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ABSTRACT

EFFECT OF SOCIAL NETWORK SITES ON ROMANTIC
RELATIONSHIPS

Gursoy, Burak Emre
Ph.D., Department of Psychology
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Bengi Oner Ozkan

July 2020, 122 pages

Wide covering zone of internet and popularity of mobile devices have changed
our communication habits extensively. Investigators are showing an increased
interest in online interpersonal communication dynamics (Derks, Fischer, &
Bos, 2008). Due to their popularity, Social Network Sites (SNS) are at the core
of these online relationships including romantic ones. This thesis examines the
emerging role of SNS on romantic relationships in the context of relational and
individual factors. The present study used a qualitative pilot study to understand
the role of SNS in social interactions especially romantic ones. Moreover, an
experimental design was also used to evaluate role of relational posts of others
on viewers. Specifically, relationship social comparison (RSC) based on posts
of others on SNS and its possible effect on relationship satisfaction were
analyzed. In addition to that, possible other factors that affect the tendency of
making RSC were investigated namely, adult attachment orientation,

relationship satisfaction, investment, quality of alternatives and Big 5



personality traits. According to results of Study 1, SNS seem to have an
important role in the way we experience our romantic relationships, and it is a
reference point for some individuals to evaluate their romantic relationships.
However, Study 2 clearly showed that there is no significant effect of exposure
to relational posts on RSC or relationship satisfaction. In addition, according to
results, anxious and avoidant attachment styles, neuroticism and investments in
romantic relationships were positively predicting the tendency to make RSC. On
the other hand, relationship satisfaction and openness to experience have a

significant negative prediction on RSC tendencies.

Keywords: Social network sites, romantic relationships, relationship social

comparison tendencies, investment model, cultivation theory



0oz

SOSYAL AGLARIN ROMANTIK ILISKiLER UZERINE ETKISi

Gursoy, Burak Emre
Doktora, Psikoloji Boltimdi

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Bengi Oner Ozkan

Temmuz 2020, 122 sayfa

Internetin genis kapsama alami ve mobil cihazlarin popiilerligi iletisim
aligkanliklarimizi biiyiik Olgiide degistirdi. Popiilerlikleri ve milyonlarca
kullanicisi nedeniyle sosyal aglar, romantik olanlar da dahil olmak tizere kisiler
arasi iligkilerimizde onemli bir yere sahipler. Bu tez, iligskisel ve bireysel
faktorler baglaminda sosyal aglarin romantik iligkiler iizerindeki roliinii
incelemektedir. Bu ¢alismada, sosyal etkilesimlerde, ozellikle romantik
olanlarda sosyal aglarin roliinii anlamak i¢in nitel bir pilot ¢aligma kullanilmistir.
Ayrica, bagkalarinin iligkisel gonderilerinin izleyiciler iizerindeki roluni
degerlendirmek i¢in deneysel bir ¢alisma da kullanilmistir. Spesifik olarak,
baskalarimin sosyal aglar tlizerindeki gonderilerine dayanan iligkiler arasi
karsilastirmalar ve bunun iliski memnuniyeti lizerindeki olas1 etkisi analiz
edilmistir. Buna ek olarak, iligkiler aras1 karsilastirma yapma egilimini etkileyen
olas1 diger faktorler; yetiskin baglanma yonelimi, iliski memnuniyeti, iligki
yatirimi, seceneklerin niteliginin degerlendirilmesi ve 5 faktorli kisilik

ozellikleri de calisma icerisinde arastirilmistir. Calisma 1'in sonuglarina gore,

Vi



sosyal aglarin romantik iligkilerimizi deneyimleme bigimimizde 6nemli bir rol
vardir ve bazi bireylerin romantik iliskilerini degerlendirmeleri i¢in bir referans
noktas1 olarak kendilerine yer bulmaktadirlar. Bununla birlikte, Calisma 2
iliskisel paylasimlara maruz kalmanin iligkiler arasi karsilagtirma yapma egilimi
veya iliski memnuniyeti iizerinde anlamli bir etkisi olmadigin1 acgikg¢a
gostermistir. Buna ek olarak, sonuclara gore, endiseli ve kacinan baglanma
stilleri, duygusal denge/nevrotisizm ve romantik iliskilere yapilan yatirimlarin
iliskiler arasi karsilastirma yapma egilimini olumlu ydnde etkilemektedir. Ote
yandan, iliski memnuniyeti ve deneyime agiklik, iliskiler arasi karsilagtirma

yapma egilimleri izerinde olumsuz yénde bir etkiye sahiptir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Sosyal aglar, romantik iliskiler, iligski sosyal karsilastirma

egilimleri, yatirim modeli, yetistirme kurami
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

From radio broadcasting to 2.0 web, technology has always played an important
role in our communication by providing new means. One of the most important
technological events in 2000’s was the creation of smart phones. In addition to
the standard features of a cell phone, a smart phone provides its user a variety of
advantages such as, accessibility of internet and multimedia functioning. Since
then, smart phones are fast becoming a key instrument in our social life. People’s
way of communicating with each other has rapidly changed as a result of this
technological development in such a way that today we are able to communicate

with the whole world in almost anywhere and anytime.

At the end of 2015, internet was accessible for more than three billion people,
and 3G mobile-broadband covered 69% of the world’s population (ICT Facts &
Figures, 2015). Moreover, Turkish Statistical Institute (TSI) states that, internet
connection is reaching almost 70% of Turkey, and nearly 60% of users are
preferring mobile devices to reach internet (2015). This wide covering zone of
internet and popularity of mobile devices have changed our communication
habits extensively. From personal blogs to social network sites (SNS), new
communication channel systems are at the core of many interpersonal
relationships (Walther, 2011). Individuals can post various contents related to
any subject, and this new way of broadcasting gives a chance to become media
themselves (Thevenot, 2007).

Due to this wide range of internet covering zone and accessibility, the

relationship between interpersonal communication and technology has become



a concern in communication studies. Over the past few decades, investigators
have shown an increased interest in computer mediated communication (CMC).
Studies of CMC covered the topics that are related to communication through
Internet, such as texting via e-mail (Derks, Fischer, & Bos, 2008), and growing
body of literature has investigated the possible similarities or differences
between CMC and vocal communication (Walther, Deandrea, & Tong, 2010) as
well as face to face communication (Walther, 1996) on interpersonal
relationships. Due to the changes experienced in technology, new actors of
internet, Social Network Sites (SNS), such as Facebook, Twitter and Instagram,
are heightened the need for investigating the role of SNS in online interpersonal
communication. We can participate an online interaction with others via SNS,
and majority of our social network are accessible due to the popularity of SNS.
To illustrate, leading social network site Facebook have 1,590 million active
users. Instagram follows it with 400 million active users, and Twitter have 320
million active users (Statista, 2016). These numbers clearly show that SNS are
important actors in our lives, and they become crucial in establishing and

maintaining interpersonal relationships (Walther, 2011).

| become interested in role of SNS on interpersonal relationship after witnessing
these developments as a member of this social network. This thesis, aims to
investigate the factors related to our way of experiencing romantic relationships
through the SNS and assess to what extent these factors play a role in this
relationship. Moreover, in this paper | argue that, examining the effect of SNS
on romantic relationships is a complex task that includes variety of different
social aspects from socialization processes to social comparison tendencies. In

order to address these issues, this thesis will mainly focus on following topics:

a) Role of SNS in our socialization processes
b) Representation of self on SNS
c¢) Social surveillance activities and social comparison tendencies

d) The relationship between SNS and romantic relationships



e) Relationship social comparison (RSC) based on posts of others on SNS
f) Possible other factors that affect the tendency of making RSC

To be more specific, the overall structure of this paper consists of seven chapters
including this introduction as the first one. The second chapter presents the
findings about the role SNS plays in our socialization processes especially
focusing on three key themes namely, representation of self on SNS, social
surveillance activities on SNS and making social comparisons via SNS. The
third chapter of this paper examines the relationship between SNS and RR. In
order to do that, this chapter first gives a brief overview of empirical findings
related to the role of SNS in RR and then go on to relationship representations
on SNS along with relationship social comparison. The fourth chapter ties up
various theoretical and empirical strands to make the connections between
addressed issues and establishing hypothesis. Chapter five, Study 1, analyses the
result of the interviews which were designed to assess the role of SNS on RR in
Turkey. Chapter six, Study 2, is concerned with the study design that analyses
the effect of exposure to relational online posts of others on RR along with the
findings of Study 2. The remaining parts of the paper proceed as follows: Chapter
seven, discussion of findings and critique of the study. Finally, areas for further

research are identified.



CHAPTER 2

SOCIAL NETWORK SITES AND ONLINE SOCIALIZATION
PROCESSES

2.1. Representation of Self

The broad use of the term social network sites (SNS) refers to any web-based
tools that allow its users to create profile pages, share variety of different
contents, online posts, publicly or semi-publicly, establish online
communications with other users and check for others’ online connections on
the system (Boyd & Ellison, 2008). It is necessary here to clarify the term “online
post”. It generally refers to any content that help users to share their ideas or
interests with others. Moreover, with online posting, people can present and
perform who they are in their online interpersonal relationships (Moncur,
Orzech, & Neville, 2016).

Representation of self is another related concept and it can be defined as planned
behaviors to develop a certain impression about someone’s own “self”. It
encompasses conscious attempts to act in a certain way (Taylor, Peplau, & Sears,
2006). Self-representation is an important part of social life and understanding
this phenomenon in online setting is crucial for analyzing the role of SNS in
socialization processes. SNS is a new area for the public that provides an
opportunity to live and share reality in a different way (Kose,2015). SNS users
can prefer more realistic representations of their self to sustain their interpersonal
relationships. They may use SNS to show who they really are rather than their
self-idealizations (Back et al., 2010) or they may prefer less honest

representations to become a part of new virtual community (Hollenbaugh &



Ferris, 2015). Along with our preferences about how we present our self to
others, SNS is also giving individuals an opportunity to receive instant
feedbacks, such as number of likes. These feedbacks can lead an individual to
post more similar contents with their previous posts (Moncur et al., 2016), and
by doing so, representation of self may depend on and shaped by virtual

community.

Another crucial point of online self-representations is associated with the
individual factors. Personality traits play an important role in how we present
our self in SNS. This is exemplified in the work undertaken by Gwendolyn
Seidman. Findings of this study suggest that conscientious individuals can have
more authentic presentations of their self and can be seen as more cautious.
Moreover, expressing actual self on SNS depends on agreeableness, extraversion
and neuroticism. High neuroticism and low conscientiousness were also found
positively correlated with representing hidden and ideal self-aspects on SNS. It
seems that neurotic individuals may accept SNS, such as Facebook, as a secure

place to express their hidden self because of their low self-esteem (2013).

Taken together, previous examples showed that we have an online medium to
display our “self”. People can use SNS to satisfy their need for self-expressions
and this new area of our social interaction is likely to shape the way we build
relationships. From posting photographs to sharing written materials, our

representations via SNS are making us visible to others.

2.2. Social Networking or Social Surveillance

After the case of Snowden, world started to argue about governments’ electronic
surveillance activities over citizens (Eichenmdller, 2014). Everything we post
on SNS also provides social cues about who we are, and interpersonal electronic
surveillance activities can use it as an information seeking strategy in era of SNS.
In other words, once big brother was indeed watching us; but now companies

and individuals, small brothers, are reaching us via SNS (Tokunaga, 2011).



