziimden anlar.

. Diistinceli oldugumu gordiigiinde ne diisiindiigiimii tahmin edebilir.
. Bir climleye basladigimda sonunu 6nceden bilir.

10. Benimle konugmadan uyum iginde hareket eder.

O 0 1 N L B W N —

11. Ne hissettigimi anlar.

12. Yardim ve destek cagristiran hal ve hareketlerimi anlamak i¢in 6zen gosterir.
13. Ustii kapali duygularimi sezmeye galisir.

14. Ruh halimde bir degisiklik olup olmadigin1 diizenli bir sekilde kontrol eder.
15. Bir sorun olmadigindan emin olsa bile 1y1 olup olmadigimi gézlemler.

16. Giiniimiin 1y1 mi k6tli mi gectigini yiizimden okur.

17. Bir aktiviteden keyif alip almadigimi davranislarimdan ¢ikarir.

18. Yardima ihtiya¢ duydugumu sdyledigimde yanimda olur.

19. Dile getirdigimde bana destek olmak i¢in harekete geger.

20. Sikintili animda destek talep ettigimde bana destek olmaya calisir.

21. Bir konuda zorlandigimi sdyledigimde bana yardimci olur.

22. Beni kirdigini sdyledigimde telafi etmek icin harekete gecer.

23. Ne istedigimi sdyledigimde onu gergeklestirmeme yardimci olur.

24. Kendimi ifade ettigimde beni daha 1yi anlar.

25. Basimdan geceni anlatmami bekler.

26. Anlattigimda sorunuma bir ¢6ziim bulmama yardimci olabilir.

27. Uzgiin oldugumda yapabilecegi bir sey varsa sdylememi bekler.

28. Thtiyaglarimi acikca sdylememi bekler.

29. Ben istemeden bana yardimda bulunmak konusunda tereddiit eder.

30. Kotii hissettigim zamanlarda onunla rahatlikla konusabilecegimi hissettirir.
31. Sikintimla ilgili bir isaret goérdiigiinde bana yardimda bulunur.

32. Bir problemimi anlattigimda bana ¢6ziim Onerir.
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33. Yasadigim iyi bir olay1r anlattigimda sevincimi paylasir.
34. Bir sikintimi1 paylastigimda derdime ortak olur.

Destek Olma-II
Esinizle / birlikte yasadiginiz partnerinizle gecirdiginiz herhangi bir zamanda ne
siklikta kendisine asagidaki davraniglarda bulundugunuzu belirtin.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Higbir Her
zaman zaman

1. Yardim istemeden ona ihtiya¢ duydugu destegi gdsteririm.

2. Degisen ruh halini, o sdylemeden sezerim.

3. Moralinin bozuk oldugunu gordiigiimde aklindan gecenleri tahmin etmeye

calisirim.

4. Halinden ne istedigini anlarim.

5. Onu kiracak bir sey yaptigimi o sdylemeden anlarim.

6. Duygularini agikca ifade etmese de ben onun ne hissettigini anlarim.

7. Sikintil1 halini géztinden anlarim.

8. Diigiinceli oldugunu gordiigiimde ne diistindiiglinii tahmin edebilirim.

9. Bir climleye basladiginda climlesinin sonunu dnceden bilirim.

10. Onunla konusmadan uyum i¢inde hareket ederim.

11. Ne hissettigini anlarim.

12. Yardim ve destek cagristiran hal ve hareketlerini anlamak i¢in 6zen gosteririm.

13. Ustii kapali duygularin1 sezmeye ¢aligirim.

14. Ruh halinde bir degisiklik olup olmadigin1 diizenli bir sekilde kontrol ederim.

15. Bir sorun olmadigindan emin olsam bile onun iyi olup olmadigin1 gézlemlerim.

16. Gliniiniin 1yi mi kotli mii gegtigini yiiziinden okurum.

17. Bir aktiviteden keyif alip almadigin1 davraniglarindan ¢ikaririm.

18. Yardima ihtiya¢ duydugunu séylediginde yaninda olurum.

19. Dile getirdiginde ona destek olmak i¢in harekete gecerim.

20. Sikintili aninda destek talep ettiginde ona destek olmaya caligirim.

21. Bir konuda zorlandigini sdylediginde ona yardimci olurum.

22. Onu kirdigimi sdylediginde telafi etmek icin harekete gecerim.

23. Ne istedigini soylediginde onu gerceklestirmesine yardimcei olurum.

24. Kendini ifade ettiginde onu daha i1yi anlarim.

25. Basindan gecgeni anlatmasini beklerim.

26. Anlattiginda sorununa bir ¢6ziim bulmasina yardimci olabilirim.

27. Uzgiin oldugunda yapabilecegim bir sey varsa sdylemesini beklerim.

28. Ondan ihtiyaglarini agikca sdylemesini beklerim.

29. O istemeden ona yardimda bulunmak konusunda tereddiit ederim.

30. Kotii hissettigi zamanlarda benimle rahatlikla konusabilecegini ona hissettiririm.
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31. Onun sikintisiyla ilgili bir isaret gordiigiimde ona yardimda bulunurum.
32. Bir problemini anlattifinda ona ¢6zlim 6neririm.

33. Yasadig iyi bir olay1 anlattiginda sevincini paylasirim.

34. Bir sikintisini paylastiginda derdine ortak olurum.

Kendini ifade Etme

Asagidaki konularla ilgili kendinizi esinize/partnerinize ne derecede ifade ettiginizi
belirtin.

1 2 3 4 5
Bu konuda Bu konuda
hig tam
konusmam olarak/etraflica
konusurum

Her bir maddenin sonuna bu ifadeyi koyarak yanitlaym: “... hakkinda
esimle/partnerimle konugurum”

. Huylarim/aligkanliklarim...

. Yaptigim i¢in sugluluk duydugum seyler...
. Herkesin arasinda yapmayacagim seyler...
. En derin duygularim...

. Sevdigim ve sevmedigim yanlarim...

. Hayatta benim i¢in 6nemli olan konular...
. Beni ben yapan seyler...

. En biiytik korkularim...

O 0 13 N L A W N —

. Yaptigim i¢in gurur duydugum seyler...
10. Diger insanlarla olan yakin iligkilerim...
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Yardim Etme
Asagidaki ifadeleri esinize/partnerinize genel olarak destek olma konusundaki duygu
ve davranislariizi goz 6niinde bulundurarak degerlendirin.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Higbir Her
zaman zaman

1. Onu (esimi/partnerimi) sikintili goérdiigiimde yardima kosmak konusunda ¢ok
rahat hissetmem.

2. Ona yardim ederken genellikle diger insanlar kadar iyi olamayacagimdan endise
ederim.

3. Ona yardim etmeyi zaman kaybi olarak goriiriim.

4. O sikintidayken yardim edemeyecek durumda oldugumda kendimi degersiz
hissederim.

5. Onun rahatsizlik ve sikintilarina pek aldirmam.

6. O yardimimi istemedigi zaman kendimi kotii hissederim.

7. Ona yardim etmeye ¢aligmak konusunda ¢ok fazla enerji harcamam.

8. Ona benden gercekten istediginden daha fazla yardim etmeye calisirim.

9. Ona yardim etme diisiincesi beni ¢ok heyecanlandirmaz.

10. O yardimimi istemedigi zaman bile zorla yardim etmeye caligirim.

11. Ona yardim etme konusunda pek arzu hissetmem.

12. Onun yardimima ihtiyaci olmadigimi diisiindiigiimde kaygilanirim.

13. Basi dertte ya da sikintida oldugunda ona yardim etme konusundan sikintim
yoktur.

14. Yardimima ihtiyact oldugunda ona yardim ettigimde basarili olamamaktan
korkarim.

15. Onun yardima ihtiyaci oldugunu fark ettigimde, bunun parcasi olmayi istemem.
16. Ona yardim etmeye karar verdigimde problemi ¢6zememek ya da onun sikintisini
azaltamamaktan korkarim.

17. Ona yardim etmeye c¢aligsma konusunda daha fazla ilgi gelistirmek benim i¢in
zordur.

18. Ona benden istediginden daha fazla yardim etmeye ¢alismaktan korkarim.

19. Ona yardim etmem gerektiginde rahatsiz hissederim.

20. Ona yardim etmeye calisirken bazen fazla miidahil oldugumu hissederim.
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Tliskiniz-1

Asagidaki ifadeleri evliliginize/romantik iligkinize dair genel hislerinizi diigiinerek
degerlendirin.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Benim i¢in Benim
hi¢ dogru i¢in ¢ok
degil dogru

1. Romantik iligkimin gelecekte basina gelmesinden korktugum kétii seyler hakkinda
sik sik diistintiriim.

2. fliskime dair umut ve hayallerimi gerceklestirmek igin genellikle caba gosteririm.
3. Iliskime dair gorev ve yiikiimliiliiklerimi yeterince yerine getiremeyecegim diye
siklikla kaygilanirim.

4. Sik sik iliskiye dair hedeflerimi gergeklestiremeyecegimden endise duyarim.

5. Sik sik, iligkimde olmasini temenni ettigim 1yi seyleri (6rn., yakinlik, paylasilan
keyifli anlar vb.) yasadigimi hayal ederim.

6. Genellikle iligkimi biiyiitmeye, gelistirmeye ve giiclendirmeye ¢aligirim.

7. Sik sik basarili bir iligkiye nasil sahip olacagimi diistintirim.

8. Genel olarak iliskime dair heyecanli ve coskulu hissetmek isterim.

9. Sik sik, iligkimin basina gelmesinden korktugum kétii seyleri (6rn., reddedilme,
thanet, ac1 gekme) yasadigimi hayal ederim.

10. Oncelikli olarak, iliskimi “olmas1 beklendigi gibi” yapmak adina iliskime dair
gorev ve sorumluluklarimi yerine getirmeye ¢alisirim.

11. Genellikle iligkimde, olumlu sonuclar elde etmeye ¢aligmak yerine olumsuz
sonuglart 6nlemeye caligirim.

12. Iliskimde genellikle, ulasmay1 umut ettigim basarilara (6rn., mutluluk)
odaklanirim.

13. Oncelikli olarak, “idelimdeki iliski’ye ulasmak adina iliskime dair hayal ve
arzularimi gergeklestirmeye calisirim.
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Tliskiniz-11

Esinizin/partnerinizin size yonelik tepkilerine dair ifadelere ne derecede katildiginiz1
belirtin.

Esim/Partnerim genellikle:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hig Tamamen
katilmiyorum katiliyorum

1. ... nasil biri oldugumu cok iyi bilir.

2. ... “gercek ben”1 gortir.

3. ... 1yl yonlerimi ve kusurlarimi, benim kendimde gordiigiim gibi goriir.
4. ... s6z konusu bensem yanilmaz.

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

6. ... beni iyi tanir.

7. ... yisiyle kotiisiiyle “gercek ben1 olusturan her seye deger verir ve saygi gosterir.
8. ... cogu zaman en 1yi yonlerimi goriir.

9. ...ne diislindiiglimiin ve hissettigimin farkindadir.

10. ... beni anlar.

11. ... beni gercekten dinler.

12. ... bana olan sevgisini gosterir ve beni yiireklendirir.

13. ... ne diisiindiigiimii ve hissettigimi duymak ister.

14. ... benimle birlikte bir seyler yapmaya heveslidir.

15. ... yetenek ve fikirlerime deger verir.

16. ... benimle ayn1 kafadadir.

17. ... bana saygi duyar.

18. ...ihtiyaglarima duyarlidir.
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Tliskiniz-111

Asagida verilen her bir ifadenin iliskinizdeki duygu ve diisiincelerinizi ne oranda
yansittigint degerlendirin.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hig Tamamen
katilmiyorum katiliyorum

1. Esimin/Partnerimin bagka insanlara denk olamadigimi diisiinmesinden endise
duyarim.

2. Ozel duygu ve diisiincelerimi esimle/partnerimle paylasmak konusunda kendimi
rahat hissederim.

3. Esimle/Partnerimle olan iliskimi kafama ¢ok takarim.

4. Esime/Partnerime giivenip dayanmak konusunda kendimi rahat birakmakta
zorlanirim.

5. Siklikla, esimin/partnerimin beni gergekten sevmedigi kaygisina kapilirim.

6. Esime/Partnerime yakin olma konusunda ¢ok rahatimdir.

7. Esimin/Partnerimin beni, benim onu 6nemsedigim kadar 6nemsemediginden
endise duyarim.

8. Esime/Partnerime acilma konusunda kendimi rahat hissetmem.

9. Esim/Partnerim kendimden siliphe etmeme neden olur.

10. Gergekte ne hissettigimi esime/partnerime gostermemeyi tercih ederim.

Kisisel Bilgiler

1. Cinsiyetiniz:

2. Yasiniz:
3. Egitim durumunuz:

__Tlkokul ~ _ Ortaokul __ Lise __Universite __Yiiksek
lisans/Doktora
4. Ailenizin toplam aylik gelirini hangi diizeyde tanimlarsiniz?

__Distik __ Orta Diisiik __Orta __ Orta Yiiksek

__Yiiksek

5. Tliskinizi nasil tanimlarsiniz?

__Evliyiz __ Birlikte yastyoruz ~_ Cikiyoruz  Diger

6. Esinizle / birlikte yasadiginiz partnerinizle ne kadar zamandir birliktesiniz?

Y1l ve ay olarak
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Katilim Sonrasi Bilgilendirme Formu
Degerli Katilimet,

Gecmis calismalarda ebeveyn-cocuk iliskisinde, tepkisel ve ongoriisel duyarlik
acisindan kiiltiirel farklar oldugu vurgulanmistir. Tepkisel duyarlik ¢ocugun ifade
ettigi duygularina tepki gostermeye karsilik gelmekte olup daha cok bireyci
kiiltiirlerde gozlemlenmektedir. Ongériisel duyarlik ise ¢ocugun duygularimi empati
yoluyla anlayarak tepki gosterme anlamia gelmekte ve daha cok toplulukgu
kiltiirlerdeki bakim verenler tarafindan tercih edilmektedir. Her iki duyarlik boyutu
da kendi kiiltiir baglami i¢inde g¢ocugun duygu diizenlemesinde uyumlu isleve
sahiptir. Bu boyutlarin yetiskinlik donemi romantik iligkilerinde karsilikli duyarlik
gosterme davraniglar1  olarak varhigmi siirdiiriip  siirdiirmedigi  daha once
incelenmemistir.

Bu ¢alismanin amaci 6ngoriisel ve tepkisel duyarligin etkilerinin yetiskin romantik
iliskisinde gozlenip gbzlenemeyecegini ve bireyci ve toplulukgu kiiltiir yapilarinda
bu iligkinin farklilik gdsterip gdstermeyecegini incelemektir. Bu amag¢ dogrultusunda
bu calismada, gelistirilen ongoriisel-tepkisel duyarlik 6lgeginin Tiirkiye'de glivenirlik
ve gecerliginin test edilmesi hedeflenmektedir.