Social surveillance seems to be an important motive for individuals to use SNS.
Some studies showed that social surveillance is the second reason for using SNS
after keeping in touch with friends (Joinson, 2008). This interpersonal electronic
surveillance process can be used for reaching out profile pages of others (Bennet,
2001) or finding information about significant others after dissolution of any
relationships (Tokunaga, 2011). From this point of view, surveilling others via
SNS has some problematic features. Privacy settings on SNS is an important
issue that must be considered cautiously. Exchange of personal information via
SNS is increasing the risk of virtual harassment or cyber stalking (Salter &
Bryden, 2009). Cyber stalking, like offline stalking, has negative effect on
victims (most of them female), and it is commonly seen in the relationships of
ex-partners (Dref3ing, Bailer, Anders, Wagner & Gallas, 2014). Moreover,
committed partners experience higher levels of distress after break up, and they
most likely to monitor their ex partners via SNS (Fox & Tokunaga, 2015). It
seems that SNS are affecting individuals even after the dissolution of romantic

relationships.

As it is mentioned above, electronic surveillance of others is a common
phenomenon related to SNS. Our personal life is more visible to others in today’s
world, and various kind of personal information is accessible via SNS. Along
with the fast information trafficking on Internet, we can reach out of any
information about anyone in our social network. This may have contributed to

experiencing and sustaining our social bounds like we never did before.

2.3. Social Comparison on SNS

Social comparison theory tries to explain how our self-evaluations are shaped by
others and our eager for evaluating our behaviors, abilities, similarities or
differences based on others (Festinger, 1954). During the past 65 years there has
been increasingly rapid advances in the field of social comparison research, and
the theory has been widened and become much more complex today (Taylor,

Peplau, & Sears, 2006). Traditionally, social comparison theory is studied along



with the two main mechanisms namely; downward comparison (Wills, 1981)
and upward comparison (Wheeler, 1966).Upward social comparison is about
comparing our abilities or traits with who is perceived superior than us in any
dimension, and downward social comparison is exactly the opposite (Taylor et
al., 2006).0Our comparison tendencies generally resulted in making comparisons
with the ones who are superior than us and these upward comparisons are
affecting our mood and our evaluation abilities negatively (Gerber, Wheeler, &
Suls, 2017). We are choosing downward comparison in order to restore our self-
esteem when it faces a threat (Wills, 1981). However, classifying upward or
downward social comparison based on their effect on individuals is not a simple
task. Both conditions can lead same results due to the affective responses. In
other words, both upward and downward comparison can have positive or
negative outcomes based on the situation that the comparison was made. To
illustrate, cancer patients are more likely to see downward comparison as
negative however, marital dissatisfaction is found to lead to negative affections
both via upward and downward comparisons (Buunk, Collins, Taylor,
VanYperen, & Dakof, 1990). One explanation related to these conflicting
consequences comes from Upward Assimilation Theory (Collins, 1996).
According to Collins (2000), similarity is an important factor that can be resulted
positive mood changes. Individuals expectations to find similarities with the
comparison object in upward comparison can be resulted in positive emotions
and it can be said that we are hoping to find our place “among the better ones.”
Another important explanation related to this phenomenon stated that, emotions
are playing an important role in contrast effect. Some negative feelings such as,
pity and worry can be experienced via downward social comparison as well as

positive ones.

The changes experienced in technology over interpersonal relationships were
also affecting the field of social comparison studies. Several attempts have been
made to assess the role of SNS in social comparisons. Previous studies were
mainly focused on the negative consequences of the social comparisons on SNS.

To illustrate, greater amount of time spent on SNS (Facebook in this case), was



found to be correlated with greater social comparison on SNS. Furthermore,
exposure of self-enhancing posts via SNS is found to be positively correlated
with depressive symptoms (Uhlir, 2016). Online comparison on Instagram has
also been shown to affect teenage girls’ perception of beauty and self-worth via
experiencing online posts of others. Moreover, they are considering likes,
comments and number of followers as indicators of beauty and self-worth (Chua
& Chang, 2016). In another study, social comparison orientation was found to
be related to Facebook use and those users are more prone to the negative
consequences of excessive use of SNS (Vogel, Rose, Okdie, Eckles, & Franz,
2015). Moreover, this self-enhancing information may lead upward social
comparison, which in turn affect self-esteem negatively (Vogel, Rose, Roberts,
& Eckles, 2014). Social comparison tendencies on SNS was also found to be

related to lower self-esteem (Cramer, Song, & Drent, 2016).

Collectively, these studies outline a critical role for SNS on our socialization
processes. So far, it is clear that we are presenting ourselves in SNS and others
can “watch” what we serve. From self-representations to social surveilling
activities, SNS are undoubtedly at the core of social life for many people. Many
studies stated that SNS allow its users to make comparisons with what is online,
but our tendency to make social comparisons on SNS can lead negative
consequences. Results were not surprising due to the self-enhancing nature of
SNS posts. It seems that we are comparing ourselves with others in this virtual
world, but our source of information related to others is generally based on

questionable representations on SNS.



CHAPTER 3

ROMANTIC RELATIONSHIPS AND SNS

3.1. Importance and Statistics

Intimacy can be accepted as a fundamental property of interpersonal
relationships. Seeking intimacy is an important motive for many individuals, and
experiencing intimacy was found to be related to physical and mental health
(Moss & Schwebel, 1993). In this search for intimacy in interpersonal
relationships, especially having a romantic relationship has significant
importance. Experiencing a romantic relationship is an important factor for
many people, and studies showed almost all of us experience love in our life at
least once (Madsen & Collins, 2011). In the new technologically supported
social life, digital platforms, such as SNS, are playing an important role in
romantic relationships, especially for adolescents (Lenhart, Smith, & Anderson,
2015). Almost for a decade, researchers were focusing on the factors, such as
communication technologies, that affects romantic relationships (Fox, Osborn,
& Warber, 2014), and it is clear that recent trends in technology have led to a

change in our way of establishing and experiencing romantic relationships.

To illustrate, 50% of all teens (between ages 13-17) in US stated that they reach
out others, whom they were romantically interested in, via SNS by friending
them. Moreover, 47% of them also show their interest by leaving comments or
liking photos on SNS. Also, 63% of the teens sent flirtatious massages to
someone they were interested in via SNS. Furthermore, 47% of the teens stated
that they share something interesting or funny with their crush via SNS (Lenhart

et al., 2015). These numbers clearly suggest that people are generally using SNS



in experiencing romantic relationships. As the main interest of the present study
is the effects of SNS on romantic relationships, it is important to know how these
new online dynamics enmeshed individuals’ romantic relationships. Therefore,
factors thought to be influencing this interaction between SNS and romantic

relationships will be highlighted in the next sections.

3.2. Exploring the Role of SNS on Romantic Relationships

As mentioned above, SNS are at the core of many interpersonal relationships. In
the age of internet, scholars are focusing on various topics that related to SNS.
However, effect of SNS on romantic relationships seems to be comparatively
understudied. Even SNS are dominating the new communication channels;
limited numbers of studies are analyzing the effect of SNS on romantic
relationships (Fox et al., 2014). Although the number of studies is limited,

relevant literature may help us to draw a bigger picture.

Throughout the following chapters of this paper, romantic relationships will be
investigated under four different stages, namely; mate selection, being in a
relationship, dissolution and post breakup. Relevant literature for each step will
be presented and by doing so, this paper aims to clarify the role of SNS on each

different steps of romantic relationships based on empirical findings.

3.3. Four Stages — Mate Selection, Being in a Relationship, Dissolution,

Post Breakup
3.3.1. Mate Selection Processes on SNS

Our social network is the main source of potential partners and in the era of
internet, and enormous number of individuals are listed in our social network.
Even if there is a plenty of fish in the sea, choosing the one is depending on some
certain characteristics. How we eliminate the potential partners is fundamental

for seeking the “one”. Preliminary work on choosing the one process showed

10



that accessible, appealing, and interested ones are the most likely candidates for
us (Giinaydin, Selcuk, & Hazan, 2013). Due to recent developments in
technology, accessibility is not a big deal in the era of SNS. Moreover, mate
selection processes in romantic relationships are reshaped by new
communication channels, and what was not accessible in the past can be
reachable now. Empirical evidences also showed that propinquity is an
important factor that shaped by our online/offline social network to determine to

whom we will be cross path (Giinaydin et al., 2013).

Online information seeking strategies are important tools for us to know more
about potential partners. Via online channels, we can reach appealing candidates
and collect information about them related to various factors such as physical
appearance and personality. Checking for others’ profile pages can give US
additional information including mutual friends, status updates, and personal
photos. Moreover, passive online information seeking strategies, such as
scrolling down timeline of others and checking for profile pages have found to
be accepted as a norm in the process of knowing each other before dating (Fox
& Anderegg, 2014). From this point of view, SNS are working as a social
surveillance tool. However, even if SNS provide various kinds of information,
honesty is an important dilemma in this virtual world (Kose, 2015) when it
comes to romantic relationships. At this point, individuals generally seek for
uncertainty reduction strategies related to appealing others. One way of reducing
uncertainty about potential partners’ online self-representations is checking for
consistency in their messages (Wildermuth &Vogl-Bauer, 2007). However, SNS
may give a little more than messages about potential partners. Mutual friends,
coworkers, photos or status updates are giving us a chance to make multi-
dimensional cross checking (Van Ouytsel, Van Gool, Walrave, Ponnet, &
Peeters, 2016) but reliability of these information is also a concern for receivers.
At this point, warranting principle tries to explain this phenomenon and suggests
that distortion of the online presentation is lower when receivers have a chance
to connect with other members of profile owners’ social network such as friends

(Walther & Parks, 2002). Studies related to warranting principle also showed
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that individuals prefer to look through profile pages and pictures of interested
others to reach out more reliable information (Van Ouytsel et al., 2016). In other
words, it seems that individuals are trying to reach out information that is hard
to forge, such as pictures. One other study also revealed that using real name is
important factor for others to verify online potential partners’ self-
representations. Once potential partner’s real name was known, receivers are
able to reach out third parties to cross check (Gibs, Ellison, & Lai, 2011). To
sum up, warranting principle is exploring our need to seek reliable information
about appealing potential partners. Information that is uneasy to forge is the most
reliable one when it comes to uncertainty reduction about others on SNS.

SNS are also useful tools for showing interest to others. Due to instant
notifications, users can see who liked their photos or status updates. According
to one study, individuals are using SNS to show their interest for significant
others. In order to do that, they prefer liking photos of others, especially old ones.
It seems that liking an old photo is creating an impression that “I am looking at
your timeline”. In other words, someone is showing an interest to you (Van
Ouytsel et al., 2016). Previous findings clearly showed that SNS create an
information pool for individuals during mate selection process. Individuals
search or being searched in this virtual market based on their social

representations and social surveillance activities of others.
3.3.2. Being in a Relationship

Previous section tried to show how we use SNS in mate selection processes.
However, role of SNS is not over once we start romantic relationships.
Announcing being in a relationship on SNS is an important way of showing
emotions to the public (Rueda, Lindsay, &Williams, 2015). Facebook seems to
be the most popular way of declaring relational information, and changing status
as “In a relationship” is called becoming “Facebook Official” (FBO) (Fox,
Warber, & Makstaller, 2013). FBO is used as a strategy to show that the couple

Is not available for others. In this virtual world, presentation of romantic

12



relationship to the surveilling others is probably giving the message that “we are
out of market” (Orosz, Szekeres, Kiss, Farkas, & Roland-Levy, 2015).
Declaration of relationship via SNS can also have different meanings within the
relationships. One study showed that women generally see FBO to a sing of
seriousness and commitment in a relationship. On the contrary, men are less
likely to accept FBO as a sign of wholeness (Fox & Warber, 2013). However,
some other study stated that FBO is not a big deal in the relationship of
adolescents but they still see it a way of showing “unavailability” (Van Ouytsel

etal., 2016).

Profile pages and online posts can help individuals to show their followers or
surveilling others that if they are available for a relationship. In addition to this,
studies also showed that SNS are used for monitoring partner in romantic
relationship, too (Rueda et al., 2015). From this point of view, SNS seem to
closely related to jealousy and can undermine romantic relationships as it was
used for developing them (Fox et al.,, 2013). To illustrate, declaration of
relationship via SNS was found to be related to both romantic love and jealousy
(Orosz et al. 2015). Individuals may no longer have the power of control in their
privacy. Dyads can reach each other’s profiles and track every activity of their
partners such as comments from others. This tracking may lead jealousy (Fox et
al., 2014, Orosz et al., 2015). Trust via sharing passwords of SNS also seem to
be an important factor in monitoring activities of couples (Van Ouytsel et al.,
2016).

Online declaration of romantic relationship may be seen as a protection against
potential threats, rivals, on SNS (Tokunaga, 2011). However, declaration of
relationship was not the only topic shared with others via SNS. Surveilling others
can also receive intimate information about other couples and after that point,
comments of others can be harmful for relationship itself. SNS makes it easy for
surveilling others to track relationship of others (Fox et al., 2014). Negative
comments related to relationship status can cause poor attitudes about that

relationships (Balantine, Lin, & Veer, 2015). Moreover, approval of a
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relationship by family and friends is important for feeling more love and
commitment in romantic relationships (Sinclair, Felmlee, Spreceher, & Wright,
2015). From this perspective, it is logical to think that SNS make our
relationships more accessible to others and comments from others are important

problem in the age of Internet.

These above-mentioned findings demonstrate that we can declare our
relationship to surveilling others via SNS. This declaration can be seen as a
“digital wedding ring” and show surveilling others that the dyad is out of market
(Orozs et al., 2015). Once we announce our relationship to this virtual world, our
relationship is vulnerable to comments of others (Balantine et al., 2015). On the
other hand, surveillance within couple may lead other problematic results such
as violation of privacy and jealousy (Fox et al. 2014). Taken together, SNS seem
to be dominant actor in the way we maintain and experience our romantic

relationship.
3.3.3. Dissolution

Dissolution in romantic relationships refers to the process of breaking up. SNS
could have an impact on dissolution of romantic relationships as it had in
maintenance. However, there are limited studies existing related to this topic.
Studies related to dissolution in offline settings showed that relationship
satisfaction (Resand, Slinning, Rgysamb, & Tambs, 2013) and commitment
(Bodenmann et al., 2007) were both playing a major role in dissolution. At this
point, it is logical to accept that the effect of SNS on relationship satisfaction can
be related to dissolution in online settings, too. As mentioned above, studies
show that becoming FBO is seen as a sign of seriousness and commitment for
women but not for men. This different aspect between sexes may lead distress
and dissolution (Fox & Warber, 2013).

Partner monitoring via SNS is another important issue that can cause distress in
romantic relationships. A partner may use it as an information gathering strategy
for healthy relationships (Tokunaga, 2011). On the other hand, surveillance

14



between partners via SNS can be seen as a sign of jealousy and violation of
privacy (Fox et al., 2014, Orosz et al., 2015) which in turn can be a reason for

break up.

Traditionally, studies related to negative sides of SNS on romantic relationships
focuses on negative sides on this effect. However, the actual role of SNS on
dissolution seem to be ignored in the field. On the other hand, the relationship
between SNS and relational distress may be best possible explanation for this

mechanism. In order to make further explanations, we need more studies.
3.3.4. Post Breakup

Dissolution is a stressful event for almost every relationship. In the age of
internet, things are a bit messier after break ups. Surveillance of ex-partner via
SNS is an important phenomenon that affects us even after dissolution. Changing
the relationship status and removing related contents, such as pictures of couple,
are generally the first step after break ups (Van Ouytsel et al., 2016). It seems
that individuals are showing their online network that they are available again.
Moreover, due to surveillance, individuals may change their statuses and share
contents that may make ex-partner jealous or hurt. This kind of a phenomenon
needs more analyzes to find out its effect for both creator and receiver of the
content (Van Ouytsel et al. 2016, Fox et al. 2014). Surveilling ex-partner’s
profile after break up is reported as a source of distress. Shared contents and
status updates are sources that cause distress by reminding ex-partner, and news
feeds are making these sources available even if a person did not monitor his or
her ex-partner (Lukacs & Quan-Haase, 2015). In addition to this, news feeds
related to common friends make it almost inevitable to avoid this kind of

information.

Commitment is also important for surveilling activities after break up. It seems
that higher level of commitment during the relationship is related to monitoring
activities after breakups along with the risk of becoming a continuous activity.

Moreover, if dissolution is not a mutually agreed decision, risk of surveilling ex-
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partner increases along with the level of distress (Fox & Tokunaga, 2015). Taken
together, it can be said that the negative effect of SNS on romantic relationships
continue to pursue us even after dissolution. Due to instant informing nature of
SNS, it is almost impossible to avoid contents related to ex-partner even if we
did not want it. Moreover, surveilling is another important problem that can
cause distress, and it is also found to be related to how we end our relationship.
In conclusion, after the technological developments in interpersonal
relationships, SNS are deciding how we live and terminate our relationships, and

it is also playing a role in the way we suffer after break-ups.

3.4. Social Comparison in Romantic Relationships

As it was mentioned above, social comparison theory suggests that people are
motivated to compare themselves with others in order to evaluate their ability
and correctness (Festinger, 1954). As a result of the developments in theory
throughout the years, social comparison is now available for analyzing many
different topics. Traditionally, upward social comparison has been found to have
negative effect on self-esteem (Vogel et al., 2014), on the other hand, downward
social comparison can cause improvement in self evaluations (Wills, 1981). In
spite of this generalization, both upward and downward comparison can have
positive or negative outcomes based on situation (Buunk, Collins, Taylor, Van
Yperen, & Dakof, 1990). In addition to these common topics in the field, modern
approaches in the theory focus on emotions and cognitions, such as the effect of
self-enhancing online posts on self-esteem via SNS, along with positive and

negative sides of upward and downward comparison (White, 2010).

The main focus of this paper, relationship social comparison (RSC), is a
relatively new area of study in social comparison (Wesner, 2008); however,
social comparison, both upward and downward, has found its place in romantic
relationships as it was found in individuals’ interpersonal relationships. People
made comparisons within their relationships as well as with relationships of
others. Social comparison within the romantic relationships contains self-
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evaluations related to one spouse based on the other. One study showed that
accepting a partner as a central aspect, higher closeness between couples,
eliminate the treat of upward comparison by seeing success of one partner as a
success of relationship (Lockwood, Dolderman, Sadler, & Gerchak, 2004).
Furthermore, adult attachment has been found to be related to comparison
between dyads. It was found that avoidant individuals needed to outperform their
partners to feel closer to them (Thai, Lockwood, Pinkus, & Chen, 2016).
Moreover, social comparison tendencies were also be part of the interaction
between different couples. Making upward comparison between relationships
may harm current relationship by leading a partner to feel lower relationship
quality. However, there is no strengthening effect was found in downward

relationship comparisons (Wesner, 2008).

Even if the studies related to RSC is showing its effect on our relationships,
searching for the factors that push us to make such comparisons are also
important for understanding RSC. Relationship satisfaction and insecurity are
two important factors of our RSC tendencies. It seems that relationship
satisfaction is negatively related to relationship social comparison (White,
2010), and RSC tendencies are associated with insecurity, which also leads to
negative evaluation of relationship (Lebeau & Buckingam, 2008). Results
clearly showed that decreased relationship satisfaction and insecurity make our

relationship more prone to RSC.

3.5. Relationship Social Comparison and Social Network Sites

Even if the nature and underlying mechanisms of RSC were studied, the role of
SNS on this process seems to be ignored. Although there are some studies related
to the effect of media portrayals of romantic relationships via RSC (Wesner,
2008), to the best of my knowledge, there are no studies exist in the field to show
the effect of SNS on RSC yet. However, independent results related to these
phenomena can be used as a guide to expect a solid relationship between
concepts. As already explained, SNS make it possible for us to broadcast almost
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everything to our online network. Self-representing and social surveilling nature
of SNS provide a platform that provokes social comparison processes. At this
point, SNS provide relational sharing of others and status updates, and news
feeds are showing us what is going on in other people’s relationships. Moreover,
due to the self-enhancing nature of the shared contents on SNS, relational
information of others may lead unrealistic, even utopic, bases for evaluations.
As a result, social surveilling processes of SNS can even increase chance of
making RSC via SNS.

As previous works state, relationship satisfaction is crucial for both maintaining
our relationship and making relational comparisons (Resand, Slinning,
Rgysamb, & Tambs, 2013, White, 2010). Moreover, various kinds of theoretical
explanations were made in order to support the same idea. For example,
interdependence theory (Thibaut & Kelly, 1959) claims that individuals’
expectations related to their relationship must be fulfilled in order to maintain
relationship satisfaction (Dainton, 2000). Expectations within relationship are
called comparison level, and once these expectations were not fulfilled then
comparison level of alternatives will take place (Wang, 2004). In addition to
fulfilled expectations and satisfaction, a strong body of literature also claims that
making such comparisons are also heavily depended on the level of commitment
to ongoing association. Investment model (Rusbult, 1980) states that outcome
evaluations, anticipated rewards, and costs along with the possible alternatives
also depend on the investments we made to our relationship. Investments can
increase our commitment to relationships due to the risk of sacrificing the
resources we invest and influence our perceptions related to alternatives
(Rusbult, 1983). Similarly, our responses to dissatisfaction in our relationship
are also influenced by our investments and quality of alternatives. In light of
these findings, it appears that relationship satisfaction and commitment are

important driving factors for RSC tendencies.
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CHAPTER 4

MAKING THE CONNECTION

4.1. Role of SNS on Romantic Relationships

Previous sections try to summarize the general findings related to SNS and
romantic relationships. In order to do that, self-enhancing presentations and
social surveilling nature of SNS along with the role of SNS on social comparison
were explained. While a variety of definitions of the term SNS have been
suggested, this paper will accept SNS as a platform that creates virtual self-
enhancing realities about individuals and provides opportunity for others to
receive and compare these presented materials with their own. Unfortunately,
this virtual platform can lead to a disturbed sense of reality due to its self-
enhancing nature, and surveilling others may compare their abilities or behaviors

based on these falsely reported presentations.

In the age of Internet along with the popularity of SNS, it is almost inevitable
for us to avoid effects of SNS on our relationships. From this point of view, it is
logical to accept that today’s socialization processes can determine the effect of
SNS on romantic relationships. From mate selection to dissolution, SNS are
closely intervening romantic relationships. Based on this this it was expected
that SNS will be connected to different stages of romantic relationships form

beginning to afterwards.