Caligmaya bulundugunuz degerli katkilar i¢in tesekkiir ederiz.

Arastirmanin sonuglarini 6grenmek ya da daha fazla bilgi almak i¢in asagidaki
iletisim bilgilerini kullanabilirsiniz.

Ars. Gor. Fulya Kirimer Aydinli (E-posta: kirimer@metu.edu.tr)
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APPENDIX C. STUDY 2: THE QUESTIONNAIRE PACKAGE

Arastirmaya Goniillii Katihm Formu
Bu arastirma, ODTU Psikoloji Boliimii doktora 6grencisi Ars. Gor. Fulya Kirimer

Aydinli’nin doktora tezi kapsaminda yiiriitiilmektedir. Arastirmaya evli ciftlerin (her

iki esin de) katilmasi beklenmektedir. Eslerin anketi ayr1 ayr1 ve tek baslarina

doldurmasi, cevaplar1 birbiriyle paylasmamasi arastirmanin giivenirligi
acisindan onemlidir.

Calismanin Amaci Nedir? Arastirmanin amaci, eslerin iligkilerinde yasadiklar1 farkl

duygu ve davranislar1 nasil algiladiklar1 hakkinda bilgi sahibi olmaktir.

Bize Nasil Yardimeir Olmanizi Isteyecegiz? Arastirmaya katilmay1 kabul ederseniz,

sizden beklenen, ankette yer alan bir dizi soruyu derecelendirme yoOntemi ile
yanitlamanizdir. Calisma yaklasik olarak 15 dakika siirmektedir.

Sizden Topladigimiz Bilgileri Nasil Kullanacagiz? Arastirmaya katiliminiz tamamen

goniilliiliik temelinde olacaktir. Ankette, sizden kimlik veya kurum belirleyici hi¢bir
bilgi istenmemektedir. Cevaplariniz tamamiyla gizli tutulacak, sadece arastirmaci
tarafindan degerlendirilecektir. Katilimcilardan elde edilecek bilgiler toplu halde
degerlendirilecek ve sadece bilimsel yayimlarda kullanilacaktir. Caligmaya katilmay1
kabul ettiginiz takdirde “Evet” tusuna bastiginizda ¢alisma baslayacaktir.

Katillmimizla ilgili bilmeniz gerekenler: Anket, genel olarak kisisel rahatsizlik

verecek sorular igermemektedir. Ancak, katilim sirasinda sorulardan ya da herhangi
bagka bir nedenden 6tiirii kendinizi rahatsiz hissederseniz cevaplandirmay1 yarida
birakip ¢ikabilirsiniz.

Arastirmayla ilgili daha fazla bilgi almak isterseniz: Fulya Kirimer Aydinh (e-posta:

kirimer@metu.edu.tr) ile iletisim kurabilirsiniz. Bu calismaya katildiginiz igin

simdiden tesekkiir ederiz.

Yukaridaki bilgileri okudum ve bu ¢calismaya tamamen goniillii olarak
katiliyorum.
[Evet [JHayir
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Ben ve Esim

Liitfen aciklamay1 dikkatle okuyunuz: Asagida, ¢iftlerin yasadigi bazi durumlar ikili

climleler halinde verilmistir. Her iki durum da biitiin iliskilerde yasanabilir.

Dolayisiyla dogru veya yanlis diye bir segenek yoktur. Sizden istedigimiz esinizin

size karst genel davraniglarim1 dikkate alarak verilen her bir durum igin her iki

secenegi de okuduktan sonra size en uygun secenegi isaretlemenizdir.

Liitfen esinizin her bir durum igin verilen iki alternatiften hangisini GENELLIKLE

ve DAHA COK yaptigini isaretleyiniz. Eger verilen durum sizin iliskinizde simdiye

dek yasanmadiysa yasandigini farz ederek esinizin davranisini bu durumda en iyi

yansitabilecek segenegi belirtebilirsiniz. Unutmayimiz ki, akliniza gelen ilk se¢enek

sizi en 1yi yansitan durumdur. Bu nedenle iizerinde ¢ok fazla diisiinmeden akliniza

gelen ilk segenegi isaretleyeniz.

1. Gliniim kotii gegtiginde esim:

_ (a) Giintimiin koti gegtigini yiiziimden okuyup hislerime ortak olur.
_(b) Giin i¢inde yasadiklarimi anlattiktan sonra hislerime ortak olur.
2. Karmasik duygular i¢inde oldugumda esim:

___ (a) Duygularimi agikga ifade etmemi bekler.

___(b) Duygularimi sdylemeden sezer.

3. Moralim bozuk oldugunda esim:

____(a) Moralimin bozuk oldugunu ben sdylemeden bana destek olur.
____(b) Moralimin bozuk oldugunu sdyledigimde bana destek olur.

4. Glin i¢inde yasadigim bir sorun yiiziinden canim sikkin oldugunda esim:
_ (a) Sikintim1 soyledigimde daha iyi hissetmem i¢in ugrasir.

___(b) Sikint1l1 halimi bir sekilde anlar ve daha iyi hissetmem igin ugrasir.
5. Gergeklesmesini istedigim kisisel bir beklentim oldugunda esim:
___ (a) Acikea ifade etmesem de beklentimi anlar ve yerine getirir.
___(b) Beklentimi soyledigimde bunu yerine getirir.

6. Beni kiracak bir s6z sdylediginde esim:

_ (a) Kirildigim1 soyledigimde telafi etmeye calisir.

____(b) Kirildigimi1 séylemesem de anlar ve telafi etmeye calisir.

7. Esim ruh halimin degistigini:

___ (a) Ben soylemeden anlar.
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____(b) Ben soyledikten sonra anlar.

8. Evde ¢ok sikilmigsam esim:

_ (a) Sikildigimi soyledigimde farkli aktiviteler yapmay1 onerir.

___ (b) Sikildigim fark edip farkli aktiviteler yapmay1 onerir.

9. Onunla bas basa kalmak istedigimde esim:

____(a) Bunu hal ve hareketlerimden anlar.

____(b) Bunu agikga ifade etmemi bekler.

10. Nasil soyleyecegimi bilemedigim bir durum yasadigimda esim:

____(a) Durumu anlatmam i¢in bekler.

_____(b) Durumu sorular sorarak 6grenmeye ¢alisir.

11. Sevindigim bir haber aldigimda esim:

___(a) Sevincimi hal ve hareketlerimden anlar ve nedenini 6grenmeye ¢alisir.
_____(b) Haberi 6grenmek i¢in ben paylasincaya kadar bekler.

12. Cok yorgun oldugumda esim:

____(a) Bunu soyledigimde anlar ve beni rahat ettirmek i¢in ¢aba gosterir.
_____(b) Bunu sdylemeden halimden anlar ve beni rahat ettirmek i¢in ¢aba gdsterir.
13. Ses tonum normalden yiiksek ¢iktiginda esim:

___(a) Bir seye ofkelendigimi hissedip sebebini anlamaya ¢alisir.

____(b) Ofkelendigimi hissetse bile bunun sebebini anlatmam igin bekler.
14. Bir ortamda kaygili ya da heyecanli oldugumda esim:

____ (a) Kaygimi/heyecanimi paylastigimda beni sakinlestirmek i¢in ugrasir.
__ (b) Kaygimi/heyecanimi goriip beni sakinlestirmek ic¢in ugrasir.

15. Esimin birlikte vakit ge¢cirmemiz icin baslattig1 bir etkinlikten (miizik dinlemek,
film izlemek vb.) hoslanmadigimda esim:

____ (a) Hoslanmadigimi bir sekilde sezip baska bir etkinlik onerir.

____(b) Hoslanmadigimi sdyledigimde baska bir etkinlik onerir.

16. Bir konu hakkinda diisiinceli oldugumda esim:

____(a) Konuyu benim agmami bekler.

____(b) Sorular sorarak konuyu 6grenmeye calisir.

17. Kendi kendime karar vermekte zorlandigim bir durum oldugunda esim:
___ (a) Zorlandigim fark edip karar vermeme yardimci olmaya calisir.

(b) Zorlandigim1 sdyledigimde karar vermeme yardimci olmaya ¢aligir.
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18. Yetistirmem gereken isler yiiziinden telagh oldugumda esim:
____(a) Talep ettigimde yardimc1 olmaya calisir.

__ (b) Telasimu fark edip isleri kolaylastirmaya calisir.

19. Bir sorunumu kendi basima halletmek istedigimde esim:
____(a) Bunu ben soylemeden fark edip beni kendi halime birakir.
____(b) Bunu ifade ettigimde beni kendi halime birakir.

20. Tartismalarimiz sonrasinda esim:

____(a) Sakinlestikten sonra benim konugmami bekler.

____(b) Ne zaman sakinlesip konusacagimi bilir.

21. Ozel bir giinii kutlama konusunda esim:

____(a) Bu giinii kutlamak istedigimi diisiiniip plan yapar.
_____(b) Bu giinle ilgili planim1 sorar.

22. Bana hediye alacagi zaman esim:

_____(a) Ne istedigimi sorarak hediye secer.

_____(b) Neyi sevdigimi bilip ona gore hediye seger.

23. Aramizda bir huzursuzluk oldugunda esim:

____ (a) Konusmaya hazir olup olmadigimi hisseder.

_____(b) Konuyu agmama bekler.

24. Sevildigimi hissetmek istedigim zamanlarda esim:

____ (a) Bunu soyledigimde sevdigini gosteren sozler sdyler/davraniglarda bulunur.
____(b) Bunu sdylemesem de sevdigini gosteren sozler sdyler/davranislarda bulunur.
25. Ben kotii bir ruh hali i¢indeyken, esim:

_____(a) Halimi hemen anlar ve beni rahatlatir.

____(b) Yanma gidip onunla konustugumda beni rahatlatir.

26. Ilgisini hissetmek istedigim zamanlarda esim:

____(a) Bunu soyledigimde bana ilgi gosterir.

____ (b) Bunu fark edip bana ilgi gosterir.

27. Bir istegim oldugunda esim:

_ (a) Istegimi sdylemeden de anlar ve yerine getirmeye ¢alisir.
____ (b) Buistegimi belirttigimde yerine getirmeye ¢alisir.

28. Herhangi bir durumdan rahatsiz oldugumda esim:

(a) Ben sdylemeden rahatsizligimi anlar ve rahatlatmaya ¢aligir.
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(b) Ben soyledigimde anlar ve rahatlatmaya calisir.

Benlik-1
Bazi insanlar esleriyle olan iligkilerini benliklerinden daha ayri tutarken bazilari
benliklerini ve esleriyle olan iligkilerini daha i¢ ige tanimlar. Liitfen, sizi ve esinizle

olan iligkinizi en iyi tanimlayan resmi se¢ip isaretleyiniz.

(T
O = < -
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Benlik-11
Asagidaki ifadelere GENEL OLARAK ne derece katilip katilmadiginizi belirtiniz.

1- Hi¢ katilmiyorum 7- Tamamen katiliyorum

1. Bir¢ok yonden kendine 6zgili ve baskalarindan farkli olmaktan hoslanirim.

2. Benden yasca epey biiyiik olsa bile biriyle tanistiktan kisa silire sonra ona ilk
ismiyle hitap etmekten ¢cekinmem.

3. Grubun iiyelerine hi¢ katilmasam bile tartismadan kaginirim

4. Tliskide bulundugum otoritelere saygi duyarim.

5. Bagkalari ne diisiiniirse diisiinsiin kendi bildigimi okurum.

6. Kendileri hakkinda algakgoniillii olan insanlara saygi duyarim.

7. Bagimsiz bir kisi olarak davranmanin benim i¢in ¢ok énemli oldugunu hissederim.
8. i¢inde bulundugum grubun menfaati igin kisisel ¢ikarlarimi feda ederim.

9. Yanlis anlasilmaktansa, dogrudan “hayir” demeyi tercih ederim.

10. Canl1 bir hayal giiciim olmas1 benim i¢in énemlidir.

11. Egitimim ve kariyerimle ilgili plan yaparken anne-babamin tavsiyelerini gz
oniinde bulundurmam gerekir.

12. Kaderimin ¢evremdekilerin kaderiyle oriilii oldugunu diisiiniiriim.

13. Yeni tanistigim kisilerle muhatap oldugumda agik ve dobra olmayi tercih ederim.
14. Baskalariyla isbirligi yaptigim zaman kendimi iy1 hissederim.

15. Herkesin arasindan segilerek ddiillendirilmek veya dviilmek konusunda kendimi
rahat hissederim.

16. Kardesim basarisiz olsa kendimi sorumlu hissederim.

17. Cogu zaman bagkalariyla iligkilerimin kendi basarilarimdan daha Onemli
oldugunu hissederim.

18. Bir toplant1 sirasinda fikirlerimi beyan etmek benim i¢in sorun degildir.

19. Otobiiste yerimi amirime teklif ederdim.

20. Kiminle olursam olayim, ayni sekilde davranirim.

21. Benim mutlulugum ¢evremdekilerin mutluluguna baglidir.

22. Sagligimin iyi olmasina her seyden ¢ok deger veririm.

23. Mutlu olmasam bile eger bir grubun bana ihtiyaci varsa grupta kalirim.

24. Baskalarin1 nasil etkilerse etkilesin, kendim i¢in en iyi olan1 yapmaya caligirim.
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25. Kendi bagimin ¢aresine bakabiliyor olmak benim i¢in birincil kaygidir.

26. Grup i¢inde verilen kararlara saygi géstermek benim i¢in dnemlidir.

27. Baskalarindan bagimsiz olarak bireysel kimligim benim i¢in ¢ok 6nemlidir.

28. Grubum i¢indeki uyumu muhafaza etmek benim i¢in 6nemlidir.

29. Evde ve iste ayni1 sekilde davranirim.

30. Kendim farkli seyler yapmak istesem bile, genelde digerlerinin yapmak

istediklerine uyarim.

Mliskim-111
Asagidaki iligskinize dair memnuniyetinizi 6l¢gmeye yonelik maddelere ne derecede
katildigimiz1 7 aralikli degerlendirme cetvelini kullanarak belirtiniz.