However, more theoretical support is needed to make any suggestions to analyze
this effect. Following sections will try to develop some theoretically supported
connections for analyzing the effect of SNS on romantic relationships.
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4.2. Receiving Relational Messages via SNS

If SNS are providing us any kind of information about others, then it can also be
seen as an online personal broadcasting of others. In order to analyze the effect
of this broadcast, Gerbner’s Cultivation Theory can be used as starting point.
According to George Gerbner (1999), we are living in a world that is “erected
by stories” (p. 9). These stories were presented to its receivers via TV back in
the days that cultivation theory was developed, 1960’s, but today TV has a new
competitor, SNS. SNS are making it possible for almost anyone to share what is
going on their life, and as cultivation theory suggests these presentations may be
sources of stories that we shape our sense of reality in today’s world. Cultivation
theory is basically assuming that the more we spent time via watching TV, the
more we perceive the reality as it was presented (Morgan & Shanahan, 2010).
Fear of crime was the main topic that studied via cultivation theory, and beliefs
related to crime, such as prevalence, can be misshaped by TV programs,
especially news (Gerbner 1999; Eschholz, Chiricos, & Gertz, 2003). However,
the effect of TV broadcast on individuals’ sense of reality was also seen for
different contents. According to one study, viewing certain TV shows can cause
misbelief about romantic relationships. Indeed, watching Korean soap operas led
to a misbelief about the average number of children in married couples. Viewers
believed that married couples had lesser children than the actual numbers in real
life (Jin & Jeong, 2010). Similarly, it was found that viewing romantic comedies
and dramas were correlated with the cultivated ideal of “wonderful world” and
mythic expectations such as “love conquers all” (Galloway, Engstrom, &

Emmers-Sommer, 2015).

Previous examples show that TV broadcasting has an effect on misinterpretation
of reality. In the era of internet, cultivation theory was also adapted to new
elements of media. To illustrate, a cultivation effect was also found in trust
related to brands via SNS, specifically Facebook and Twitter comments related
to product have a cultivation effect on the trust of consumers (North, 2011).

Gerbner’s theory seem to be independent from the media platform, instead it is
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more about the stories and their effects on the sense of reality (Morgan,
Shanahan, & Signiorelli, 2015). From this perspective, SNS can be seen as the
new mean for us to tell our stories. Due to the self-enhancing nature of SNS, our
stories may lead to misperception of the reality. Self-enhancing relational
sharing on SNS may develop a disturbed sense of reality about how things go
well in the relationships of others and receivers of relational sharing may start

evaluating their relationships based on the presented one.

Similar to cultivation theory’s (Gerbner, 1999) suggestions, exposure to these
kinds of posts can also disturb our expectations about our relationships.
Relational sharing on SNS can lead to misinterpretations about the relationships
by surveilling others and result in upward RSC which in turn can cause relational
distress. The key research question of this study is about this relationship. Based

on this below hypothesis is formed:

H1: Exposure to relational sharing of others will increase the tendency of RSC

and decrease relationship satisfaction.

4.3. Relationship Social Comparison, Satisfaction and Commitment

Our social comparison orientations and relationship social comparison
tendencies are other important factors that must be considered. The effect of SNS
on romantic relationships is a multi-dimensional topic. Comparing our
relationships with what is presented online is related to our tendency to make
such comparison along with the current relationship quality. Studies showed that
satisfaction and insecurity may lead us to make such comparisons (White, 2010;
Lebeau & Buckingam, 2008). Similarly, investment model (Rusbult, 1980,
Rusbult, 1983) is suggesting that satisfaction and commitment are important
aspects of any ongoing relationship, and individuals are motivated to maximize
their gain in their social interactions (Rusbult, 1980). Moreover, relationship

satisfaction, quality of alternatives, and relationship investment can be seen as
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determinants of commitment (Rusbult, Martz & Agnew, 1998) therefore, it is

hypothesized that:

H2: RSC tendencies will be negatively related to relationship satisfaction and

investments; positively related to assessing the quality of alternatives

4.4. Individual Factors

Dimension of adult romantic attachment style is also an important factor that
must be taken into consideration. Secure attachment style is important predictor
of commitment, trust and satisfaction in romantic relationships. On the other
hand, anxious and avoidant styles are generally associated with negative
emotions (Johnson, 2012). Moreover, avoidant individuals are also vulnerable
to upward social comparison within romantic relationship. They need to
outperform their partner in order to increase closeness in relationships (Thai et
al. 2016). Due to its relationship with satisfaction, commitment and closeness,
adult romantic attachment style must be investigated for the effect of SNS on

romantic relationships. Based on previous findings;

H3: RSC tendencies will be positively related to anxious and avoidant forms of

attachment.

Previous studies showed that there is a strong relationship between personality
traits and usage of SNS (Hamburger &Vinitzky, 2010). Personality traits such
as neuroticism and conscientiousness were also found to be correlated with the
self-representation on SNS; (Seidman, 2013). It seems that, five factor
personality traits, namely openness to experience, conscientiousness,
extraversion, agreeableness, neuroticism, must be analyzed in order to see if
there are any personality traits making us more vulnerable to relational sharing
on SNS or to show if any personality traits make people more prone to make
RSC via SNS so, five factor personality traits will be controlled to see if there is

any effect exist between them and RSC tendencies. Finally, current paper will
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also examine the moderating role of relational posts of others on romantic

relationship, following hypothesis is formed:

H4: The relationship between RSC tendencies, relationship satisfaction,
investment in the relationship, assessing the quality of alternatives and anxious
and avoidant forms of attachment is moderated by viewing relational posts of
other on SNS.

Table 1: Hypothesis of Study

Receiving Relational Messages via SNS

H1: Exposure to relational sharing of others will increase the tendency of RSC and decrease
relationship satisfaction.

Relationship Social Comparison, Satisfaction and Commitment

H2: RSC tendencies will be negatively related to relationship satisfaction and investments;
positively related to assessing the quality of alternatives

H3: RSC tendencies will be positively related to anxious and avoidant forms of attachment.
Moderation

H4: The relationship between RSC tendencies, relationship satisfaction, investment in the
relationship, assessing the quality of alternatives and anxious and avoidant forms of

attachment is moderated by viewing relational posts of other’s on SNS.
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CHAPTER 5

STUDY 1

5.1. Introduction

Designing a qualitative study before attempting any data collection process
seemed to be a good strategy since, the relevant literature is from the western
societies. Designing a pilot study with qualitative method was very helpful for
establishing the design of study 2. Moreover, main aim of this pilot study, Study
1, is to understand the role of SNS on RR and to see if any misperception of
reality exists due to the self-enhancing nature of relational posts on SNS in
Turkey. In the previous sections, role of SNS on romantic relationships was
highlighted based on four different stages, Mate Selection, Being in a
Relationship, Dissolution and Post Breakup of any romantic relationships. This
pilot study uses face to face interviews and open-ended questions (answered via
e-mail) in order to gain insights into the role of SNS play during different stages
of romantic relationships. By employing qualitative modes of enquiry, | also
attempt to illuminate the effect of relational sharing of others on one’s own

evaluation of his or her romantic relationships.

5.2. Method
5.2.1. Sample

Data was collected from 20 SNS users (Table 1). An only criterion for
participating in the study was having been in a romantic relationship at least

once. Six of the participants were male, and 14 of them were female. Nine of the
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participants were college students, and 11 of them were white collar workers.
Mean age of the participants was 25. Sixteen participants stated that they are in
a romantic involvement, four of them were married, and the remaining four

participants stated that they are single.

Table 2: Demographics of the participants in Study 1

. Relationship ) .
Participant Age Sex Education Occupation Method
Status
] Master’s . .
1 28 Single Engineer E-mail
Degree
) Master’s Foreign Trade ]
2 36 Married o E-mail
Degree Specialist
] Bachelor's . .
3 28 Single Engineer E-mail
degree
Ina Bachelor's . .
4 26 . ) Engineer E-mail
Relationship degree
) Bachelor's ) )
5 28 Married Engineer E-mail
degree
Ina Master’s Research .
6 29 . . . E-mail
Relationship Degree Associate
Ina High School University )
7 32 . ] . E-mail
Relationship Diploma Student
Ina High School University )
8 22 ) ] ) E-mail
Relationship Diploma Student
Ina Bachelor's . ]
9 23 ) ] Engineer E-mail
Relationship degree
] Bachelor's . .
10 24 Single Engineer E-mail
degree
Ina High School University )
11 23 . ] . E-mail
Relationship Diploma Student
Ina High School University )
12 22 ) ] ) E-mail
Relationship Diploma Student
Ina Bachelor's )
13 23 ) ] Nurse E-mail
Relationship degree
Ina High School University ]
14 22 . ] . E-mail
Relationship Diploma Student
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Table 2 (continued)

Participant Age Sex Relationship Education Occupation Method
Status
) High School University Face to
15 19 F Single )
Diploma Student Face
Ina High School University Face to
16 19 F . . .
Relationship Diploma Student Face
Ina High School University Face to
17 19 F o )
Relationship Diploma Student Face
Ina High School University Face to
18 19 M . . .
Relationship Diploma Student Face
] Master’s ) Face to
19 29 M  Married Psychologist
Degree Face
] Bachelor's Independent Face to
20 27 M Married
degree accountant Face

Note: E-mail: Data was collected via e-mail. Face to Face: Data was collected via face to face
interviews.

5.2.2. Measures

A question pool was prepared for interviews (See Appendix B). Pool contains
29 questions, five of which were demographical questions. Sixteen questions
were related to different stages of relationships namely mate selection, being in
a relationship, dissolution and post breakup. Seven questions were related to
general habits of using SNS, and one question was about RSC tendencies on
SNS.

5.3. Results

Based on the above explained sections of the interview, the results were divided
into thematic units. Frequency analysis was conducted for response rates of

broad themes emerged from the analysis (see Table 3).
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Table 3: Frequency of Contents

Contents and Thematic Units Number of Participants

General Habits

Value of amount of likes 10
Inattentive 5
Quality of the likes from significant others 5

Mate Selection
Beneficial for starting relationships and gathering information 11
Provides a deceiving atmosphere 9

Being in a Romantic Relationship

Sharing Happiness 10
Sharing Romantic Relationship 4
Shallow 6
Dissolution

Breakup 20
Post Break-Up Behaviors

Just Friends 4
Stalker 7
it’s over 9
RSC Tendencies on SNS

Vulnerable 9
Immune 11

Note: Heading in bold represents the general title for a content. Other titles represent the thematic
units for each content.

5.3.1. General Habits

This section of the questionnaire was prepared to understand the general using
habits of SNS. According to the results, Instagram was the most popular SNS,
and every participant has an Instagram account. Facebook and Twitter follows
it with 17 and 13 account owners respectively. Results are similar with the
popularity of these companies in the world (Statista, 2016). Respondents stated
that sharing a photo is their most frequent activity, and sharing contents about
daily life follows it. It seems that “story” mode of Instagram allows them to share
fragments of their daily life along with their photos. Moreover, majority of the

respondents’ state that they spent almost 2 hours daily on SNS. Based on this
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information, participants were accepted as regular users of SNS. When
participants were asked to share their opinions about the likes they get on SNS,
current content was divided into three thematic units namely, “Value of amount

of likes”, “Inattentive”, and “Quality of the likes from significant others”.

Majority of the participants stated that the number of likes that they get on SNS
is important for them. Due to the general tendency about this topic, current unit
was labeled as “Value of amount of likes”. The overall response to this question
showed that number of likes is determining the way we share our life on SNS.

As P6 says:

Fotograflarimin begenilmesi garip bir haz veriyor. Aslinda siirekli ayni
insanlar, yakin arkadaslarim, ailem begeniyor paylastiklarimi. Ama
bunun neden yine de haz verdigiyle ilgili pek bir fikrim yok. Birka¢ ayda
bir profil fotografi degistirmek ya da birka¢ haftada bir Instagram
paylasimi yapmak ve az sayida da olsa bu begenileri gérmek bir tiir
iletisimde kalma hali gibi. Her giin hatta her an paylagim yapan kisilerden
olmama degecek kadar begeni aldigimi diisiinmiiyorum. Hatta ¢ogu
zaman paylagmaya degecek bir hayatim oldugunu da diisiinmiiyorum.
Takipgilerimle seviyeli bir iliskimiz var diyebilirim. [It is a strange
pleasure to getting like from my photos. In fact, the same people, my
close friends, my family likes what | share. But I still have no idea why
it pleases. Changing profile photos every few months or sharing a photo
on Instagram every few weeks and seeing these likes, albeit few, is a kind
of communication. I don't think | got enough likes from people to share
every day, even at any moment. | don't even think I have a life worth
sharing most of the time. | can say that we have a discreet relationship
with my followers.]

Current example shows that this respondent clearly stated that the number of
likes is main motives for her daily posts. In addition to this, two other
respondents (P10 and P17) stated that: “Begenilmesi hosuma gidiyor. A¢ik
konusmak gerekirse begeni sayimin takibini yaparim fazla begeni almak egomu
tatmin ediyor”. [“I like being liked. To be honest, I follow the number of the
likes | get, getting more likes satisfies my ego.”]; “Begenilmesi benim i¢in
onemli. Begeni sayimi1 kontrol ederim ve az begeni alan fotograflarimi da hemen
kaldiririm.” [“It is important for me to be liked. I check my rating and

immediately remove my low-liked photos.”]
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SNS are giving us instant feedbacks, and these feedbacks may lead us to share
more similar contents (Moncur et al., 2016). It seems that our representation of
self may depend on the feedbacks of our virtual community. At this point, it is
logical to think that this motive may lead us to make more self-enhancing posts
online. Moreover, some respondents are using average number of likes to decide
whether or not their posts are beautiful. P15 stated that: “Ortalama bir begeni
durumum var, bunun iizerine ¢ikarsa giizel oldugunu diisiinliyorum ama altinda
kalan fotograflar i¢in ¢irkin diyebilirim. Begeni sayisinin benim i¢in bdyle bir

2

onemi var.” [“I have an average rating, I think it is nice if it goes over it, but I

3

can consider the photos below as “ugly”. The number of likes has such an

importance for me.”]

Even if the majority of the participants stated that they were interested in the
number of likes, some others state otherwise. Five participants stated that they
were not interested in the numbers even if they were feeling good about getting
likes. This unit was named as “Inattentive”. Following example, from P11, is
showing the general tendency of participants in this unit: “Agikcasi ka¢ begeni
aldig1 6nemli degil benim agimdan. Begenilmediginde kafama takmiyorum ama
begenilmek herkesin oldugu gibi benim de hosuma gidiyor.” [“Frankly, it
doesn't matter how many likes it receives. I don't mind when it's not liked, but I

like getting likes like everyone else.”]

“Quality of the likes from significant others” was the last theme related to this
section. Five participants were grouped under this unit. It seems that some
respondents have different motives for sharing their posts via surveilling others
such as reaching out loved ones. P3 states: “Hosuma gidiyor tabi ki ama sayis1
degil ulagtig1 kisiler... Sevdigim insanlarla bunu paylagsmak hosuma gidiyor.
Hem de benden haberdar olmus oluyorlar.” [“I like it, of course, but not the
number instead the people it reaches. I like to share it with the people I love.
They are also aware of me.”]. In addition, P9 states: “Begenilmedigini gosteren
bir isaret almiyoruz zaten. Ayrica birbirimizin her fotografim1 kayitsiz sartsiz

begendigimiz arkadas ¢evrelerimiz var. Bir fotografi sadece onlarin begenmis
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olmasi bile yeterli. Cogunlukla diger begenenlere bakmiyorum bile.” [“We are
not getting any signs of dislike anyway. We also have circles of friends that we
like unconditionally every photo of each other. It is enough that only they liked

a photo. I mostly don't even look at other likes.”].

This section of the questionnaire showed that we have similar tendencies with
World in line with the literature. In addition to this, it seems that feedbacks
related to our online posts are important for us somehow even if we don’t care
about the number of likes. Issues related to our habits can also be seen as a proof
that we are using surveilling others as a reference point to shape our online
representation or we are seeking for sincere acceptance from our friends

whatever we post online.
5.3.2. Mate Selection

This section of the questionnaire contained questions about how we use SNS to
reach out potential others. Results show that almost every respondent did cyber
surveilling activities on others, in other words almost everyone uses “stalk”’ing
to reach other attractive ones. However, only six participants stated that they
started their romantic relationship via SNS. Moreover, 17 participants stated that
others reached out to them to show their interests, and 13 participants stated that
they reached out potential others via SNS. Numbers are showing that SNS is a
tool for us to collect information about others, and as in majority of the cases,
we contact them, too. Respondents generally agree that SNS is a good strategy
for reaching out potential others but two broad themes occurred according to
their responses. Eleven participants stated that SNS is a good tool for getting to
know each other well, and it makes it easy to take the first step. This group
labelled as “Beneficial for starting relationships and gathering information”. On
the other hand, “Provides a deceiving atmosphere” emerged based on nine
participants’ answers about people’s dishonest representations and therefore

starting shallow relationships.
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SNS can give individuals an opportunity to collect information about almost
anyone. In addition to this, it also gives us a chance to present and perform who
we are (Moncur et al., 2016). All these surveilling activities and presentations
may help us to reach out others easily. As two respondents, P7 and P8 from
“Beneficial for starting relationships and gathering information” group state:
“Sosyal medyanin iliskilerin baglamasinda ortak ilgi alanlarina sahip kisilerin
birbirlerini bulmasina imkan tanidigini ve kisilere iletisim kurma sec¢eneklerini
kolay ve genis bir yelpazede sunarak bir aktivator gibi rol aldigini
diistiniiyorum”. [“I think that social media enables people with common interests
to find each other in the beginning of the relations and plays a role as an activator
by providing people with an easy and wide range of communication options.”];
Tanimay1 ¢ok kolaylastirtyor. Bunun yaninda begenilerini ve insan iligkilerini
sormadan da &grenebiliyorsunuz”. [“It makes recognition very easy. Besides,

you can learn likings and interpersonal relationships of others without asking.”].

Information gathering strategies are not the only way of using SNS according to
this group. They also believe that reaching out or communicating with appealing
others is much easier via SNS. To illustrate, P11 states: “Y1iiz ylize konugmaktan
daha rahat bir ortam sagladigini diisiiniiyorum. Yazarak duygular1 ifade etmek
daha kolay bence”. [“I think it provides a more comfortable environment than
talking face to face. I think it's easier to express emotions by typing.”]. In
addition, P13 states: “Birine sosyal hesaplardan ulasmak daha kolay. Bence
iliskilerin baglamasinda oldukga etkisi var. Kars1 karsiya gelmekten daha kolay
bir ortam olusuyor bence. Tanigma siirecini de hizlandirtyor.”. [“It is easier to
reach someone through social accounts. | think it has a lot to do with starting
relationships. | think an easier environment is created than to face to face

counterparts. It also speeds up the dating process.”].

Moreover, participants from “Beneficial for starting relationships and gathering
information” group also believe that SNS are giving us a chance to get to know
each other well, and it also develops sense of intimacy. P5 states: “Daha 6nce

hi¢ tanismamis insanlar i¢in bagka iletisim yolu yoksa kullanilabilir ya da
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herhangi bir arkadag ortaminda tanigilmissa bu tanigiklik tizerinden samimiyet
kurmak ve birbirini tanimak i¢in kullanilabilir.” [“If there is no other way of
communication for people who have never met before, it can be used, or if two
people have been met in any friend environment, it can be used to establish
intimacy and get to know each other through this acquaintance.” and P12 states:
“Bence artik sosyal ortamda tanissa bile insanlar sosyal medyayr samimiyet
kurma anlaminda kullaniyorlar. Paylasimlari ile birbirlerini tantyorlar ve sohbet

2

baslatmak i¢in bahaneleri oluyor.” [“I think people use social media in terms of
establishing sincerity even if they meet in social life. They know each other by

sharing and they have excuses to start a conversation.”].

Other common view amongst interviewees was about fictional and fake
representations. This group was labeled as “Provides a deceiving atmosphere”,
and they generally accept the role of SNS on mate selection but they don’t
believe that it’s a sincere way of starting a romantic relationship. Two
respondents, P1 and P18 stated that: “Iletisim kurulacak baska platform
bulunamiyorsa/yaratilamiyorsa sosyal medyalar bu anlamda uygun bir iletisim
aract olarak gorlinliyor. Buna ragmen samimiyetsiz ve sanal olarak
degerlendiriyorum, ciddiyet barindirmiyor.” [“If no other platforms to
communicate with can be found / created, social media seem to be a suitable
communication tool in this sense. Despite this, | consider it insincere and virtual,
it is not serious.”]; “Daha rahat oluyor hi¢ kasilmiyorsun ama dis goriiniise
dayali. Kendimizi sosyal medyada daha giizel gosteriyoruz” [“It gets more
comfortable, you don't get nervous at all, but it is based on appearance. We show

ourselves better on social media.”].

Moreover, even if this group accepts that SNS are good for expressing emotions
for many people, they still accept that starting a relationship via SNS is

trivializing the value of romantic relationships as P6 describes:

Benim tercih ettigim ya da onayladigim bir iliski kurma tarzi degil ama
birgok kisinin sosyal medyada normal hayatinda oldugundan daha
girisken, daha rahat oldugunu biliyorum. Bu durumda begendigi kisiye
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hislerini belli etmesi (seri “like” gibi) ya da dogrudan hislerini agmast
cok daha kolay oluyor. Ayrica bir¢cok kisi iliski durumunu agikga
paylastigi ya da belli ettigi igin bu duruma goére pozisyon almak
kolaylastyor. Bir de tabi ayriliklar da bu sekilde takibi birakmak kadar
kolay oluyor. Ancak ben eski tarz iligkilerin insan1 oldugumdan tiim
bunlar1 romantik iligkilerin i¢ini bosaltan durumlar olarak gértilyorum. [It
Is not the way | establish or approve of a relationship that | prefer, but |
know that many people are more sociable and more comfortable in social
media than in their normal life. In this case, it is much easier to express
his/her feelings to the person he/she likes (such as liking many photos at
once) or to directly open his feelings. Also, since many people openly
share or state the relationship status, it becomes easier to take positions
according to this situation. And, of course, separations are as easy as
unfollowing. However, since | am the person of old-style relationships, |
see all of these as situations that shrink romantic relationships.].

A variety of perspectives were expressed related to the role of SNS on mate
selection and starting a new romantic relationship. It seems that the role of SNS
on this issue is undeniable, but some sees it as a fake and fictional way of
building a romantic relationship.