1 Hi¢ katilmiyorum 2 3 4 5 6 7 Tamamen katiliyorum

1. Esimle iyi bir iligkim var.

2. Esimle iliskim ¢ok istikrarlidir.

3. Esimle iliskim ¢ok giicliidiir.

4. Esimle iliskim beni mutlu ediyor.

5. Esimle kendimi gercekten bir biitiiniin pargasi gibi hissediyorum.

6. Genel olarak evliligimdeki her seyden ¢cok memnunum.

Kisisel Bilgiler
1. Cinsiyetiniz:
2. Yasmz:
3. Mesleginiz:

4. Yasadiginiz sehir:

5. Egitim durumunuz:

__Ilkokul ~ _ Ortaokul ~__ Lise __Universite _ Yiiksek

lisans/Doktora

6. Ailenizin toplam aylik gelirini hangi diizeyde tanimlarsiniz?

__Diisiik __ Orta Diigiik __Orta . Orta Yiksek
__Yiiksek

7. Evlilik siireniz (y1l ve ay olarak)
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APPENDIX D. STUDY 3: THE QUESTIONNAIRE PACKAGE

CONSENT FORM

Consent Form

You are being asked to participate in a study. Please read this form carefully and if
you have any questions you may have before agreeing to complete the study send an
e-mail.

What the study is about: If you are married, you are invited to participate in the
current study about romantic relationships. The aim of the study is to understand the
relationships between perceived partner behaviors and relationship dynamics.

What we will ask you to do: If you agree to participate, you will be asked to
complete a questionnaire that asks about your relationships with your spouse, your
own perception of relationships, and a few questions for your demographic
characteristics. The questionnaire takes about 20 minutes to complete.

Risks and benefits: There are no risks to you by participating in this study. None of
the questions/items are harmful. Your participation will help us to understand the
complex associations between perceived partner behaviors and by comparing the
findings from this study with other studies in different cultures.

Your data will be confidential: Your identification will be completely confidential.
We will not ask you to report any names in the questionnaire. We just ask for some
demographic information that we need for statistical analyses.

Taking part is voluntary: Taking part in this study is completely voluntary. If you
decide not to take part, you are free to quit responding at any time.

If you have questions: Any questions that you have now or later can be directed to
her at fulyakirimer@gmail.com. If you have any questions or concerns regarding
your rights as a participant in this study, you may contact the Human Subjects Ethic
Committee at http://ueam.metu.edu.tr/.

Statement of Consent: | have read the above information and have received answers
to any questions | asked. | consent to take part in the study.

| agree to participate in this study.

I agree to participate in this study.
o | agree.

o | disagree.

125



My Spouse
Please read the following instructions carefully
A number of specific situations (scenarios) that could be experienced by couples in
close relationships are presented below in dual response format.
First, please read each situation and, second, rate the two possible spouse responses
using the 6-point scales provided (1= Never, 6 = Always). There are no correct or
incorrect answers.
Although both types of spouse reactions may be encountered in relationships please
do not provide the same rating for the two responses for each item. If you provide
the same rating for the two items, then you will be asked to select which of the two is
more likely to be encountered in your relationship. If you have not yet experienced
the given scenario in your relationship, rate the response according to how you

imagine your spouse would react.

Example item format:
1. When | have had a bad day, my spouse:

1 (Never)

2 (Rarely)

3 (Sometimes)
4 (Often)

5 (Usually)

6 (Always)

A. Reads me like an open book and knows

o
o
O
o
O
o

my feelings
B. Knows my feelings only after | talk about

©)
@)
©)
@)
©)

my day

You provided the same rating to the two statements. Which one of these
reactions does your spouse show in general?

1. When | have had a bad day, my spouse:
A. Reads me like an open book and knows my feelings
B. Knows my feelings only after | talk about my day

1. When I have had a bad day, my spouse:

A. Reads me like an open book and knows my feelings
126



B. Knows my feelings only after | talk about my day

2. When | am experiencing mixed feelings, my spouse:

A. Does not sense my feelings unless | express them openly

B. Senses my feelings without my having to say anything

3. When | feel demoralized, my spouse:

A. Supports me before | talk about feeling demoralized

B. Supports me after I talk about feeling demoralized

4. When he/she says something hurtful to me, my spouse:

A. Tries to make amends only after | say I feel hurt by what was said

B. Understands how | feel before | say anything about it and tries to make amends
5. My spouse understands my mood changes:

A. Without my having to say anything

B. Only after | say something about it

6. If 1 am really bored, my spouse:

A. Suggests different activities only after | say | am bored

B. Recognizes my boredom and suggests different activities to relieve it

7. When | want to be alone with my spouse, he/she:

A. Infers this through my attitude and behavior

B. Expects me to clearly express this wish

8. When | am exhausted, my spouse:

A. Understands when | say so and strives to make me feel comfortable

B. Understands without my having to say so and strives to make me feel comfortable
9. When | receive good news, my spouse:

A. Understands my joy through my attitude and behavior, and tries to find the reason
B. Does not see my joy until | share the good news

10. When | am anxious or worried in an environment, my spouse:

A. Tries to calm me when | talk about my anxiety/worry

B. Tries to calm me after noticing my anxiety/worry

11. When my voice is louder than usual, my spouse:

A. Feels my anger about something and tries to understand the reason

B. Waits for me to explain my anger even if he/she feels it
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12. When I don’t enjoy an activity that my spouse has initiated so that we can
spend time together (listening to music, watching a movie, etc.) my spouse:
A. Suggests another activity after | state my lack of enjoyment

B. Somehow perceives that I don’t enjoy it and suggests another activity

13. In a situation where | have trouble making decisions on my own, my spouse:
A. Realizes that | am having difficulty and tries to help me make a decision

B. Tries to help me make a decision after | talk about my difficulty

14. When | feel anxious while trying to meet a deadline with my work, my
spouse:

A. Tries to help only when | ask for it

B. Notices my anxiety and tries to make my task easier

15. When there is unrest between us, my spouse:

A. Senses whether or not | am ready to talk

B. Waits for me to open the subject

16. When | want to feel loved, my spouse:

A. Displays actions/says words of affection when | say this

B. Displays actions/says words of affection without my having to say anything
17. When | am in a bad mood, my spouse:

A. Understands my mood immediately and comforts me

B. Understands and comforts me after I talk about it

18. When | want his/her attention, my spouse:

A. Shows me attention when | request it

B. Realizes this and shows me attention without my having to request it

19. When | have a request, my spouse:

A. Understands this without my making a request and tries to fulfill it

B. Understands this and tries to fulfill it after I make a request

20. When | feel discomfort about any situation, my spouse:

A. Understands this and tries to comfort me after | talk about my discomfort

B. Understands my discomfort and tries to comfort me
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My Feelings
Please think about what you have been doing and experiencing during the past 4
\':'vf?eerlﬁéport how much you experienced each of the following feelings, using the
E)ZT(I)?N(l = Very rarely or never, 2 = Rarely, 3 = Sometimes, 4 = Often, 5 = Very
often or always)
. Positive
. Negative
. Good
Bad
. Pleasant
. Unpleasant
. Happy
. Sad
. Afraid
10. Joyful
11. Angry

12. Contented

© O N O U A W N e

Conflict
Think about how you handle conflicts with your spouse and rate each item using 7-
point scale below (1 = Totally disagree, 7= Totally agree)

. My spouse and | try to avoid arguments.
. I avoid disagreements with spouse.
. I avoid conflict with my spouse.

. When my spouse and | disagree, we argue loudly.
. My spouse and I have frequent conflicts.

. I suffer a lot from conflict with my spouse.

1

2

3

4

5. Our conflicts usually last quite awhile.

6

7

8. I become verbally abusive to my spouse when we have conflict.
9

. My spouse and | often argue because | do not trust him/her.
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My Close Relationships
Listed below are a number of statements about various attitudes and feelings. Please
indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of these statements,
using the following scale (1 = Totally disagree, 7 = Totally agree).

1. My close relationships are an important reflection of who I am.

2. When | feel very close to someone, it often feels to me like that person is an
important part of who I am.

3. lusually feel a strong sense of pride when someone close to me has an important
accomplishment.

4. | think one of the most important parts of who | am can be captured by looking at
my close friends and understanding who they are.

5. When | think of myself, | often think of my close friends or family also.

6. If a person hurts someone close to me, | feel personally hurt as well.

7. In general, my close relationships are an important part of my self-image.

8. Overall, my close relationships have very little to do with how I feel about myself.
9. My close relationships are unimportant to my sense of what kind of person I am.
10. My sense of pride comes from knowing who I have as close friends.

11. When | establish a close friendship with someone, | usually develop a strong
sense of identification with that person.

Demographic Information
1. Gender:

2. Age:

3. Occupation:

4. Education level:

OPrimary school [OSecondary school [High school [1College [Postgraduate

5. Please indicate monthly income level of your family:

0 Low [0 Low-to-moderate [JModerate  [1Moderate-to-high OHigh
6. How long have you been married with your spouse?/cohabiting with your
partner?

Year: Month:
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APPENDIX F. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

ONGORUSEL VE TEPKISEL DUYARLILIGIN YETiSKiN ROMANTIK
ILISKILERINDE KULTUREL ACIDAN INCELENMESI

Duyarlilik saglikli iliskilerin siirdiiriilebilmesi icin gerekli olan ana
unsurlardan biridir. Eger birey partnerine yonelik duyarliligi comertge sergiler ve
partneri de bu duyarlilig1 igtenlikle karsilarsa iliskinin gidisati ve islevi bundan
olumlu etkilenebilir. Bu noktada duyarliligi ve duyarlilik algisin1 tanimlamak, birey
icin ihtiyaclarmin kendisi dile getirilmeden sezilmesinin mi (6ngoriisel duyarlilik)
yoksa ihtiyaclarmi acik¢a ifade ettikten sonra mu (tepkisel duyarlilik) uygun
karsiligin verilmesinin daha degerli oldugunu anlamak gerekir. Bugiine kadar yapilan
calismalarda, ongoriisel ve tepkisel duyarliligin belirli kiiltiirel baglamlarda daha
islevsel olup olmadigi, aym kiiltiir i¢indeki bireylerin partner duyarliligini farkl
algilama sebepleri, baglanma dinamiklerinin partner duyarliligini  farkh
degerlendirmedeki rolii arastirilmamistir. Bu g¢alismanin 6ncelikli amaci, erken
gelisimsel donemdeki rolleri daha Onceki ¢alismalar tarafindan incelenmis olan
ongoriisel ve tepkisel duyarliligin yetiskin romantik iligkilerinde varliklarini siirdiiriip
sirdirmediklerini ve cinsiyete ve Kkiiltiire iliskin dinamikler yoluyla sekillenip
sekillenmediklerini arastirmaktir. Ikincil amag ise, baglanma boyutlarmin (kaygili ve
kaginan) ongoriisel ve tepkisel duyarlilik tizerindeki potansiyel roliinii incelemektir.
Ongoriisel ve Tepkisel Duyarhlik

Bakim veren duyarlilifi ¢ocugun isaretlerini, ifadelerini ve ayni zamanda
durumu g6z 6niinde bulundurarak ihtiyaglarina karsilik vermek, onu rahatlatmak ve
giivende hissettirmek olarak tanimlanir (Trommsdorff ve Freidlmeier, 2010). Anne-
cocuk etkilesiminde iletisim bi¢imlerini inceleyen arastirmacilar annelerin
cocuklariin ihtiya¢ ve isteklerini karsilama big¢imlerini gz oniinde bulundurarak
annenin bakim veren duyarliligmi Ongoriisel ve tepkisel duyarlilik olarak
smiflandirmistir (Trommsdorff ve Kornadt, 2003). Ongoriisel duyarlilik cocugun
ithtiyaclarin1 sezmek ve onun istii kapali isaretlerini yorumlayarak karsilik vermeye
karsilik gelir. Tepkisel duyarlilik ise ¢ocugun agikca ifade ettigi ihtiyaglarina yanit

vermek olarak tanimlanir (Rothbaum, Nagaoka ve Ponte, 2006). Ge¢mis
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caligmalarda yer alan 6ngdriisel ve tepkisel duyarliligin ana 6zellikleri Tablo 1.1°de
sunulmustur (Rothbaum, Nagoaka ve Ponte, 2006; Rothbaum, Pott, Azuma, Miyake
ve Weisz, 2000; Trommsdorff ve Heikamp, 2013; Trommsdorff ve Rothbaum,
2008). Ongoriisel duyarlilik sdzsiiz iletisimi ve dolayli anlatimi, tepkisel duyarlilik
ise acik iletisimi ve agik anlatimi isaret eder. Ongoriisel duyarliliga sahip bakim
verenler Onleyici (prevention) odakli davranma ve ¢ocugu kisilerarasi kontrolii ve
fiziksel yakinligi devam ettirmeye yonelik olarak yonlendirme egilimindedirler.
Tepkisel duyarliliga sahip olanlar ise ¢ocugun igsel diizenlemesini ve 6z yeterliligini
desteklemek amaciyla ¢ocugun birligine yaklagsmaci (promotion) odakli davranma
egilimindedirler. Ongoriisel duyarlilik bigiminde sosyal ahengin ve karsilikli
bagimliligin siirdiiriilmesi i¢in benlige yonelik olumsuz duygularin bastirilmasi,
baskalarma yonelik olumsuz duygularin ise ifade edilmesi tesvik edilir. Olumsuz
kisisel duygularin ifadesi, bireysellesmenin gelismesini destekledigi i¢in tepkisel
duyarlilikta islevseldir (Rothbaum, Pott, Azuma, Miyake ve Weisz, 2000;
Trommsdorff ve Friedlmeier, 2010; Trommsdorff ve Rothbaum, 2008).

Bakim veren duyarliligi daha cok erken donem bakim veren-gocuk
etkilesimini isaret ettiginden, gecmis calismalar ongoriisel ve tepkisel duyarliligi
erken gelisimsel donem bakis agisiyla ele almis ve anne-bebek, anne-¢ocuk ya da
okul Oncesi 6gretmeni - 6grenci iliskilerine odaklanmistir (6rn., Park, Trommsdorff
ve Lee, 2012; Rothbaum, Nagaoka ve Ponte, 2006; Trommsdorff ve FriedImeier,
2010; Ziehm, Trommsdorff, Heikamp ve Park, 2013). Bakim veren duyarlilig1 daha
once yetiskinlikte ¢alisilmis olmasina karsin (6rn., Kunce ve Shaver, 1994), bilindigi
kadariyla bugiline kadar yetiskin romantik iligskilerinde Ongoriisel ve tepkisel
duyarhlik farklar ve iligki islevindeki etkileri incelenmemistir.

Bu ¢er¢evede, bu doktora ¢alismasinin oncelikli amaci1 romantik iliskiler igin
psikometrik agidan gecerli bir dngoriisel-tepkisel duyarlilik Slgegi gelistirmek ve bu
iki farkli duyarlilik tiiriiniin romantik partnerler arasindaki 6zgiin islevlerini test
etmektir.

Hipotez 1: Ongoriisel ve tepkisel duyarlilik sistematik olarak yetiskin

romantik iligkileri dinamikleri ile baglantili olacaktir.
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Kiiltiire Ozgii Bakim Veren Duyarlihg

Ifade etme yollar1 kiiltirden Kkiiltiire degisse de (bkz., Trommsdorff ve
Rothbaum, 2008), bakim veren duyarliligi gilivenli baglanmanin Onciistidiir
(Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters ve Wall, 1978; Bowlby, 1969/1982). Bu goriise en
onemli katkiyr yapan Rothbaum ve arkadaslar1 (2000), duyarlilik bigim ve
islevlerinin evrensel olmalarindan ziyade kiiltiirel beklentilere gore degisecegini
savunmustur. Bu iddiay1 test eden ge¢cmis calismalar, ¢ocugun ihtiyaglarina
Ongoriisel veya tepkisel duyarlilik gosterme egiliminin baskin bir sekilde ortiik ve
acik iletisim sekillerine yonelik kiiltiirel beklentiler tarafindan belirlendigini
gostermistir. Bir bakim verenin duyarlilik Oriintlisii aslinda bir toplumun karsilikli
bagimli veya bagimsiz kiiltiirel yapisiyla uyumludur. Ornegin, Bati toplumlarinda
cocugun bireyciligini ve 6zerkligini gozetmek ve desteklemek onemlidir. Dolayisiyla
bir anne yardim etmek i¢in, ¢ocugu sézel ve gorsel bir isaret verene dek bekler ki bu
tepkisel duyarliliga karsilik gelmektedir. Dogu toplumlarinda ise sosyal ahengi
siirdiirmek 6nemlidir. Anne-cocuk iligkisi ¢ocugu olas1 sikintilardan korumak adina
cogunlukla miidahalecidir. Dolayisiyla, anne ¢ocugun diislincelerini ve taleplerini
sezer ve ¢ocuktan bir isaret gelmesini beklemeden miidahalede bulunur ki bu da
ongoriisel duyarliligr isaret etmektedir. Bu iki duyarlilik tiiri, uyumlu olduklar
kiiltiirlerde ¢ocugun giivenli hissetme ve duygu diizenleme siireclerine katkida
bulunmak gibi islevlere sahiptir (Rothbaum, Rosen, Ujiie ve Uchida, 2002).

Duygu diizenleme siireclerinde bakim veren duyarliligindaki farkliliklar
gecmiste kiiltiirel ve Kkiiltiirler arasi caligmalarda gosterilmistir. Ornegin, Koreli
annelerle yapilan senaryo temelli bir ¢aligmada, 6ngoriisel duyarlhilik davranigim
secen anneler ¢ocugun giivenligine dnem verdiklerini belirtmis, tepkisel duyarlilik
egilimindeki anneler ise ¢ocugun kendini ifade edebilmesini desteklediklerini
belirtmistir (Park, Trommsdorff, & Lee, 2012). Kiiltiirler aras1 bir ¢alismada, Alman
anneler ¢ocuklarmin 6zerkligini desteklemek amaciyla kendileri talep edene kadar
yardimda bulunmamay1 tercih ederken, Koreli anneler c¢ogunlukla g¢ocuklarinin
acikca talepte bulunmasini beklemeden yardimda bulunmayi tercih etmislerdir
(Ziehm, Trommsdorff, Heikamp ve Park, 2013). Japonya’da ve Amerika Birlesik
Devletleri’'ndeki (ABD) okul 6ncesi 0gretmenleriyle yapilan baska bir ¢alismada,

Japon Ogretmenler ¢ocugun ihtiyaclarin1 sezmenin, Amerikali 6gretmenler ise acik
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ifadelere karsilik vermenin daha 6nemli oldugunu belirtmistir (Rothbaum, Nagaoka,
ve Ponte, 2006). Sonug olarak, kiiltiire 6zgii degerlendirmeleri dogrulayan duyarlilik
tiirii s6z konusu kiiltiir i¢in islevseldir.

Gecmis calismalarin ve teorik goriislerin  1s181inda, yetiskin romantik
iliskilerinde de duyarliligin baskin olarak 6ngoriisel ya da tepkisel olmasinin kiiltiirel
baglamda agiklanabilmesi olasidir. Bu ¢alismada, bu beklenti bireyci kiiltiirii temsil
eden ABD’de ve toplulukcu kiiltiirii temsil eden Tiirkiye’deki (Hofstede, Hofstede ve
Minkov, 2010) evli bireyleri karsilastirarak test edilmesi planlanmistir. Ayrica,
bakim veren-¢ocuk etkilesiminden farkli olarak, romantik partnerlerin iligkileri ¢ift
taraflidir. Bu nedenle, yalnizca bireyin bakim verme davranisi degil partnerinin
bakim verme Oriintiisiic de hesaba katilmalidir (Feeney ve Collins, 2001). Bu
gercevede,

Hipotez 2: Romantik partnerler arasinda Tirkiye’de ongoriisel duyarlilik,

ABD’de tepkisel duyarlilik baskin duyarlilik oriintiileri olacaktir.

Bakim Verme Duyarhih@inda Cinsiyete Ozgii Roller

Kiiltiirel farkliliklarin yani sira kiiltiirle ilintili bigimde cinsiyet rolleri de
ongoriisel veya tepkisel duyarliligin benimsenmesini kolaylastirmada énemli bir role
sahip olabilir. Brody ve Hall (2008), kiiltiire ve durumsal baglamlar kadar cinsiyet de
duygularin diizenlenmesi ve aktarimini sekillendirmektedir. Erken gelisimsel donem
calismalar1 yalnizca oncelikli bakim verenin duyarlilik davranislarina odaklandigi
icin bakim verenin veya bakim alanin cinsiyetinin duyarlilik siirecindeki olasi rolleri
hakkinda herhangi bir 6ngdriide bulunmamistir. Duygu iletisimi yazini, bu konuda
partner  duyarliigmi  degerlendirmede  cinsiyet farki  beklenebilecegini
gostermektedir.

Hall, Carter ve Horgan (2000) duygu ifadesindeki cinsiyet farkliliklarini
toplumda deneyimlenen sosyal deneyimlerdeki farkliliklara dayandirmaktadir.
Kadinlar ve erkekler cinsiyet rolleri, normlar, Onyargilar ve belirli evrimsel
beklentilerin etkisiyle farkli sosyal ¢evrelere maruz kaldikca farkli sosyal beceri ve
davranislar gelistirirler. Ornegin, kadinlarin bagkalarmin ihtiyaclarina daha duyarh
olmalar1 beklenir. Bu nedenle erkeklere gore daha anlayish ve sezgili bir ¢evrede
yetisen kadinlar s6zel olmayan becerileri gelistirerek cinsiyetle uyumlu davranislari

sirdiiriirler. Erkeklerin ise mutsuzluk, memnuniyetsizlik, korku gibi belirli bazi
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duygular1 gii¢siizliigiin gostergesi olmasi nedeniyle toplum tarafindan saklamasi
beklenir (Brody, 2000). Kadinlar sadece sozsiiz ipuglarmi sezmekte degil aym
zamanda etkilesim aninda duygularini ifade etmekte de erkeklerden daha basarilidir
(bkz., Brody ve Hall, 2008). Evli giftlerle yapilan ¢alismalarda kadinlarin 6zellikle
gergin durumlarda konusmay1 baslatmaya ve duygularimi paylasmaya daha istekli
oldugu, erkeklerin ise sOzel tartismadan, yiiz ifadelerinden ve gbéz kontagindan
kag¢indigi bulunmustur (Burke, Weir ve Harrison, 1976; Christensen ve Heavey,
1990; Vogel, Wester, Heesacker ve Madon, 2003).

Bu ¢ercevede, kadinlarin ortiik ipuglarini sezmeye ve onlara karsilik vermeye
daha meyilli olacaklari, erkeklerin kadinlarin acik ifadelerine karsilik vermeye
meyilli olacaklar1 ve daha az ifade kullanmalari sebebiyle kendi ihtiyaglarinin
sezilmesine ihtiya¢ duyacaklar1 6ngoriilebilir.

Hipotez 3: Kadinlar erkeklere gore daha 6ngoriisel duyarli olurken erkekler

kadinlara gore daha tepkisel duyarli olacaktir.

Baglanma Yénelimlerinin Ongoriisel ve Tepkisel Duyarhilik Uzerindeki Olasi
Rolleri

Kiiltire ve cinsiyete 0zgii farkliliklarin yani sira bireysel farkliliklar da
duyarlhilik davranislarini ve algisini etkileyebilir. Bakim verme, yetiskin romantik
iligkilerinin kalitesini belirlemede baglanma ile is birligi i¢indedir (Feeney, 1996;
Feeney ve Hohaus, 2001). Bu nedenle yetiskin baglanma dinamikleri 6ngoriisel ve
tepkisel duyarliliktaki algisal farkliliklar aciklayabilir.

Yetiskinlikte baglanma, kaygili baglanma ve kagman baglanma olmak {iizere
iki ortogonal boyut ile tanimlanmaktadir (Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998;
Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). Kaygili baglanma yakin iliskide bulunulan kisiyle
stirekli yakinlik arama ve bu kisinin ilgisini kaybetme kaygisini isaret etmektedir.
Kaginan baglanma ise yakinliktan rahatsiz olma ve yakin iligkide bulunulan kisiyle
psikolojik ve fiziksel mesafeyi korumay: ifade etmektedir (Bartholomew ve
Horowitz, 1991; Mikulincer ve Shaver, 2003).

Baglanma kuramimna gore duyarlilik tiirinden bagimsiz olarak anne
duyarliligini hissetmek cocugun gelisimsel kilometre taslarina saglikli bir sekilde
erismesi ve giivenli baglanma gelistirmesi i¢in gereklidir (Bowlby, 1982). Duyarlilik

ve baglanma etkilesimini temel alan yetiskinlikte duyarlilik ¢aligmalar1 baglanma
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mekanizmalarinin duyarlilik siirecindeki yerini géstermistir. Kunce ve Shaver (1994)
bu konudaki ilk calismay1 yiirlitmiis ve gelistirdigi Olgekte yakinlik, duyarlilik,
isbirligi ve zorlamimli (compulsive) bakim verme boyutlarini1 ele almistir. Giivenli
baglanan bireylerin partnerlerinin igaretlerine ve ihtiyaglarina daha duyarli oldugu,
giivensiz baglananlarin ise zorlanimli bakim verdigi bulunmustur. Takip eden
caligmalar da bakim verme davraniglarinin uygunlugu ve etkililigine odaklanmistir
(6rn., Collins ve Feeney, 2000; Feeney, 1996; Feeney ve Collins, 2001; Feeney ve
Hohaus, 2001). Feeney ve Collins (2003) ciftler arasinda bakim saglama veya
saglamamanin altinda yatan nedenleri arastirmis, giivensiz baglanan bireylerin bakim
saglama konusunda benmerkezci diirtiiyle hareket ettiklerini, bunun da kalitesiz
bakim verme ile sonug¢landigini bulmustur. Bu ¢aligmalarin bulgulari, mevcut
calismanin kaygili ve kagman baglanmanin ikili iliskilerdeki ongoriisel ve tepkisel
duyarlhiliktaki algisal farkliliklar1  belirleyebilecegi  yoniindeki  beklentilerini
aciklamaktadir.

Baglanma Yonelimlerindeki Kiiltiirel ve Cinsiyet Farkhiliklar:

Yetigkinlikte baglanma yonelimlerinin uyumlu islevleri, toplumlardaki
kiltiirel baglamlara ve cinsiyet rollerine bagli olarak degisebilir (Harma ve Siimer,
2016). Topluluk¢u Kkiiltiirlerde baglanma kaygis1 daha yaygin iken, bireyci
kiiltiirlerde baglanma kac¢inmasi daha yaygindir (Sagi, van 1Jzendoorn ve Koren-
Karie, 1991; Schmitt, 2010; Schmitt ve ark., 2004; Siimer ve Yetkili, 2018).
Friedman, Rholes, Simpson, Bond, Diaz-Loving ve Chan’in (2010) kiiltiir
uyumlulugu hipotezine gore, eger bir glivensiz baglanma yonelimi belirli bir kiiltiirel
baglamda yiiksek bir yayginliga sahipse, daha az olumsuz sonuglara yol agmaktadir.
Bu calismada, bu hipotez ve buna dair bulgular goz Oniine alindiginda, kaginan
baglanma topluluk¢u kiiltiirel baglamda daha az uyumlu olacagindan, Tiirkiye'de
algilanan bakim duyarliligt yapilarmi yordama giiciiniin daha gii¢lii olacagi, buna
karsilik, bireyci kiiltiirel baglamla bagdasmayan baglanma kaygisinin ABD'de
algilanan bakim duyarlilig1 yapilarin1 daha giiglii yordayacagi beklenmistir.

Tiirkiye kisilerarasi iligkilere ve 6zerklige oncelik veren psikolojik / duygusal
karsilikli bagimhilik kiiltiirii profili c¢izmektedir (Kagitcibasi, 2005). Bu Kkiiltiirel
baglamda, kadinlarin ¢ocuklara ve eslerine mutlak yakinlik gostermeleri

beklenmektedir, bu da baglanma kaygisinin 6zellikle kadinlar i¢in uyumlu bir islevi
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olabilecegini diisiindiirmektedir. Ancak kadinlarda kagmman baglanma, yakin aile
iliskilerinin hayatta kalmasi i¢in zararh olabilir (Ataca, 2009; Siimer & Kagitgibasi,
2010). Tirkiye’de yapilan caligmalar, kadinlarda kagman baglanmanin evlilik
doyumu, ¢atigma (Harma ve Siimer, 2016), yasam doyumu (Siimer ve Yetkili, 2018)
ve anne duyarliligmi (Selguk ve ark., 2010) yordamistir. Erkeklerde kaygili
baglanma aile refahin1 korumak adina kabul edilebilir goriinse de, duygusal ifade
kadinlarda oldugu kadar arzu edilmemektedir (Harma ve Siimer, 2016). Kaginan
baglanan kadin ve kaygili baglanan erkek c¢iftlerinin iliski islevine en zarar verici
eslesme oldugu bulgusu da (6rn., Kirkpatrick ve Davis, 1994; Feeney, 2008; Harma
ve Stimer, 2016) bu goriisii desteklemektedir. Kiiltiir i¢i ve toplumsal cinsiyetle ilgili
beklentiler dikkate alinarak gelistirilen hipotezler asagidaki gibidir:
Hipotez 4: Baglanma boyutlart (kaygili ve kaginan) hem 6ngoriisel hem de
tepkisel duyarliligi olumsuz yonde iliskili olacaktir.
Hipotez 4a: Tiirkiye'de kadinlarin baglanma kaginmasi ve erkeklerin
baglanma kaygis1 kendilerinin ve eslerinin algilanan duyarliliginin
baskin belirleyicisi olacaktir.
Hipotez 4b: Genel olarak, Tirkiye'de kaginan baglanma ve ABD'de
kaygili baglanma algilanan duyarliligin baskin belirleyicisi olacaktir.
Cahisma 1
Amag
Ik caligmanin temel amaci dngériisel ve tepkisel duyarlilik icin bir dl¢iim
aract gelistirmek ve romantik partnerlerde psikometrik Ozelliklerini test etmektir.
Ikincil amag, Ongoriisel ve tepkisel duyarlilifm yetiskin romantik iliski
dinamikleriyle ilgili olacagini belirten Hipotez 1'i test etmektir.
Yontem
Katihhmceilar
Katilimcilara sosyal aglar ve bir psikoloji dersi iizerinden ulasilmigtir.
Calismaya en az 6 aydir evli olan veya partneriyle birlikte yasayan 297 birey (%811
kadin) katilmistir. Katilimcilarin %89’u evli iken, yas ortalamasi 35.34 (SS = 9.48),
iligki siiresi ortalamasi 131.52 aydir (SS = 111.78).
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Islem