5.3.3. Being in a Relationship

In the previous sections, participants reported their general habits and ideas
about online mate selection processes. However, SNS also have an effect during
the romantic relationships, and because of this reason, current section focuses on
the perspectives related to ongoing romantic involvements. Thirteen participants
stated that they are monitoring their partners via SNS, and also, they are paying
attention to the likes and comments of others on their partners’ posts. These
activities are similar to the literature, as well (Rueda at al., 2015). It seems that
privacy is an important issue when it comes to experience a romantic relationship
in the age of internet. Current section divided into three broad units based on the
ideas related to relational sharing on SNS namely “Sharing Happiness”,
“Showing Romantic Relationship” and “Shallow”. It seems that 10 participants,
“Sharing Happiness”, think that relational sharing on SNS is a good way of
showing their happiness to only their friends and loved ones, but they are also a

bit nervous about excessive sharing. Following examples are related to these
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perceptions. P4 states: “Mutlulugunuzu sevdiginiz insanlarla paylasmak
artmasina sebep oluyor.” [Sharing your happiness with the people you love

causes an increase in your happiness”]. P6 also states:

Hicbir hesabim tiim kullanicilara agik degil ve sadece benim takip
etmesine izin verdigim kisiler takip edebiliyor sosyal medya hesaplarimi.
Bu kisiler diginda iliskimle ilgili yaptigim tek tiik paylasimlar1 kimse
goremez. Bunun rahathigiyla 6zellikle Instagram’da bazen fotograf
paylastyorum. Ama bunlar genellikle aslinda gittigimiz konserden vb.
an1 paylagsmak gibi. Durup dururken evde oturdugumuz yerde fotograf
cekip paylasmiyoruz ya da Facebook’ta birbirimize askimizi
haykirmiyoruz. Hatta yapanlarla alay ediyoruz birlikte. [None of my
accounts are open to all users and only the people I allow to follow can
follow my social media accounts. Apart from these people, no one can
see the sporadic posts | made about my relationship. With the
convenience of this, | sometimes share photos, especially on Instagram.
But these are usually from the concert we went to, etc. like sharing the
moment. We do not take photos and share in the place we sit at home
while standing still, or we do not shout our love to each other on
Facebook. We even mock those who do it together.].

Moreover, P5 stated that: “Siklig1 fazla olmadig1 (mesela her giin) siirece, baska
giizel anilarin paylagimi gibi, olumlu buluyorum.”. [“Unless its frequency is high

(for example every day), | find it positive, like sharing beautiful memories.”].

While some felt this way, others see it as a way of showing that they are not
available for others. In other words, four participants, labeled as “Showing RR”
stated that they see these activities as a protection against potential threats as it
was mentioned before (Tokunaga, 2011). For example, some interviewees, P17,
P16, P9 said: “Hep paylasirim, her animiz1 paylasirim, herkes gormeli. Cok
sevimli bir sey bence. Yorumlar da hosuma gider.”. [“I always share, I share
every moment, everybody should see. | think it's a very cute thing. I also like the
comments.”]; Seviyorum paylasmayi. Belki de bu takipgilerime bir gézdagi
oluyor. Sevgilim var, ¢ok mutluyuz... gibi. Gostermeyi seviyorum. [“I love to
share. Maybe this will intimidate my followers. | have a lover, we are very
happy... like. I like to show it.”]; “Insan sevdigini (sevgilisini) gdstermek ister.”.

[“Person wants to show his/her beloved (lover).”].
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On the contrary, some other participants expressed the belief that these kinds of
sharing are developing a fictional presentation about relationships. Six
participants were placed under this theme, and they were labeled as “Shallow”.
Following statements are the examples. P20 believes that: “Bence bu gibi
paylasimlari iligkisinden emin olamayanlar daha ¢ok yapiyorlar. Eger igeride
mutluysan bunu deklare etmezsin.” [“] think those who are unsure of their
relationship do more sharing like this. If you're happy inside, you won't bid
this.”]. P10 states: “Bu konu hakkinda ¢ok bir fikrim yok ancak biraz daha ‘Evet,
ben mutluyum’ imaj1 ¢izmek icin yapildigint diistiniiyorum.”. [“I don't have
much idea about this, but I think it was done to draw the image of ‘Yes, I'm
happy’.”]. Finally, P19 said that: “Gergek¢i degil. Hep mutlu olunamaz. Bence
tam tersini temsil ediyor. Mutlu gibi goriilsiin. Yardim cagrist gibi.”. [“Not
realistic. You cannot always be happy. I think it represents the opposite. May he

look happy. Like a call for help.”].

In summary, these comments from participants showed that majority of them are
using SNS to represent their romantic relationship. However, some participants
seem suspicious about the message that was given via those sharing. Suspicious
group can be accepted as more resilient to the effect of relational sharing of
others, but more accurate explanations must be developed after testing this effect

following the exposure.
5.3.4. Dissolution

Dissolution is relatively weak topic related to the SNS when it is compared to
other stages of relationship. Questionnaire contains two questions related to this
content, and almost all participants gave similar answers. Due to these
similarities, current content did not divide into thematic units. According to the
responses, 17 participants did not use SNS as a tool for ending their relationship.
Only three respondents used online channels for break up. For example, two
participants, P10 and P18, stated as: “Whatsapp araciligi ile yiiz ylize bitirmeye

cesaret edemedigim bir iliskime son vermistim.”. [“I ended my relationship,

35



which I did not dare to face face to face through Whatsapp.”]; “Beni aldatan kiz
arkadasima Facebook iizerinden bitti diye mesaj attim.” [“I sent a message to

my girlfriend who cheated on me that it was over on Facebook™].

It seems that a small number of individuals use SNS as a communication tool
for break ups when they face with stressful dissolutions. Moreover, 18
respondents stated they witnessed breakups of others via SNS. They stated that
some certain online behavioral changes make others’ break ups more visible to
others. As one interviewee, P6, put it: “Evet. Hatta bir¢ok kisinin yaptig1 gibi
artik hic birlikte fotograf paylagilmamasi, eski fotograflarin silinmesi, kiz kiza
erkek erkege paylasimlarin artmasi gibi bazi ipuglarini ¢ogunlukla fark ederim.”
[“Yes. In fact, I often notice some clues like many people do not share photos
together anymore, delete old photos, increase sharing to girl to girl or boy to boy

photos.”].

These expressed statements may be insufficient for making general
explanations, but some effects of SNS on romantic relationships such as partner
monitoring or privacy violations need deeper analysis to see the role of SNS on

dissolutions.
5.3.5. Post Breakup

Dissolution can be very stressful for many relationships, and the effect of SNS
may determine our post breakup behaviors. This section of the questionnaire
required respondents to give answers related to their post breakup behaviors and
general opinions about the role of SNS on post breakup. Following example
from P6 is a good starting point to show general opinions of the participants

related to this topic:

fliskinin sonlandig1 ilk donemde &zellikle ayrilmay1 istemeyen ya da
unutamayan kisi i¢in hem takip etme gibi bir kap1 a¢ik birakiyor hem de
strekli onun paylasimlarina maruz kalip ayriligin tam olarak
yasanamamasi gibi bir duygu yogunluguna sebep oluyor. Aslinda bence
cogunlukla olumsuz etkiliyor. Ama merak midir ya da umut mudur nedir
bilmiyorum, bir sebeple en sik bu donemlerde kullaniliyor olabilir. Bence
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bu da baskasini1 bulmus mu, yeni sevgilisi benden daha m1 giizel, bizim
oldugumuzdan daha mi mutlular, ne kaybettim gibi diisiincelere
dayaniyor. [For the person who does not want to end the relationship or
forget, especially in the first period when the relationship ends, it leaves
a door open to stalk and being constantly exposed to his/her sharing
causes a intense feeling of not being able to fully experience the
separation. In fact, | think it mostly affects negatively. But | do not know
whether it is curiosity or hope, for some reason it may be used most often
in these periods. | think this is based on thoughts like whether he/she
found anyone else, his/her new lover is better than me, are they happier
than we are, what | lost.].

This response is showing similarities with the literature. One study found that
surveillance activities after breakup are a source of distress (Lukacs & Quan-
Hasse, 2015). In addition, due to the common friends and massive information
traffic, it is almost inevitable to avoid surveilling activities. Three broad themes
appeared related to this content namely “Just Friends”, “It’s Over” and “Stalker”.
In “Just Friends”, there were four respondents. This group seems to have healthy
relationships after breakups with their ex partners. One interviewee, P4, stated
as follow: “Eski partnerimi takip ediyorum. Herhangi bir arkadasimi nasil takip
ediyorsam onlar1 da dyle takip ediyorum. Bagka bir amacim yok. Takip sikligim
onlarin paylasim sikligina gore degisiyor. Siirekli paylasim yaptiklari
donemlerde daha fazla takip ediyor olabilirim.”. [“I follow my old partner. Just
as | follow any of my friends, | follow them as well. I have no other purpose.
My frequency changes according to their sharing frequency. | may be following

more during periods of continuous sharing.”].

It seems that some respondents successfully manage to continue their
relationships with their ex’s, but majority of the respondents prefer not to. Nine
participants were in “It’s Over” group, and they were not engaging any kind of
communication with their ex partners. P12 stated that she also refuses to answer
messages from her ex on SNS: “Eski partnerim sosyal medya iizerinden bana
daha 6nce ulasti. Bir bahane ile tekrar konusmak istedi ancak yanit vermedim.”.
[“My former partner has reached me on social media before. He wanted to speak

to an excuse again, but I did not answer.”].
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As in previous example, participants from the thematic unit “It’s Over” stated
that they are not preferring to contact with their ex’s via SNS, but seven
participants from “Stalker” suggest otherwise. This theme came up from mostly
the surveilling activities. In other words, these interviewees are generally
stalking their ex’s to see how they are living their life after breakups. As two
interviewees, P16 and P17, said: “Bence sosyal medyanin iliski sonras1 donemde
rolii biiyiik. Kars1 taraf mutlu mu? Ne yapiyor? Nerede takiliyor? Ona atifta da
bulunabiliyorsun, iste su sarkiy1 dinliyorum gibi...”. [“I think social media has
a big role in the post-relationship period. Is the other party happy? What is he/she
doing? Where does it hang? You can also refer to him/her, like I'm listening to
this song...”]; “Bir etki var, soyle ki; bakarsin nereyi kazanmis? Su anda nerede?
Sevgilisi var m1? Beni ¢abuk unutmus mu acaba?”. [“There is an effect, that is;
look where did he/she win? Where is he/she now? Does he/she have a

girlfriend/boyfriend? Did he/she forget me quickly?”’].

Hope can also play a part in this issue. In some cases, participants stated that
they try to reach out their ex-partner with hoping to start again but it seems that
surveilling activities are at their most right after the breakups. P13 stated as
follows: “Bu takip aslinda belli bir doneme kadar oluyor. Evet takip etmistim.
Merak edip her giin baktigim oluyordu”. [“This following is actually up to a
certain period. Yes, I followed. I was wondering and looking at it every day.”].
Moreover, P16 also states: Engellenmedigim siirece takip ediyorum,
stalkliyorum. Baslarda daha ¢ok bakiyordum ama simdi haftada 1-2. [“Unless |
am blocked, | follow and stalk. At first, | was looking more but now 1 or 2 times

a week.”].