ODTU Uygulamali Etik Arastrma Merkezi’'nden etik izin (bkz., Ek A)
alindiktan sonar anket (bkz., Ek B) ¢evrimi¢i anket platformu (Qualtrics) iizerinden
katilimcilara ulastirilmistir.
Veri Toplama Araglari
Bakim Verme Duyarhihigi (BVD) ve Algillanan Bakim Verme Duyarhhgi
(ABVD) Olgekleri: Yetiskinlikte 6ngoriisel ve tepkisel bakim verme duyarliligin
6lcmek amaciyla BVD ve ABVD gelistirilmesi planlanmistir. Bu amagla oncelikle
erken gelisimsel donemde kullanilan 6l¢iim yontemleri incelenmistir. Senaryo
temelli degerlendirmelerde (6rn., CSI, Rothbaum, Nagaoka, & Ponte, 2006) bakim
verenin her bir durumda gosterme egiliminde oldugu davraniglar 6ngoriisel veya
tepkisel olarak siniflandirilmistir (6rn., “Eger cocuk keyifsizse, hangisini yapmak
daha iyidir: (a) Cocugun yanina oturup onunla konusarak onu rahatlatmak (b)
Cocugun rahatlamak istediginde size yaklasabilecegini bilmesini saglamak™). Ancak,
erken donem c¢aligmalarinda kullanilan 6l¢iim yoOntemlerinin romantik iliskilere
birebir uyarlanabilir olmamasi nedeniyle yeni bir 6l¢iim aract gelistirilmesine karar
verilmistir.

Basglangicta, onceki calismalar1 géz Oniinde bulundurarak 42 maddelik bir
havuz olusturulmus ve bu maddelerin sosyal ve gelisim psikolojisi alanindaki 15
uzman arastirmaci tarafindan degerlendirilmesi istenmistir. Arastirmacilara her bir
maddenin Ongoriisel veya tepkisel duyarlilik kategorilerinden birini temsil edip
etmedigi, ne derecede temsil ettigi (1 = hi¢ temsil etmiyor, 9 = tam anlamiyla temsil
ediyor) ve herhangi bir yorum veya diizeltme onerileri olup olmadigi sorulmustur.
9’lu derecelendirmede 5 ile 9 arasinda genis aralikta degerlendirilen maddeler
elenmistir. Kalan 21 maddeye, partnerlerin duyarlilik davranisinda bulunabilecegi
durumlarimn gesitliligini arttirmak amaciyla yazar ve ortak tez yoneticisi tarafindan 23
madde daha eklenmistir. 34 maddelik BVD 0lgeginin maddeleri (6rn., “Yardim
istemeden ona ihtiya¢ duydugu destegi gosteririm.”) algilanan partner duyarliligim
olgmek amaciyla uyarlanarak ABVD &lcegi maddeleri (6rn., “Ihtiya¢c duydugum
destegi ben yardim istemeden gosterir”) olusturulmustur. Katilimeilar maddelere ne

derecede katildiklarini belirtmislerdir (1 = hi¢bir zaman, 6 = her zaman).
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Kendini ifade Etme Endeksi: Kisilerin kisisel o6zelliklerini ve duygularmi
partnerleriyle ne derecede paylagsma egiliminde oldugunu 6lgmek amaciyla Miller,
Berg ve Archer (1983) tarafindan gelistirilmistir (6rn., “Sevdigim ve sevmedigim
yanlarim”). 10 maddelik bu 0Olgek, mevcut calisma igin c¢eviri-tekrar geviri
yontemiyle Tiirkge’ye uyarlanmustir (1 = bu konuda hi¢ konusmam, 5 = bu konuda
tam olarak/etraflica konusurum). Cronbach alfa giivenirlik katsayisi .87 olarak
bulunmustur.

Algilanan Partner Duyarhhgi: 18 maddelik 06lgek partnerlerin - duyarlilik
davraniglarint kisinin goziinden bilissel temelli degerlendirme ile 6l¢gmek amaciyla
kullanilmistir. Reis (2003) tarafindan gelistirilen olgek Tiirkge’ye Tasfiliz, Sagel-
Cetiner ve Selcuk (degerlendirme asamasinda) tarafindan uyarlanmistir (6rn., *
nasil biri oldugumu ¢ok iyi bilir”; 1 = hi¢ katiimiyorum, 7 = tamamen katilyyorum).
Cronbach alfa giivenirlik katsayisi .96 olarak bulunmustur.

Yakin iliskiler Yasantilar Envanteri — II (YIYE-1l) — Kisa Form: Olgegin
(Fraley, Waller ve Brennan, 2000; uyarlayan Selguk, Giinaydin, Siimer ve Uysal,
2005) 10 maddelik kisa formu (Zayas, Mischel, Shoda ve Aber, 2011) Kkisilerin
baglanma yonelimlerini (kaygili ve kacinan) 6lgmek amaciyla kullanilmistir (6rn.,
“Partnerime giivenip dayanmak konusunda kendimi rahat birakmakta zorlanirim”; 1
= hi¢ katilmiyorum, 7 = tamamen katilryorum). Cronbach alfa giivenirlik katsayilari
kaygili baglanma i¢in .80, ka¢inan baglanma i¢in .78 olarak bulunmustur.

Bakim Verme Sistemi Olcegi: 20 maddelik 6lgek Shaver, Mikulincer ve Shemesh-
Iron (2010) tarafindan gelistirilmis, Harma, Aktas, and Yilmaz tarafindan Tiirk¢e’ye
uyarlanmistir (yayimlanmamis metin). Katilimecilardan yardim bekleyen romantik
partnerlerine destek olurken deneyimledikleri duygu, diisiince ve davraniglar
derecelendirmeleri istenmistir (1 = highir zaman, 7 = her zaman). Maddeler iki ana
kategoride yer almistir: Asirilagtirma (6rn., Partnerime yardim ederken genellikle
diger insanlar kadar iyi olamayacagimdan endise ederim”) ve etkisizlestirme (6rn.,
“Partnerimi sikintili gordiigimde yardima kosmak konusunda ¢ok rahat hissetmem”).
Cronbach alfa giivenirlik katsayilar1 asirilastirma igin .73, etkisizlestirme i¢in .75
olarak bulunmustur.

Mliskilerde Diizenleme Odag1 Olgegi: Winterheld ve Simpson (2011) Yaklasmaci-
Onleyici Odak Olgegi’ni (Lockwood, Jordan ve Kunda, 2002) romantik iliskilere
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uyarlamistir. Tiirk¢e adaptasyonu bulunmadigindan, 13 maddelik 6lgek Yaklagmaci
ve Onleyici Odak Olgegi’nin Tiirkce versiyonu (Dogruyol, 2008) dikkate alinarak
Tiirkce'ye uyarlanmigtir. Katilimeilardan iliskilerinde ne derecede (1 = benim igin hig
dogru degil, T = benim i¢in ¢ok dogru) yaklasmaci veya Onleyici hedeflere
odaklandiklarin1 belirtmeleri istenmistir (6rn., “Romantik iliskimin gelecekte basina
gelmesinden korktugum kotii seyler hakkinda sik sik diisiiniiriim™). Cronbach alfa
giivenirlik katsayilar1 yaklagsmaci odak i¢in .77, Onleyici odak i¢in .75 olarak
bulunmustur.

Kisisel Bilgiler: Kisisel bilgiler formunda cinsiyet, yas, egitim diizeyi, aile gelir
diizeyi, iliski durumu ve iliski siiresi sorular1 yer almistir.

Bulgular ve Tartisma

BVD ve ABVD odlgekleri i¢in agimlayici faktor analizleri (AFA) yapilmistir.
ABVD igin 2 faktorlii yap1 onerilmis ve 7 madde olgekten ¢ikarilmigtir. BVD 6lgegi
icin 3 faktorlii yapr Onerilmesine karsin, tutarlilik agisindan bu 6lgek de 2 faktorlii
yapt ile test edilmis ve ayn1 7 madde Olcekten ¢ikarilmistir. Faktor yiikleri ve ortak
etken varyans degerleri Tablo 2.3.1 ve 2.3.2°de sunulmustur. Ozellikle ABVD
Olgeginde ongoriisel ve tepkisel duyarlilik boyutlar1 arasindaki korelasyonun yiiksek
olmast (r = .80) iki tlir duyarlilik arasinda yiiksek diizeyde bir Ortiisme oldugunu
gostermistir. Her iki Olgekte de alt boyutlarin Cronbach alfa i¢ tutarlhilik
katsayilarinin yiiksek bulunmustur (o = .88 - .96). Gegerlilik testi i¢in duyarlilik alt
boyutlarmin diger degiskenlerle korelasyonlarina bakildiginda (bkz., Tablo 2.3.3)
APD ile ABVD olgegindeki Ongoriisel duyarliligin korelasyonu .83, tepkisel
duyarliligin ise .76 olarak bulunmustur.

Katilimcilarin -~ biiyilk  ¢ogunlugunun  kadinlardan  olugmasi  cinsiyet
karsilastirmasini ve bulgularin genellenmesini sinirlandirmistir. Yiiksek korelasyon
degerleri ve i¢ tutarhlik katsayillart nedeniyle katilimcilarin maddeleri
derecelendirirken her iki duyarhilik davranisinin  da partnerleri tarafindan
gosterilmesini miimkiin ve kabul edilebilir bulduklar1 sonucuna varilmstir.
Dolayisiyla, sosyal istenirlik egilimi, tavan etkisi yaratmis olabilir. Likert tipi
derecelendirme kullanilmasina bagli olarak katilimcilar ongoriisel veya tepkisel
duyarlilik davraniglarindan birini segmeye mecbur birakilmamistir. Halbuki tepkisel

duyarlilik gosteren birinin benzer bir senaryoda ongoriisel duyarlilik gostermesi
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beklenen bir sonug degildir. Ol¢iim yontemi bu goriisler dikkate alinarak gdzden
gecirilmelidir. Ayrica, BVD ve ABVD o6lgeklerinin faktor yapilart birbiriyle tam
olarak uyumlu bulunmamistir ki bu da 6lgek tutarliligini azaltmistir. Aslinda aktoriin
partner davraniglarini yorumlamasi, kisisel ve iliskisel sonuglar hakkinda partnerin
gercek davraniglarindan daha iyi tahminler sunar (Reis, 2007). Bu nedenle, olasi
cakismalar1 ve yanlis yorumlamalar1 6nlemek adina, yalnizca partnerin (algilanan)
davraniglarina odaklanmaya ve bu davramislar1 6lgmeye yonelik yeni bir Olgek
gelistirmeye karar verilmistir.
Calisma 2

Amac

Bu ¢aligmada, gorece daha istikrarl iliskilerdeki her iki ¢iftin de katildig1 bir
calisma yapilmast planlanmistir. Ongoriisel ve tepkisel duyarliigin psikometrik
kalitesi ve Ozglnliigii ilk calismada desteklenemediginden, bu c¢alismanin temel
amaci1 yeni bir senaryo temelli algilanan (partner) dngoriisel-tepkisel duyarlilik 6lgegi
gelistirmek ve yap1 gecerliligini test etmektir. Olgegin yakimsak ve iraksak
gecerliligini test etmek i¢in, ilk caligmada kullanilan degiskenler (kendini ifade etme,
PPR, bakim veren sistemi ve cinsiyet) kullamilmistir. Ayrica, bu iki duyarlilik
tiiriindeki kiiltiir i¢i farkliliklar incelenmistir. Duyarlilik ile ilgili daha onceki kiiltiirel
yorumlar gdz Oniine alindiginda, birbirine bagimli benlik kurgusunun o6ngoriisel
duyarlilikla uyumlu olmasi1 ve bagimsiz benlik kurgusunun tepkisel duyarlilikla
uyumlu olmasi beklenmistir. Bagimli benlik kurgusuna paralel olarak, benligi
partnerin benliginin bir parcasi olarak tanimlamak da toplulukgu kiiltiirlerde iligkinin
kritik bir gostergesi olarak goriilebilir. Bu dogrultuda, Tiirkiye’deki katilimcilarin
partnerlerini kendi benlikleriyle ne kadar i¢ ige tanimlarlarsa, o kadar Ongoriisel
duyarlh algilayacaklar1 one siiriilmiistiir. Ardindan, belirli hipotezlerin (Hipotez 1, 2,
3, 4 ve 4a) test edilmesi planlanmustir.
Yontem
Katilimcilar

Calismaya 300 evli birey katilmistir. 76 katilimcinin esleri caligmaya
katilmamustir. Calismaya ¢ift olarak katilanlarin sayis1 224'tiir (112 c¢ift). Orneklemin
tamam1 kullanilarak tanimlayict ve normatif analizler, 112 ¢ift ile ikili analizler

yapilmigtir. Katilimcilarin 6zellikleri Tablo 3.2.1°de sunulmustur.
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Katilimcilara kartopu yontemiyle ulasilmistir. Katilimcilar anketi ¢evrimigi
anket platformu ve basili anket formlari iizerinden doldurmustur (bkz., Ek C).
Veri Toplama Araclarn
Ongoriisel-Tepkisel Duyarlihk (OTD) Olgegi: Katilimcilardan partnerlerinin
duyarlilik davranislarini 6ngoriisel veya tepkisel olarak siniflandirmalari i¢in senaryo
temelli yeni bir Olgek gelistirilmistir. Giinliikk ve kisisel durumlar1 veya olaylari
temsil eden kisa senaryolar olusturulmustur (6rn., “Giiniim koti gegtiginde esim...”).
Her senaryo i¢in dngoriisel veya tepkisel duyarlilik segenekleri belirlenmistir (6rn.,
“(a) Giiniimiin kot gectigini yliziimden okuyup hislerime ortak olur.”, (b) “Giin
icinde yasadiklarimi1 anlattiktan sonra hislerime ortak olur.”). 30 senaryo
maddeleriyle birlikte sosyal, gelisim ve klinik psikoloji uzmanlar1 tarafindan
degerlendirilmistir. Olgegin son hali 28 senaryodan olusmustur.
Benlik Kurgusu Olgegi: Bagimsiz ve bagiml benlik yapilarini 6lgen 30 maddelik
Olcek Singelis (1994) tarafindan gelistirilmis ve Wasti ve Erdil (1997) tarafindan
Tiirkge'ye uyarlanmistir. Alt Slgeklerdeki yiiksek puanlar, iliskilerde bagimsizligin
veya karsilikli bagimliligin daha fazla igsellestirildigini gostermistir (1 = hi¢
katilmyyorum, 7 = tamamen katilyyorum). Bagimsiz benlik alt 6l¢eginin i¢ tutarlilik
katsayist .74 ve bagimli benlik alt 6l¢eginin ise .73'tiir.
Baskalarim Benlige Dahil Etme Olcegi: Benlik ve partner arasindaki ortiismeyi
Olemek icin Aron, Aron ve Smollan (1992) tarafindan gelistirilen tek maddelik 6lgek
benlik ve es kiimelerinin asamali olarak Ortilistiigli yedi resimden olusmaktadir.
Kiimelerin orta noktalar1 birbirine yaklastikca benlik esle daha i¢c ige olarak
tanimlanmaktadir.
Iliski Mutlulugu Ol¢egi: 6 maddelik 6lgek (Fletcher, Fitness ve Blampied, 1990)
kisilerin iligkideki baglilik ve mutlulugunu degerlendirmek i¢in kullanilmigtir (6rn.,
“Esimle evliligim beni mutlu ediyor”). (1 = hi¢ katilmiyorum, 7 = tamamen
katiliyorum). Olgegin i¢ tutarlilik katsayis1 .95 olarak bulunmustur.

Yukaridaki Olgeklere ek olarak, ilk calismada kullanilan 6lgekler (Kendini
Ifade Etme Endeksi, APD Olgegi, Bakim Verme Sistemi Olgegi ve YIYE-II - Kisa

Form) de kullanilmustr.
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Bulgular

Hipotez 1: Ongoriisel ve tepkisel duyarhlik romantik iliskilerle baglantih midir?

Hipotez 1°i test etmek i¢in ilk olarak senaryo temelli OTD Olgegi’nin faktor
yapisi test edilmistir. ikinci olarak, dlcegin diger iliskisel yapilarla iliskilerini test
etmek icin korelasyon analizleri yapilmigtir. AFA sonuclart (bkz., Tablo 3.3.1.1.1 ve
Tablo 3.3.1.1.2) olgegin tek faktdrlii yapisini desteklemistir. 8 madde cesitli
nedenlerle 6l¢ekten ¢ikarilmistir. 20 maddelik Olgek i¢in Cronbach alfa i¢ tutarlilik
katsayis1 .85 olarak bulunmustur. Ongoriisel ve tepkisel duyarlilik skorlari,
katilimcilarin her bir maddeye verdikleri cevaplari sayarak ayri ayr1 hesaplanmistir.
Bu skorlar tam bagimli degiskenler oldugu i¢in (r = -1.0, p < .01), sonraki analizlerde
sadece oOngoriisel duyarlilik puanlari kullanilmistir. Bu nedenle, bakim verme
duyarliligr degiskenindeki (Pro) yiiksek skorlar, daha yiiksek 6ngoriisel duyarliliga,
daha diisiik skorlar tepkisel duyarliliga karsilik gelmistir.

OTD Olgegi’nin gegerliligi APD ile orta-yiiksek korelasyon ve kendini ifade
etme ile yeterli korelasyon diizeyi ile desteklenmistir (bkz., Tablo 3.3.1.2). Ancak,
OTD ile bakim verme sistemi dlgeginin alt boyutlar: arasindaki diisiik ve anlamli
olmayan korelasyonlar nedeniyle dl¢egin gegerliligi kismen desteklenmistir.

Genel olarak, bu bulgular Ongoriisel ve tepkisel duyarliligin romantik
iliskilerde degerlendirilebilecegi hipotezini desteklemistir.

Hipotez 2: Ongoriisel duyarhlik Tiirkiye’de baskin bir driintii olusturur mu?

Yapilan bagimsiz 6rneklem t-test analizleri ile ongoriisel (n = 154) ve tepkisel
(n = 122) duyarhilik gruplar karsilagtirilmistir. Ongoriisel duyarlilik algisi yiiksek
olan gruptakiler, tepkisel duyarlilik algis1 yiliksek olan gruptakilere gore anlamlhi
diizeyde daha yiiksek APD, kendini ifade etme, esi benlige dahil etme ve iligki
mutlulugu, daha diisiik bakim verme sisteminin etkisizlestirilmesi, baglanma kaygisi
ve kagimmasi beyan etmistir (bkz., Tablo 3.3.2). Bu bulgulara gore, esler arasinda
yiiksek diizeyde karsilikli baglilik ve diisiik diizeyde kaginan baglanmanin Tiirk
kiiltiiriinde yaygin oldugu g6z 6niine alindiginda, Hipotez 2 desteklenmistir.

Hipotez 3: Kadinlarin daha ongoriisel duyarl, erkekler daha tepkisel duyarh
midir?

Ciftlerle yiiriitiilen t-test analizlerine gore (bkz., Tablo 3.3.3.2), erkeklerin

kadinlar1 6ngoriisel duyarli olarak algilama, kadinlarin ise erkekleri tepkisel duyarl
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algilama egilimlerinin anlamli olarak daha yiiksek oldugu bulunmustur ve hipotez
desteklenmistir.

Hipotez 4: Baglanma yonelimleri ile duyarhhk arasindaki iliski olumsuz
mudur?

Tiim katilimcilarla ve evli ¢iftlerle yapilan korelasyon analizleri (bkz., Tablo
3.3.1.2 ve Tablo 3.3.3.1) algilanan Ongoriisel duyarlilik ile kaygili ve kagiman
baglanma arasinda anlamli olarak olumsuz iliski oldugunu gostermistir. Aktor-
Partner Bagimlilik Modeli (Kenny, Kashy ve Cook, 2006) kullanilarak baglanma
boyutlarinin algilanan 6ngoriisel duyarlilik {izerindeki yordayici rolii (Hipotez 4a)
test edilmistir. Anlamli olmayan baglantilar modelden ¢ikarildiginda (bkz., Sekil
3.3.4.1), kagman baglanan kadmlarin ve kaygili baglanan erkeklerin kendi
algiladiklar1 6ngoriisel duyarliligi olumsuz yonde yordadigi bulunmustur. Bir partner
etkisi olarak, ka¢inan baglanan ese sahip erkekler diisiik diizeyde Ongoriisel
duyarlilik algisina sahip olarak bulunmustur. Bulgular Tiirkiye 6rnekleminde Hipotez
4’1 ve biiyiik dl¢iide Hipotez 4a’y1 desteklemistir.

Tartisma

Bu calismanin en biiyiik sinirliligr olarak, ongoriisel ve tepkisel duyarlilik,
birbirine bagimli ikili degiskenler olarak ele alinmistir. Bu nedenle 6ngoriisel ve
tepkisel duyarlilik skorlar1 ayni anda analizlere dahil edilememistir. Duyarlilik
yapilarim birbirinden bagimsiz olarak 6lgmek, yapilarin gegerliligini test etmek ve
iliski isleyisindeki cesitli rollerini incelemek i¢in dlgegin siirekli degiskenlerin elde
edilebilecegi bir bi¢cime doniistiiriilmesi gerekliligi ongoriilmiistiir. Buna ek olarak,
bu calismada degiskenler arasinda kiiltiir i¢i farkliliklar ortaya konmasina karsin,
duyarlhiligin dogasinda oldugu varsayilan kiiltiirler aras1 farklilig1 incelemek icin en
az bir bagka ilgili kiiltiirden daha veri toplayarak kiiltiirel farkliliklarin incelenmesi
gerekliligi ortaya konmustur. Dolayisiyla, dngoriisel ve tepkisel duyarliligin verilen
kiiltiirel baglama bagli olarak degisip degigsmedigini incelemek i¢in kiiltiirleraras: bir
calisma planlanmustir.

Calisma 3
Amac
Ikinci ve iiciincii caligmalar arasinda 6lgiim ve yontem acisindan iki dnemli

fark bulunmaktadir. Ilk olarak, bu calismada, hem kategorik hem de siirekli veriler
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elde etmek igin senaryo temelli OTD Olgegi'ne bir derecelendirme odlgegi
eklenmistir. Boylece ikinci ¢alismanin en biiyiik sinirliliginin ortadan kaldirilmasi
amaclanmistir. Ikincisi, kiiltiirler arasi karsilastirma yapilmustir. Verilerin, bireyci
kiiltiirlerin tipik bir temsilcisi olarak kabul edilen ABD'den ve gorece topluluk¢u
yapiya sahip olan Tiirkiye'den toplanmasi planlanmistir (bkz. Hofstede, Hofstede ve
Minkov, 2010). Boylece, iki kiiltiirel baglam i¢in hem kiiltiir i¢i hem de kiiltiirler
aras1 beklentiler arastirilmistir. Bu c¢ergevede, liglincli calismanin temel amaci,
senaryoya dayali OTD Olgegi’nin siirekli siiriimiiniin yap1 gecerliligini test etmek ve
oleegin Tiirkge ve Ingilizce siiriimlerinin dl¢iim degismezligini incelemektir.
Calismanin ikincil amaci, Ongoriisel ve tepkisel duyarlilikta kiiltiirler arasi
degisimleri tanimlamak ve duyarlilik tiirlerinin baglanma boyutlar ile iligkilerini
orneklemler arasinda karsilagtirmaktir. Bu amagla belirli hipotezler test edilmistir
(Hipotez 1, 2, 3, 4, 4b).
Yontem
Katihmcilar

Tiirkiye’deki katilimcilara (N = 201) sosyal medya kaynaklar1 iizerinden,
ABD’deki katilimcilara ise (N = 224) MTurk platformu {izerinden ulagilmistir.
Katilimeilarin 6zellikleri Tablo 4.2.1°de sunulmustur. Orneklem evli veya birlikte
yasayan bireylerden olugmustur.
Veri Toplama Araclarn
Ongoriisel-Tepkisel Duyarlihk (OTD) Olgegi: Olcegin 20 maddelik siiriimiinde
yer alan senaryolardaki her bir secenek icin (Ongoriisel ve tepkisel duyarlik) 6’I
Likert tipi derecelendirme eklenmigstir. Katilimcilardan her bir senaryoyu okumalari
ve ardindan bu senaryo i¢in her bir secenegi derecelendirmeleri istenmistir.
Katilimcilar secenekler i¢in ayni derecelendirmeyi yaptigi taktirde, ekranda
partnerlerinin yapmast daha muhtemel olan davraniglardan birini segmesini isteyen
ek bir soru belirmistir (bkz., Ek D). Seceneklerden birini (6rn., ongdriisel) diger
segenekten (Orn., tepkisel) daha yiiksek olarak derecelendiklerinde, yliksek
derecelendirilen secenek kategorik bir degisken olusturmak icin kullanilmstir.
Olgek, bir doktora dgrencisi ve bir Ingiliz filoloji uzmani tarafindan ingilizce'ye
uyarlanmistir. Uyarlamalar yazar, ortak tez danigmani ve egitim fakiiltesinden anadili

Ingilizce olan bir uzman tarafindan kontrol edildikten sonra son halini almistir.
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Olumlu ve Olumsuz Deneyimler Olgegi: 12 maddelik 6lcek Diener ve arkadaslari
(2010) tarafindan katilimcilarin bazi genel ve 6zel olumlu ve olumsuz duygularinmi
dlemeye yonelik olarak gelistirilmistir. Olgek bu calisma i¢in Tiirkge’ye ¢evrilmistir.
Katilimcilardan son dort hafta i¢inde yasadiklart duygulari géz 6niinde bulundurarak
her bir maddeyi derecelendirmeleri (1 = ¢ok nadir veya hi¢, 5 = ¢ok sik veya her
zaman) istenmistir (6rn., “Neseli”, “Korkmus”). Toplam skor olumsuz duygularin
olumlu duygulardan c¢ikarilmasiyla hesaplanmistir. Cronbach alfa i¢ tutarlilik
katsayilar1 ABD ve Tiirkiye 6rneklemlerinde sirasiyla pozitif duygular i¢in .91 ve
.92, olumsuz duygular i¢in .92 ve .89 olarak bulunmustur.

Romantik Partner Catisma Olgegi: Zacchilli, Hendrick ve Hendrick’in (2009)
bireylerin iliskilerinde yasadiklar1 giinlilk ¢atismalara yonelik algilarin1 6lgmek
amaciyla gelistirdigi 39 maddelik dlgegin iki alt dlcegine (¢atismadan kaginma ve
etkilesimli tepkisellik) ait 9 maddesi mevcut ¢alisma icin Tiirk¢e’ye ¢evrilmis ve
kullanilmigtir (6rn., Esim ve ben tartismalardan kaginmaya g¢alisiriz”; 1 = kesinlikle
katilmiyorum, 7 = tamamen katiliyorum). Cronbach alfa i¢ tutarlilik katsayilart ABD
ve Tiirkiye orneklemlerinde sirasiyla ¢atismadan kaginma igin .86 ve .87, etkilesimli
tepkisellik i¢in .88 ve .80 olarak bulunmustur.

iliskisel-Bagimh Benlik Kurgusu Olgegi: 11 maddelik 6lgek Cross, Bacon ve
Morris (2000) tarafindan iliskideki benligin partnere bagimlilik derecesini 6lgmek
amaciyla gelistirilmis, Oztiirk, Kiligaslan Gékoglu ve Karagonlar (2015) tarafindan
Tirkge’ye uyarlanmistir (6rn., “Yakin iligkilerim benim kim oldugumun 6nemli bir
yansimasidir””; 1 = kesinlikle katilmiyorum, 7 = tamamen katilryorum). Olgegin
orijinaline uygun olarak desteklenen tek faktorlii yapisinin i¢ tutarlilik kat sayilari
ABD i¢in .88, Tiirkiye i¢in .81 olarak hesaplanmustir.

Yukaridaki oOlgeklere ek olarak, onceki calismalarda kullanilan Olgekler
(Kendini ifade Etme Endeksi, APD Olgegi, YIYE-Il - Kisa Form, Baskalarmi
Benlige Dahil Etme Olgegi ve Iliski Mutlulugu Olgegi) bu ¢aligmada da
kullanilmistir.