Moreover, one interviewee, P15, stated that she was using fake accounts to
surveilling her ex-partner after breakup. It seems that our post breakup behaviors
were related to SNS. Not only our habits to use SNS and the way we end our
relationships, but also our personality traits must be investigated to develop more
insightful explanations related to this topic.
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5.3.6. RSC Tendencies

One single open-ended question was put into the questionnaire to find out
respondents’ opinions about experiencing relational sharing of others. Two
different discourses emerged. Nine participants stated that they were not be
affected by those sharing. This group labeled as “Immune”. General attitude
about relational sharing of others can be seen in the comments. P3: “Ben kiyas
tutmuyorum. Beni hi¢ etkilemiyor.”. [“I do not compare. It doesn't affect me at
all.”’]. P9: Acik¢asi pek umurumda olmaz. Insanlar begensin diye iliski yasanma
sekli degismiyor, degismemeli.”. [“Frankly, I don't care much. The way people
have a relationship doesn't change, it shouldn't.]. P14: “Beni etkilemiyor,
insanlarin iligkileri nasilmis diye stalk yapmiyorum.” [“It doesn't affect me, |

don't stalk people's relationships.”].

In addition to these examples, some other participants in this group also stated
that some posts may caught their attention, but they have no effect on their
romantic relationships. As P13 stated: “Hayir aslinda etkilemiyor. Sayfalarda
bloglarda gordigim fotograflar dikkatimi g¢ekiyor o dogru ama iliskimi
etkiledigini sdyleyemem.”. [“No, it doesn't. The photos I see on the blogs attract
my attention, it's true, but I can't say it affects my relationship.”]. On the other
hand, 11 participants stated otherwise. In “Vulnerable”, respondents believe that
relational sharing of others has an effect on their relationships. Some argues that
famous people are affecting their relationship via their presentation of romantic
relationships along with their wealth and opportunities. For example, P11 states:
“Ozellikle Instagramda luxury diye bahsettigimiz ¢ok sayida cicek veya balon
paylasimi tarzlar hosuma gidiyor. Kars: taraftan da bu kadar olmasa bile bu tarz
bir sey gormeyince bazen tartisma ortami olusabiliyor.”. [“I especially like the
many flower or balloon sharing styles that we refer to as luxury on Instagram.
There is sometimes an atmosphere of debate when you do not see such a thing
from your partner, even if it is not that much”]. P17 said that: “Beni etkiler.
Herhélde ben Unllleri ¢ok takip ediyorum diye. Daha ¢ok geziyorlar ve daha

mutlular. Paralar1 var. Sen de gitmek istiyorsun (Tatile).”. [“It affects me. I guess
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I am following the celebrities a lot. They travel more and are happier. They have
money. You want to go too (On vacation)”] and P6 describes: “En ¢ok
0zendigim benden daha ¢ok parasi ve zamani olan ¢iftlerin paylasimlari. Birlikte
diinyanin bir ucundaki tropik adalara gitmis bir ¢ift goriince buna ¢ok 6zenip
kendi iligkimle ilgili de boyle hayal kuruyorum...”. [“The shares of couples who
have more money and time than | do, are the ones | envy most. When | see a
couple, who went to the tropical islands at one end of the world together, | envy
of this and dream the same about my own relationship...”]. Some others also
stated that this effect is not limited with the posts of famous people. They are
also affected by posts of their friends. Another interviewee, P10 said: “Kendi
acimdan bir problem yaratmiyor ancak eski partnerime kiyaslama sansi
verdiginden bizim ilisgkimiz onlar gibi degil s6zlerine maruz kaliyordum.”. [“It
wasn't a problem for me, but because it gave my ex-partner a chance to compare,
| was subjected to the sentence of our relationship is not like them.”]. Some other
examples showed that viewers may wish to experience similar activities to these
posts of others. For example, P15 states: “Ag¢ikcasi emin degilim. Baskasinda
giizel olan bizde olmayabilir ama tabi ki de bakarim. Onlar sunu yapmis askim
biz de yapalim derim ama ¢ok da emin olamiyorum.” [“Frankly, I'm not sure.
Something that good for others may not good for us, but of course 1 will. They
said that my love, we should do it too. but I am not so sure.”]. P16 also states:
“Yakin bir arkadasin ¢ift olarak tatile veya baska bir yere gittiginde ben de
gideyim diyorsun. Onlar1 goriip sen de plan yapiyorsun birlikte.” [“When a close
friend of mine goes on vacation or somewhere else, you say | will go there too.

You see them and you make plan with your partner too.”]. Finally, P6 describes:

...Benzer sekilde lise arkadaslarim art arda evlenirken ya da ¢ocuk
yaparken ben niye bunlar gibi degilim diye sorguluyorum. Ama bu
0zendiren paylasimlarin sayisi olduk¢a az. Cogunlukla insanlarin mutsuz
iligkilerini mutlu gésterme ¢abasi gibi goriiyorum. Etrafimda gercekten
cok cok az sayida gercekten mutlu cift var. Sosyal medyada herkesin
mutlu goziikmesi gercekei gelmiyor. [... Similarly, I question why am I
not like my high school friends when they get married or have children.
But the number of posts that encourage this is quite low. | often see it as
an effort to make people's unhappy relationships happy. There are very
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few really happy couples around me. It is unrealistic for everyone to look
happy on social media.].

Another interviewee, P5, when asked about her opinion, said that this affect is
not limited with the relational sharing. Instead, it is about all posts on SNS. The

interviewee stated as follows:

Fazla olumlu paylagima maruz kalmanin, bir siire sonra kendi strecini
olumsuz etkiledigini ve kendini yetersiz hissettirdigini diigiiniiyorum.
Ama bu durum sadece romantik iliski konusunda gegerli degil. Ornegin
cok fazla diyet ve spor hesabi/profili takip eden insanlarin zamanla viicut
ve saglik algilarinin degistigini ve genellikle de olumsuz etkilendigini
diistinliyorum. [I think that being exposed to very positive sharing has a
negative effect on our own process after a while and makes us feel
inadequate. But this is not just about romantic relationships. For example,
| think that people who follow too many diet and sports accounts /
profiles have changed their body and health perceptions over time and
are generally negatively affected.].

5.4. Summary of Findings

Previous examples showed that posts of others can have an effect on our
relationships, and this is one of the main points of this study. Taken together,
these results provide important insights into the role of SNS in romantic
involvements and general habits related to them. The themes emerged from the
data set provides important evidences in parallel to expectations. Issues related
to the role of SNS on the different stages of romantic relationships were took
place in interviewees responses. Previous examples clearly showed that SNS
have a role in every four stages. In addition to this, issues related to RSC based
on relational posts of others on SNS were prominent in the interview data. If we
now turn to quantitative analysis, the next section of the study will try to find
experimental evidences related to the role of SNS on RSC tendencies,

relationships satisfaction and so on.
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CHAPTER 6

STUDY 2

6.1. Introduction

In the previous section of this thesis, role of SNS on romantic relationships and
possible explanations related to our tendency to make RSC based on posts of
others were analyzed via a qualitative study. However, analyzing the effect on
SNS on romantic relationships needs more analysis to make any further
explanations. In order to fulfill the aim of this thesis, Study 2 will try to assess
the effect of relational posts of others on viewers romantic relationships with a

quantitative experimental design.

In study 2, participants were deliberately exposed to different visual materials of
online sharing related to two main topics, relational posts and natural posts.
Participants randomly exposed to visual materials of two different topics. Based
on presented materials, participants were divided into two groups as
experimental group (N = 133) and control group (N = 118). Measurements was
made right after the exposure to assess the effect of SNS on romantic
relationships. By doing so, current study aims clarify how online posts of others
can shape our beliefs related to romantic relationships and see if there is any
effect on viewers’ tendency to make RSC (H1) or relationships satisfaction (H2).
Moreover, possible other variables related to RSC tendencies such as
relationship satisfaction, investment, quality of alternatives, personality traits
and attachment style will also be investigated to see if there is any moderation
effect of SNS exist on RSC tendencies (H3, H4).
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6.2. Method

In order to test the hypothesis of the study, participants in the experimental group
will be exposed to a relational post of an individual who shared his/her
relationship via SNS. Participants were view the post, and then they answered
some ordinary questions, such as number of likes or the names of the places that
the couple visited, related to presented post in order to make sure that the
participant was focused on the presented material to see the effect of exposure.
After that, participants will be asked to answer measurement tools of this study.
In control group, same procedure was followed with only one difference: the
content of post. In this group, participants were view a post related to nature and
asked to answer similar ordinary questions. Due to its popularity, Instagram was
chosen as representative of social media. Relational and natural posts were
selected via Instagram real posts of three users. Real names were changed, and
permissions were granted from owners of photos. Number of likes, tags and
shared information related to photos were manipulated to create Instagram posts
as close as possible to real ones. Participants were informed about the
manipulation after they concluded the study. Examples of visual materials

belong to experimental and control groups can be seen in Figure 1.

6.3. Participants

The data of this study were collected form 251 participants. 180 participants
were identified themselves as female and 71 as male. The mean age of the
participants was 28.16 (SD = 6.32) and ranged from 16 to 64. Number of married
participants were 84, other 167 participants stated that they are in a romantic
relationship. 97 participants concluded that their relationship was lasting less
than two years and 69 of them stated 2-5 years; rest of the sample stated that
their relationship was lasting more 5 years. 44% of the participants stated that
they were graduated from a university (N = 110), 25% from high school (N =
63), 24% them had a masters degree (N = 61) and 7% listed as other (N = 17).
226 participants concluded that they have an Instagram account, 205 of them
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have a Facebook account and they were followed by Twitter (N = 165) and
Snapchat (52). Finally, only 28 participant reported dissatisfaction related to
their relationships but majority of the sample stated that they were satisfied with
their relationships (N = 223).

i NS )
192 begenme
mervemar 3 yil gegmis #tbt

401 begenme 102 begenme
kerimnal drdekler #lake kerimnal orman #doga

Figure 1: Sample visual materials of experimental and control groups

6.4. Measures
6.4.1. Relationship Social Comparison Measure

The present study intends to assess the relationship social comparison (RSC)
tendencies of the participants in order to see the effect of relational posts of
others on SNS. In such a concern, this study needs a measurement tool to asses

RSC. Similarly, in an investigation of RSC tendencies Smith LeBeau and
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Buckingham (2008), developed Relationship Social Comparison Measure
(RSCM). RSCM have 24 questions to address how likely and under what kind
of circumstances the participants will compare their relationships. RSCM has 5-
point Likert-type scale ranging from 1: never to 5: always. RSCM intended to
use as a single scale without any subscales (o = .92). RSCM was used in three
different studies to investigate the relationship between RSC tendencies,
perceived relationship quality and anxious and avoidant attachment styles.
Results showed that social comparison tendencies associated with low self-
esteem, anxious and avoidant attachment styles and insecurity in relationships.
Moreover, results indicate RSC tendencies were also associated with lower
satisfaction, commitment and intimacy. Moreover, these tendencies also

significantly correlated with insecurity (LeBeau & Buckingham, 2008).

In this study RSCM was translated into Turkish. Before the beginning of any
translation processes permission was granted from authors of the original scale.
In translation process, each item of the scale was investigated in order to clarify
their meanings and intentions. The Turkish version of item 15 and 17 were found
to be extremely similar. In order to decrease the risk of asking the same
dimension twice, item 15 was excluded from the study. After that, translation
back translation method was used to create best possible item set that reflects the
original meanings. At the end of translation process, 2 different version of the
scale was created in Turkish and finally one psychology professor, native in
Turkish and uses English as a foreign language, chose the final version of the
measurement. Psychometric properties of translated form of RSCM were
examined. The Turkish version of RSCM has high Internal consistency as its
original form (o= .94). Means, standard deviations and inter item correlations
for RSCM can be seen in Table 4. [KMO = .94; Bartlett ¥2 (253) =3740.90, p =
.001].