Bulgular
Hipotez 1: Ongoriisel ve tepkisel duyarhlik romantik iliskilerle baglantih midir?
Yetiskin romantik iliskilerindeki ongoriisel ve tepkisel duyarliligin 6nemi

ikinci ¢aligmada Tiirk 6rneklemi icin gosterilmistir. Bu ¢alismada, ABD orneklemi
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i¢cin ayn1 hipotezi test ederek ve yeni bir Tiirkiye 6rnekleminde tekrar test ederek
capraz dogrulamanin yapilmasi amaglanmistir. Bu amagla ilk olarak senaryo temelli
OTD Olgegi’nin siirekli versiyonunun faktér yapisini test etmek icin AFA yapilmus,
daha sonra her iki orneklemde Olgegin Olciim degismezligini test etmek igin
dogrulayic1 faktdr analizi yapilmustir. Ikinci olarak, calisma degiskenlerinin
iliskilerini belirlemek i¢in ikili korelasyon analizleri yapilmis ve daha sonra 6lgegin
hem Ingilizce hem de Tiirkge siiriimlerinin gegerliligi test edilmistir.

AFA her iki 6rneklemde de dlgegin iki faktorlii yapisini desteklemistir (bkz.,
Tablo 4.3.1.1.1). ABD ornekleminden farkli olarak, Tiirkiye’de dlgegin 6 maddesi
ilgili faktorden diisiik yik veya karsi faktdrden capraz yiik almistir. ABD’de
ongoriisel ve tepkisel duyarlilik arasindaki korelasyon -.01 iken Tiirkiye’de .62
olarak hesaplanmistir. Tiirkiye Orneklemindeki sorunlu maddeler o&lgekten
cikarildiginda da iki duyarlilik boyutu arasindaki korelasyon yiiksek bulunmustur.
AFA, ABD i¢in 20 maddelik Olgegin faktor yapisini desteklediginden sonraki
analizlere madde ¢ikarmadan devam etmeye karar verilmistir.

Coklu grup dogrulayici faktor analizleri EQS 6.1 ile yiiriitiilmiistiir (bkz.,
Tablo 4.3.1.2). Test edilen modeller (konfigiirasyon, metrik, yapisal ve skalar) CFI
farki, RMSEA farki ve ki-kare/serbestlik derecesi orani agisindan karsilastirilmustir.
Sonuglar, iki 6rneklem i¢in dlgegin kabul edilebilir diizeyde konfigilirasyon, yapisal
ve skalar degismezlige sahip oldugunu gostermistir. Ancak metrik de§ismezlik
desteklenememistir. Bunun ABD 06rnekleminde tepkisel duyarlilik ortalamasinin
diisik olmasindan kaynaklanmis olabilecegi disilinlilmiistiir. Daha Once de
belirtildigi gibi, iki gizil degisken arasindaki korelasyon Tiirkiye Orneklemi ig¢in
yiiksektir, ancak ABD oOrneklemi i¢in anlamli degildir. Model karsilagtirmasi
yapabilmek adina, iki 6rneklemde de modele faktor kovaryansi eklenmistir. Bu
kisitlamalarin model uyumunda bir azalmaya neden olabilecegi g6z Oniinde
bulundurulmustur. Sonraki analizler, 6l¢egin iki Orneklem i¢in kismen degismez
oldugu hesaba katilarak ylriitiilmstiir.

Korelasyon analizlerinde (bkz., Tablo 4.3.1.3), her iki Orneklem ig¢in de
ongoriisel duyarliligin APD, kendini ifade etme, kaginan baglanma, iliski mutlulugu,
iyl olma hali, catigmada etkilesimli tepkisellik ve partneri benlige dahil etme ile

iliskisi beklendik yonde ve anlamli bulunmustur. Tepkisel duyarliligin APD ve
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kendini ifade etme ile iliskisi her iki O0rneklem i¢in de anlamli derecede olumlu
bulunmustur. Tiirkiye 6rnekleminde, tepkisel duyarliligin kagman baglanma, iliski
mutlulugu, iyi olma hali ve partneri benlige dahil etme ile anlamli diizeyde
korelasyona sahip oldugu, ABD o6rnekleminde ise bu iligkilerin anlamli diizeyde
iliskili olmadig1 bulunmustur. Genel olarak, bu bulgular 6ngdriisel ve tepkisel
duyarliligin yetiskin romantik iliski dinamikleriyle iliskili oldugunu (Hipotez 1)
dogrulamustir.

OTD Olgegi’nin gegerliligini test etmek amaciyla algilanan &ngdriisel ve
tepkisel duyarliligin, teorik ve kavramsal olarak benzer olan, kendini ifade etme ve
APD gibi yapilarla iligkili ve ayn1 zamanda farkli olup olmadig1 arastirilmistir.
Beklendigi iizere, her iki 6rneklemde de kendini ifade etme ve iki duyarhilik tiirii
anlamli olarak iligkili bulunmustur. Her ne kadar teorik olarak, dngoriisel duyarlilik
ile karsilastirilldiginda, tepkisel duyarlilik ve kendini ifade etmenin daha yiiksek
diizeyde iliskili olmas1 beklenmis olsa da Tiirkiye o6rnekleminde, kendini ifade etme
ile duyarlilik tiirleri arasindaki korelasyon degerlerinde anlamli bir fark
bulunmamastir.

Ozellikle algilanan dngoriisel duyarlilik ve APD, hem Tiirkiye hem de ABD
ornekleminde yiiksek iligkili bulunmustur. Ongériisel duyarlilik ve APD arasindaki
ortalama farklar1 hesaplandiginda APD’nin her iki Orneklemde de Ongoriisel
duyarhiliktan anlamli olarak daha yiiksek ortalamaya sahip oldugu bulunmustur ki bu
da bu iki degiskenin birebir ortiisen degiskenler olmadigini gdstermistir. Ongoriisel
duyarhilik alt boyutu ve APD'nin ayrisan faktor yapilarini test etmek icin her iki
orneklemde de ek bir AFA yapilmistir. Ongoriisel duyarlilk ve APD maddeleri
birlikte analiz edildiginde, maddelerin kendi faktorlerinden yiik aldiklari iki faktorli
yapt desteklenmistir. Bu bulgu, ongoriisel duyarliik ve APD'min aymi yapiyi
6l¢medigine dair onemli bir kanit saglamigtir.

Tepkisel duyarlilik ile catigsmadan kaginma arasinda ve 6ngoriisel duyarlilik
ile catigmadaki etkilesimli tepkisellik arasinda diisiik-orta diizeyde iliski
beklenmistir. ABD ornekleminde Ongoriisel duyarlilik, ¢atismadan kagimma ve
etkilesimli tepkisellik ile iligskili bulunmustur. Tepkisel duyarlilik etkilesimli
tepkisellik ile iligkili bulunurken c¢atigmadan kac¢inma ile iligkili bulunmamistir.

Tirkiye ornekleminde Ongoriisel ve tepkisel duyarlilik etkilesimli tepkisellik ile
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iliskili bulunmustur. Duyarlilik ve c¢atisma alt Olgeklerinin diisiik-orta seviyede
iliskili olmas1, OTD Olgegi’nin yakinsak gecerliligine katkida bulunmustur.

Ikinci calismadan farkli olarak, bu calismada erkeklerin anlamli olarak daha
yiiksek diizeyde tepkisel duyarli oldugu gosterilememistir. Ancak bu ¢aligmada da
kadinlar anlamli1 olarak daha 6ngoriisel duyarli olarak algilanmistir. Bu bulgu 6lgegin
yeni siirimiiniin iki 6rneklemde uzaksak gegerliligine kismen katkida bulunmustur.
ABD ve Tiirkiye’nin Degiskenler A¢isindan Karsilastirilmasi

Iki 6rneklem, ¢alismada kullanilan degiskenlerin ortalama degerleri agisindan
ANCOVA ile karsilagtirilmigtir. Cinsiyet, yas, iliski stiresi ve gelir diizeyi kontrol
degiskenleri olarak kullamilmistir (bkz., Tablo 4.3.1.5). ABD o6rneklemi Tiirkiye
orneklemine kiyasla daha yiiksek seviyelerde APD, kendini ifade etme, iliski
mutlulugu, benligi partnerin benliginin bir parcasi olarak tanimlama ve ¢atigmadan
kaginma bildirmistir. Algilanan tepkisel duyarlilik diizeyinin, Tiirkiye drnekleminde
ABD ornekleminden anlamli derecede yiiksek oldugu bulunmustur.

Ayrica, Tiirkiye ve ABD'deki katilimcilarmn OTD Olgegi’nin zorunlu-segmeli
maddelerine verdikleri yanitlarin karsilastirmali frekanslar1 hesaplanmig ve Sekil
4.3.1.5'te sunulmustur. ABD'deki katilimcilar, yirmi senaryo icin Tiirkiye’deki
katilimcilara gore daha yliksek diizeyde algilanan ongoriisel duyarlilik bildirmis
olup, dort senaryo haricinde, Tiirkiye’deki katilimcilar Amerika’daki katilimcilara
gore daha yiiksek diizeyde algilanan tepkisel duyarlilik bildirmislerdir.

Hipotez 2: Ongoriisel duyarhlik Tiirkiye’de, tepkisel duyarhhk ABD’de baskin
bir oriintii olusturur mu?

Ikinci calismada elde edilen Tiirkiye’ye dair bulgulari yeniden test etmek
amaciyla analizler yapilmistir. Eslestirilmis Orneklemler t-testi, ortalama tepkisel
duyarlilik seviyesinin (Ort = 4.16, SS = .77) ongoriisel duyarliliktan daha yiiksek
oldugunu gostermistir (Ort = 3.73, SS = 1.04; t(200) = -8.06, p < .001, %95 GA [-
53, -.32]). Ayrica ABD 6rneklemi i¢in ortalama ongoriisel (Ort = 3.92, SS = .90) ve
tepkisel (Ort = 3.69, SS = .80) duyarlilik diizeyleri arasinda anlamli bir fark olmadigi
bulunmustur (p = .131).

Bulgular, beklentilerin aksine, Tiirkiye’de oOngoriisel duyarliligin degil,
tepkisel duyarliligin  baskin oriinti  oldugunu, ABD 0&rnekleminde tepkisel

duyarliligin yaygin olmadigim1 gostermistir. ABD’de fark istatistiksel olarak anlamli
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olmasa da algilanan 6ngoriisel duyarlilik diizeyi, algilanan tepkisel duyarliliktan daha
yiiksek olma egilimi gostermistir. Bu nedenle, duyarlilik yapilar1 i¢in kiiltiirel bir
model 6ngoren Hipotez 2 desteklenmemistir.

Hipotez 3: Kadinlarin daha ongoriisel duyarl, erkekler daha tepkisel duyarh
midir?

Iki iilkede algilanan &ngdriisel ve tepkisel duyarlilik diizeylerindeki cinsiyet
farkliliklarini test etmek i¢in 2 (Cinsiyet) x 2 (Kiiltiir) ANOVA yapilmistir. Bulgular,
cinsiyetin algilanan 6ngoriisel duyarlilik iizerinde onemli bir ana etkisi oldugunu
gostermistir, F (1, 425) = 5.33, p = .022, p® = .012. Erkekler eslerini kadinlardan
daha 6ngoriisel duyarli (Ort = 3.94, SH = .09) olarak algilamislardir (Ort = 3.70, SH
= .06). Kiiltiirlin ana etkisi ve etkilesim etkisi anlamli bulunmamistir. Ayrica,
kiiltiiriin  algilanan tepkisel duyarlilik {izerinde 6nemli bir ana etkisi oldugu
saptanmustir, F(1, 425) = 28.68, p <.001, 5p®> = .064. Tiirkiye’deki katilimecilar
eslerini Amerika’daki katilimeilara gore daha tepkisel duyarli (Ort = 4.16, SH = .07)
olarak algilamislardir (Ort = 3.70, SH = .05). Cinsiyetin ana etkisi ve etkilesim etkisi
anlamsiz bulunmustur. Ayni analizler egitim seviyesi, yas ve iliski siiresi kontrol
edilerek yapildiginda da sonuglar de§ismemistir.

Bulgular, kiiltiirel baglamdan bagimsiz olarak, kadinlarin egleri tarafindan
daha Ongoriisel duyarli olarak algilandigini ortaya koymustur. Ancak, algilanan
tepkisel duyarlilik tizerinde anlamli bir cinsiyet etkisi bulunmamistir. Erkek olmanin
tepkisel duyarli olma ile iligkili olmadigi tespit edildiginden, Hipotez 3 kismen
desteklenmistir. ABD orneklemiyle karsilastirildiginda, Tiirkiye Ornekleminin
partnerlerini daha tepkisel duyarli olarak algiladig: bulgusu teyit edilmistir.

Hipotez 4: Baglanma yonelimleri ile duyarhhk arasindaki iliski olumsuz
mudur?

Tiirkiye Ornekleminde yapilan korelasyon analizi (bkz., Tablo 4.3.1.3),
ongoriisel ve tepkisel duyarlilik degiskenlerinin baglanma kaygis1 ve kaginmasi ile
olumsuz iligkili oldugunu gostermistir. Baglanma kaygis1 ve kaginmasi ile duyarlilik
tiirleri arasindaki iliskiyi gostermek iizere onerilen model LISREL’de test edilmistir.
Cinsiyet kontrol degiskeni olarak alinmistir. Modelde (bkz., Sekil 4.3.4.1), kaygil

baglanma 6ngoriisel duyarliligi yordamis, kacinan baglanma hem 6ngoriisel hem de
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tepkisel duyarliligi olumsuz yonde yordamustir. Ki-kare fark testine gore, kaginan
baglanma 6ngoriisel duyarliligi kaygili baglanmadan daha gii¢lii yordamustir.

Amerikan ornekleminde yapilan korelasyon analizi (bkz., Tablo 4.3.1.3),
ongoriisel duyarliligin  yalnizca kaginan baglanma ile olumsuz yonde iligkili
oldugunu, kaygili baglanma ile iligkisinin anlamsiz oldugunu gostermistir.
Beklenmedik bir sekilde, tepkisel duyarliligin kaygili baglanma ile olumlu iliskili
oldugu, kacinan baglanma ile anlamli bir iliskiye sahip olmadigi saptanmustir.
Cinsiyetin kontrol degiskeni olarak alindigi modelde (bkz., Sekil 4.3.4.2), baglanma
kaygisi, ongoriisel ve tepkisel duyarliligt beklentilerin tersi yonde, olumlu
yordamigtir. Baglanma kaygisi ile ongoriisel duyarlilik arasinda anlamli olmayan
ancak olumsuz yonde olan korelasyon g6z Oniine alindiginda, bir baskilama
etkisinden siiphelenilmistir. Dolayisiyla baglanma kaygist modelden ¢ikarilmistir.
Kaginan baglanma 6ngoriisel duyarliligi olumsuz yonde yordamistir.

Ozetle, Hipotez 4 Tiirkiye 6rneklemi icin desteklenmis, Amerika 6rneklemi
icin bliylik o6lciide desteklenmemistir. Kiiltiire 0zgii beklentiler gbéz Oniinde
bulunduruldugunda (Hipotez 4b), Tirkiye Orneklemi i¢in kaginan baglanmanin
ongoriisel ve tepkisel duyarlilik tizerindeki baskin etkisi ortaya ¢ikmistir. ABD
ornekleminde de kaginan baglanmanin ongoriisel duyarlilik i¢in baskin faktor oldugu
goriilmiistiir. Baglanma kaygisinin ABD modelinden ¢ikarilmasi sebebiyle iki
orneklem igin modellerin dlgiim denkligi test edilememistir. ilgili hipotezler Tiirkiye
i¢cin desteklenmis, ABD i¢in desteklenmemistir.

Genel Tartisma

Bu tezin genel amaci, yetiskin romantik iliskilerindeki ongoriisel ve tepkisel
duyarhiligin islevini ikili ve kiiltiirel perspektiflerden arastirmakti. Bu amagla ilk
caligmada algilanan Ongoriisel-tepkisel duyarlilik oOlgegi gelistirilmistir.  Yeni
gelistirilen Olgegin gecerliligi yeterince giiclii olmadigindan, bu o6lgek ikinci
calismada senaryo temelli bir formata doniistiirilmiistiir. Ayrica, duyarlilik
yapilarinin kiiltiire uyumlu islevleri, Tiirkiye’de evli ¢iftlerin katildigi bir ¢alisma ile
arastinlmustir. Ugiincii ¢alismada, duyarlilik yapilarindaki kiiltiirleraras: farkliliklar,
Tiirkiye ve ABD Orneklemleri karsilastirilarak incelenmistir.

Uciincii ¢alismada dlgegin iki orneklemdeki olgiim degismezligi kismen
desteklenmistir. Degismezligi bozan maddelerin 6lcekten ¢ikarilmasinin kisa vadede
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bir ¢6ziim olabilecegi, ancak bunun psikometrik kaliteyi ve igerigin kapsamini
bozabilecegi ileri siiriilmektedir. Bunun yerine, literatiir, arastirmacilarin
orneklemleri yapt diizeyinde analiz etmelerine izin veren kismen degismeyen
modellerin kullanilmasini 6nermektedir (bkz., Ock, McAbee, Mulfinger ve Oswald,
2019). Buna gore, iilkeler i¢in sonraki analizlere devam edilmis, ancak bulgular
ihtiyatlh  bir  sekilde  yorumlanmustir.  Ayrica, metrik  degismezligin
gosterilememesinde, ongoriisel ve tepkisel duyarliligin ABD’de iligkili degilken,
Tirk Ornekleminde yiiksek derecede iliskili olmasindan kaynaklanabilecegi
belirtilmelidir. Bu bulgu Tirkiye 6rnekleminde 6ngoriisel ve tepkisel duyarliligin
ayirt edilemez olabilecegini gostermektedir. Bu bulguya dair iki olasi agiklama
yapilabilmektedir. Birincisi, bu kiiltiirel baglamdaki bireyler, partner tarafindan
reddedilme / birakilma olasiligin1 en aza indirmek icin partnere her iki duyarlilik
davranisinda da bulunma egiliminde olabilirler. Reddetme duyarliligi baskalar
tarafindan reddedilme olasiliginin degerlendirilmesi olarak tanimlanmaktadir
(Downey, Mougios, Ayduk, Londra ve Shoda, 2004). Kiiltiirleraras1 c¢alismalar,
reddetme duyarliligi diizeyinin Dogu toplumlarinda Bati toplumlarina gére daha
yiiksek oldugunu gostermistir (Garris, Ohbuchi, Oikawa ve Harris, 2011; Lou ve Li,
2017). Ongoriisel ve tepkisel duyarlilik, reddedilme tehdidi ile basa ¢ikmak igin
birbirleriyle isbirligi yapabilir. Yani, partnerler olasi reddedilmeyi Onlemek ve
iliskilerini korumak i¢in her durumda duyarli olmaya calisiyor olabilirler.

Ikincisi, bu kiiltiirel ortamdaki bireyler ABD’ye kiyasla daha duruma 6zgii bir
duyarlilik olusturabilir. Erken gelisim doneminde yapilan iki ¢alismada, Koreli ve
Japon annelerin senaryolara verdigi yanitlarin ¢cocugun yasadigi duruma bagli olarak
degistigi (ongoriisel veya tepkisel), Alman annelerin yanitlarinin tepkisel duyarlilik
yoniinde gorece daha tutarli oldugu bulunmustur. Arastirmacilar, Dogu
toplumlarindaki annelerin 6ngériisel duyarli olma egilimi gostermelerine ragmen,
duyarlilik modellerinin duruma ozgii duyarlilik olarak goriilmesi gerektigine dikkat
¢ekmistir (Trommsdorff ve Friedlmeier, 2010; Ziehm, Trommsdorff, Heikamp ve
Park, 2013). Bu goriis dogrultusunda, Tiirkiye'deki bireyler partnerlerinin destek
ihtiyac1 duyduklari belirli durumlarda 6ngoriisel veya tepkisel duyarli olmayi tercih

etmis olabilirler. Bununla birlikte, kesin bir kaniya varmadan once ileriki ¢caligmalar
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Tirkiye'de ongoriisel ve tepkisel duyarliligin ayrisan degiskenler olup olmadiginm
yeniden test etmelidir.

ABD’de, iligki mutlulugunun ongoriisel duyarlilik ile yiliksek oranda iliskili
iken tepkisel duyarlilik ile iligkili olmamasi, iliskilerde Ongoriisel duyarliligin
islevselligini vurgulamaktadir. Bu bulgu icin olas1 bir agiklama iliskisel hareketlilik
yazinindan edinilebilir. Iliskisel hareketlilik, bir toplumda insanlarin kisileraras
iliskileri baslatma ve sonlandirma firsatlarmin niceligini ifade eder. Iliskisel
hareketliligin diisiik oldugu toplumlarla karsilastirildiginda, iliskisel hareketliligin
yiikksek oldugu toplumlarda, mevcut iliskiler daha kirilgandir ve insanlarin uzun
vadeli iliskiler kurma olasiliklar1 daha diistiktir (Yuki ve ark., 2007). Bir anlamda,
ABD’de bireyler iliski doyumu yasamak i¢in partnerlerinin ihtiyaglarin1 sezerek
midahale etmelerini tercih edebilir, boylece iliskisel hareketlilik olasiligin1 en aza
indirebilir. Ongoriisel duyarhilik ve iliskisel hareketlilik arasindaki olas1 baglant:
ileriki calismalarda arastirilmalidir.

Ikinci ve iigiincii calismalarda, Tiirkiye igin geliskili bulgular gézlenmistir.
Ikinci galismada ongériisel duyarhiligin, iigiincii ¢aligmada ise tepkisel duyarliligin
daha baskin kaliplar oldugu saptanmistir. Bu noktada, bir kiiltiir i¢indeki degerlerin
ve uygulamalarm, kiiltiirlerdeki heterojenligi gosterir sekilde olduk¢a farkl
olabilecegi hesaba katilmalidir. Ozerklik ve iliskililik, belirli bir toplumda ve hatta
bir bireyde bir arada gozlenebilir (Kagit¢gibasi, 1996; Trommsdorff ve Kornadt, 2003;
Oyserman, Coon ve Kemmelmeier, 2002). Bu arastirmadaki celiskili bulgularin,
Tiirkiye’de  kiiltiirel ~ baglamdaki  bu  heterojenlikten  kaynaklanabilecegi
diisiiniilmektedir. Ozellikle, goérece dzerk bireyler dz-yeterliklerine éncelik verebilir
ve bdylece ihtiyaglarinin karsilanma yolunu belirlemeyi tercih edebilirler.
Dolayisiyla, acik ifadelerine yanit verdiklerinde (tepkisel) partnerlerini daha duyarh
olarak degerlendirebilirler. Buna karsilik, 6zerklige kiyasla iligkililigi daha fazla
Onemseyenler, partnerin iligkilerini ve kisisel refahi i¢in ihtiyaclarin1 6nceden tahmin
etmelerini ve miidahalelerini (6ngoriisel) daha islevsel bulabilirler. Iliskisel benligin
ABD'deki ongoriisel duyarlilik ile olumlu korelasyon gosterdigi bulunmustur. Bu
bulgu ayn1 zamanda bir kisi kendisini bir iliskide ne kadar karsilikli bagimli olarak
tanimlarsa, Ongoriisel duyarliliktan o kadar yiiksek fayda sagladigi goriislinii

destekleyebilir. Bu nedenle, daha sonraki ¢alismalarda hem bir kiiltiir i¢inde hem de
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kiltlirler arasindaki farkliliklart géz oniinde bulundurmak gerekmektedir. Farkli
sosyoekonomik konumdaki katilimcilara da ulagilmali ve Tiirkiye'de ongoriisel veya
tepkisel duyarliligin baskin olup olmadigimi belirlemek ig¢in boylamsal c¢aligmalar
yapilmalidir.

Uciincii  calismada, tepkisel duyarlilikta anlamli  bir cinsiyet farki
bulunmamistir. Bu bulgu, erkeklerin duygu diizenleme stratejilerinde ya da
kadinlarin iletisim esnasinda erkeklerin roliine yaptiklar1 atiflarda beklenmedik bir
orlintli olup olmadigin1 incelemenin gerekli oldugunu ortaya koymustur.

Onceki aragtirmalar, kaginan baglanmanin bireyci kiiltiirlerdeki iliskilerde
ozerkligi tesvik ederek uyumlu bir isleve sahip oldugunu ileri siirmiistiir (Rothbaum,
Weisz, Pott, Miyake ve Morelli, 2000; Schmitt, 2010). Kiiltiire uygun beklentilerin
aksine, baglanma kaygisi dilizeyi, baglanmadan kag¢inma dilizeyinden anlamli
derecede yiiksek bulunmustur. Collins ve Feeney (2000) sikintili zamanlarda ytiksek
diizeyde kaginan baglanan bireylerin, diisiik diizeyde kacinan baglananlara gore daha
az destek alma girisiminde bulunduklarini, destek istediklerinde de ima ve somurtma
gibi dolayli yollar1 kullandiklarimi gostermistir. Bu, kacinan baglanmanin tepkisel
duyarlilik yerine 6ngoriisel duyarlilikla iliskili oldugunu gosteren mevcut bulguyu
aciklayabilir. Ongoriisel duyarlilik mekanizmasi, kagman baglanan bireyler igin
destek aradiklarinda daha belirgin olabilecegi ¢ikariminda bulunulabilir.
Arastirmanin Sagladig1 Katkilar ve Pratik Cikarimlar

Bu arastirma, Ongoriisel ve tepkisel duyarhiligin yetiskin romantik
iligskilerinde incelenmeye deger yapilar oldugunu gostermistir. Pratige yonelik bir
cikarim olarak, ¢ift terapilerinde ¢iftlerin algilanan duyarlilik egilimlerinin dikkate
alinabilece8i sOylenebilir. Uzmanlar, ihtiyaglar1 agikca veya Ortiik olarak ifade
etmenin partnerlerin duyarlilik eylemlerinin belirleyicisi olabilecegini gosterebilir.
Aragtirma kapsaminda Ongdriisel-Tepkisel Duyarlilik Olgegi gelistirilmistir. Olgegin
gecerliligi hem Tiirkiye hem de Amerika ornekleminde test edilmistir. Olcegi,
ongoriisel ve tepkisel duyarhiligin diger ilgili degiskenlerle olas1 baglantisim
incelemek i¢in kullanmak miimkiindiir. Ayrica 6lgek, farkli gelisim donemlerinde
(0rn., ergenlik) yakim iliski figlirlerinin duyarhiliklarimi incelemek amaciyla
uyarlanabilir. Olcek Likert derecelendirmesi ve zorunlu-se¢imi bir arada igermesi

nedeniyle, erken gelisim donem bakim verme c¢aligmalarinda bakim verenin
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duyarhilik egilimi hakkinda sistematik bilgi edinmek i¢in kullanilabilir. Bu arastirma
sadece bakim verme degil aynm1 zamanda yetiskin baglanma yazinina da katkida
bulunmus, baglanma kaygis1 ve kac¢inmasinin algilanan Ongoriisel ve tepkisel
duyarliliktaki roliinii, ikili ve kiiltiirleraras1 bakis agisiyla incelemistir. Ayrica, bu
calisma, baglantinin sadece bakim veren degil, bakim arayanlar {izerindeki etkisini
anlamak icin de degerlidir (Millings ve Walsh, 2009). Kiiltiir i¢i ve kiiltiirler arasi
sonuglar goz oniline alindiginda, giivensiz baglanan giftlerin algisal sapmalar cift
terapisi ¢ergevesinde degerlendirilebilir.

Baglanma yonelimleri ancak kiiltiirel bir bakis agisindan degerlendirilirse
bakim duyarliligi hakkinda dogru sonuglara ulasilabilir (Rothbaum, Weisz, Pott,
Miyake ve Morelli, 2000). Bu arastirmada, baglanma yonelimleri ile algilanan
duyarlilik arasindaki baglanti agiklanirken kiiltiirel dinamikler {izerinde durulmustur.
Ayrica bu calisma, kiiltiire dayali olmayan fakat iilkelere 6zgii bulgularin elde
edilmesi ve algilanan duyarlilik tiirtinii belirleyen kiiltliriin  Gtesinde bagka
mekanizmalar olabilecegini géstermesi acisindan 6nemlidir.

Arastirmanin Simirhliklarn ve leriki Calismalar icin Oneriler

Bu arastirma, yetiskin romantik iligkileri i¢in yeni duyarlilik yapilari
onerdiginden gelecek caligmalarda bulgularin tekrarlanmasi gerekmektedir. Her ne
kadar OTD Olgegi’nin Tiirkce ve Ingilizce siiriimlerinin 6lgiim degismezligi dnemli
Olclide gosterilmis olsa da, Olgegin ¢capraz dogrulamasi hakkinda daha fazla calisma
yapilmalidir. Katilimcilar yas, evlilik siiresi ve meslek agisindan farklilik gosteren ve
bulgularin genellenebilirligini arttiran bireylerden olusmasina karsin, oOzellikle
Tiirkiye'de bulgular agirlikli olarak orta-list sosyoekonomik konumdaki yiiksek
egitimli kentsel bireylere dayanmaktadir. Dolayisiyla, bulgular daha diisiik gelir
diizeyine sahip ciftlerin iliski yapilarimi tam olarak yansitmayabilir (Karney ve
Bradbury, 2020). Kesitsel desen kullanilmasi sebebiyle, nedensel ve boylamsal
sonuclar ortaya konamamistir. Gelecek c¢alismalarda, Ongoriisel ve tepkisel
duyarhiligin iligkilerdeki siirekliligi arastirilmalidir. Giinliikk ¢alismalari, algilanan
duyarliliktaki tutarlilik hakkinda derinlemesine bilgi saglayabilir. Ayrica algilanan

ongoriisel ve tepkisel duyarliligin ¢cocukluktan yetiskinlige gecisi de test edilmelidir.
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