Inter item correlations showed that item 9 “When | am feeling good about my
relationship I compare my relationship with other peoples’ relationships” and 23

“I compare my relationship to other peoples’ relationships when I am in a bad
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mood” have high correlation scores with the items 22 “I compare my relationship
to other peoples’ relationships when I am in a good mood” and 8 “When | am
feeling bad about my relationship I compare my relationship to other peoples’
relationships” respectively (r’s = .72, 73). Due to their high correlation scores

with others, items 9 and 23 were discarded from the scale.

In order to address the concerns related to convergent validity, the relationship
between RSCM, anxious and avoidant attachment styles and satisfaction was
analyzed. The results were expected to show similar tendencies with the study
of Smith LeBeau and Buckingham (2008). Anxious and avoidant attachment
styles was measured with the Turkish version of Experiences in Close
Relationship Inventory (Sumer, 2006) and relationship satisfaction was
measured via a single 4-point Likert type ranging from 1: certainly not satisfied
to 4: absolutely satisfied. As anticipated, RSC tendencies, assessed with RSCM,
in this study was positively related to anxious (r = 40) and avoidant (r = .18)

attachment styles and negatively related to the satisfaction (r = -.20).

RSCM was developed as a single scale without any subscales; however, the scale
contains questions which can represent different aspects of RSC tendencies.
Questions such as, “I compare how happy I am in my relationship to how happy
I think others are in their relationships.” and “I compare how my partner and I
treat each other to how other couples treat each other.” seem to be related to
general RSC tendencies. On the other hand, questions like “I compare how
supportive my partner is to other peoples’ partners.” and “I think about how
dependable my partner is in comparison to other peoples’ partners.” can be

defined as another factor that highlights perceived feature of a partner.

In order to make further explanations, a principal component factor analyses
with promax method was conducted. Scree plot analysis and pattern matrix
suggested two factor solution. The first factor, will be named as General
Tendency, contains 14 questions and explains 46% of total variance with loading
differs from .47 to .87. Moreover, second factor contains 6 questions and
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explains 11% of total variance with factor loadings from .51 to .89. This factor
will be named as Partner Attribution (see Table 5). Interestingly, item 24 did not
have any significant loadings on both factors and did not place under any
subgroups so, item 24 “l enjoy listening to other people talk about their
relationships” excluded from the scale for further analysis. Final version of the
scale can be seen in Appendix D.

A confirmatory factor analysis was also conducted on EQS software (Bentler,
1995) in order to analyze the suggested factor structure of RSCM. Hypothesized
model, model 1, was created based on two factors solution of principal
component analyses. The first factor, General Tendency, have 14 indicators and
second factor, Partner Attribution, have 6 indicators. Analysis was started with
model 1 and two other models were created based on post hoc model

modifications namely, model 2 and model 3.

Data was not normally distributed so robust statistics were chosen (Mardia’s z
= 13.87). The average off-diagonal absolute standardized residual was .05.
Distribution of standardized residuals showed that majority of residuals, %87
fall between z scores of -0.1 and 0.1. To illustrate, %41 of the residuals was fall
between -0.1 and 0.0 whereas 46% of the residuals fall between 0.0 and 0.1.
However, %7 of the residuals was fall between 0.2 and 0.1, %5 of the residuals
was fall between -0.2 and -0.1. Finally, only %1 of the residuals was fall between

z scores of 0.3 and 0.2. Total number of residuals were 210.
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Table 5: Promax rotated factors of Relationship Social Comparison Measure
(Turkish)

General Tendency (o= .93)

8 - When | am feeling bad about my relationship, | compare my relationship to

other peoples’ relationships. (iliskim hakkinda kétii hissettigimde, diger 87 -16
insanlarin iliskileriyle iliskimi kiyaslarim.)

4 - | compare how my partner and | treat each other to how other couples treat

each other. (Partnerim/Esim ile birbirimize nasil davrandigimizi bagkalarinin 84  -.05
partnerlerine/eslerine karsi olan davraniglariyla karsilastiririm.)

12 - | compare my relationship with other couples whose relationships are

better than mine. (iliskimi, benimkinden daha iyi iliskisi olan ¢iftlerin 83  -.02
iligkileriyle karsilagtiririm.)

2 - | pay a lot of attention to how well my partner and I resolve problems

compared to how well other couples solve their problems. (Partnerim/Esim ile

iliskimizdeki problemleri ¢6zme becerilerimizi, baskalarinmn iliskilerindeki 8 -2
problem ¢6zme becerileriyle karsilagtiririm

[liskimdeki romantizmi baskalarinn iliskilerindeki romantizm ile

karsilagtiririm.)

10 - I think about how romantic my relationship is compared to how romantic

other couples’ relationships are. (iliskideki mutlulugumu, baskalarinin 82 -01
iliskilerindeki mutluluklar ile karsilastiririm.)

3 - | think about what types of activities my partner and I participate in together

compared to what other couples do together. (Partnerim/Esim ile birlikte

yaptigimiz aktiviteleri bagkalarinin iliskilerinde yaptiklar1 aktiviteler ile

karsilagtiririm.)

14 - | compare the things that my partner does for me to what other peoples’

partners do for them. (Partnerimin/Egimin benim i¢in yaptiklarini bagkalarmm .71 .15
partnerleri/esleri igin yaptiklartyla karsilastiririm)

22 - I compare my relationship to other peoples’ relationships when I am in a

good mood. (Kendimi iyi hissettigim zamanlarda ilisgkimi bagkalarmin .68 .09
iligkileriyle kargilagtiririm)

7 - | compare how much time my partner and | spend together to how much

time other couples spend together. (Partnerim/Esim ile ne kadar zaman

gecirdigimizi baskalarinin kendi partnerleri/esleri ile gecirdikleri zamanla 0 2

karsilagtiririm.)

50



Table 5 (continued)

11 - | compare my relationship with other couples whose relationships are
worse than mine. (fliskimi, benimkinden daha kétii iliskisi olan ¢iftlerin .67

iligkileriyle karsilagtiririm.)

18

21 - | think about how often my partner and | argue compared to how often

other couples argue. (Partnerimle/Esimle yasadigimiz tartigmalari bagkalarinin .66
iligkilerine kiyasla ne siklikta yasadigimizi diistintiriim. )

6 - | compare how satisfied | am with my relationship to how satisfied | think

others are in their relationships. (iliskimden ne kadar memnun oldugumu, 61
bagkalarinin kendi iligkilerinden ne kadar memnun olduklarina dair

diisiincelerimle karsilagtiririm.)

16 - | compare how supportive my partner is to other peoples’ partners.
(Partnerimin/Egimin bana verdigi destegi baskalarinin .48
partnerlerinden/eslerinden bulduklar1 destekle kiyaslarim.)

Partner Attribution (o= .86)

20 - | compare how considerate my partner is to how considerate other

peoples’ partners are. (Partnerimin/Esimin diger insanlarin -.14
partnerlerine/eslerine kiyasla ne kadar anlayigh oldugu tizerine diisiiniiriim.)

18 - I compare how attractive my partner is to how attractive other peoples’

partners are. (Partnerimin/Esimin diger insanlarin partnerlerine/eslerine kiyasla -.13
ne kadar g¢ekici oldugu iizerine diisiiniiriim)

19 - I think about how successful my partner is in comparison to other peoples’
partners. (Partnerimin/Esimin diger insanlarin partnerlerine/eslerine kiyaslane  -.08
kadar basarili oldugu {izerine diistiniiriim.)

17 - 1 think about how dependable my partner is in comparison to other

peoples’ partners. (Partnerimin/Egimin diger insanlarmn partnerlerine/eslerine .01
kiyasla ne kadar giivenilir oldugu iizerine diisiiniirim.)

5 - I think about how well my partner and | communicate with each other

compared to how well other couples communicate with each other. u
(Partnerim/Esim ile olan iletisimimizin diger ¢iftlerin iliskilerine kiyasla ne

kadar iyi oldugu iizerine diigiiniiriim.)

13 - | think about how romantic my partner is in comparison to other peoples’
partners. (Partnerimin/Esimin diger insanlarin partnerleriyle/esleriyle .18

karsilastirildiginda ne kadar romantik oldugu tizerine diisliniiriim.)

.09

21

.35

.89

.84

.83

81

.64
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Table 5 (continued)

24 - 1 enjoy listening to other people talk about their relationships. (Diger

insanlarin iligkileri hakkinda yaptiklari konugsmalari dinlemeyi severim.) 26
Explained Total Variance 45.89 11.05
Means 2.03 249
Cronbach’s Alpha 94 .86

Note: I: General Tendency, II: Partner Attribution

Goodness of fit summary for robust statistics showed that hypothesized model,
model 1, did not fit the data (S-B ¢ 2 (169) = 326.80, p = .000, CFI = .93, RMSEA
=.06, 90% CI [.05, .07]). Loadings of each indicator were significant. Loadings
were falling between 8.56 and 13.27. Correlation between General Tendency
and Partner Attribution factors was .58. Post hoc model modification results
were controlled for finding a better fit. According to these results, additional
covariance parameters between the error term of item 14 and item 16 suggested
as first modification. In addition to this, an additional covariance parameter
between the error term of item 18 and item 19 was also suggested as second
modification. Suggestions were added into model separately. Results yielded
significant chi square difference exists between model 1 and model 2 as well as
model 2 and model 3. [Ay 2 (1)=34.87,p<.01; (Ax2(1)=16.8, p<.01]).
After final modification, model 3 provides a good fit (S-B ¢ 2 (167) =275.13, p
= .00, CFI = .95, RMSEA = .05, 90% CI [.04, .06]). Fit indices for each model
can be seen in Table 6 and final model presented in Figure 2.

Table 6: Model fit indices for models

S-By2 df S-By2/df CFI %90CI RMSEA SRMR p

MODEL1 326.80 169 1.93 93 .05-.07 .06 .07 .000
MODEL 2  291.93 168 1.73 94 .04-06 .05 .06 .000
MODEL 3  275.13 167 1.65 95 .04-06 .05 .06 .000

Note 1: Model 1: The first model without any modification.

Note 2: Model 2: Second model after an additional covariance parameter between the error term
of item 14 and item 16

Note 3: Model 3: Third model after an additional covariance parameter between the error term
of item18 and item 19.
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Figure 2: Final model for RSCM
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6.4.2. Adult Attachment Style

Adult attachment style was assessed via Experiences in Close Relationships
Revise (ECR-R) (Fraley, Waller, & Brennan, 2000). Turkish adaptation of
ECR-R (Selguk, Gunaydin, Sumer, & Uysal, 2005) was used in the study. ECR-
R contains 36 7 - point Likert type questions ranging from 1: Strongly agree to
7: strongly disagree. ECR-R also has two subcategories. Each category has 18
questions.  Subcategories were designed to assess anxiety (o = .86) and

avoidance (o = .90) dimensions of attachment (See Appendix E).
6.4.3. Relationship Social Comparison, Satisfaction and Commitment

Relationship Stability Scale (Biiyiiksahin, Hasta, & Hovardaoglu, 2005) was
used for assessing the satisfaction (o = .90), investments (o = .84) and quality
of alternatives (o = .84) (See Appendix F). Scale was originally developed for
investigating relationship satisfaction, quality of alternatives, investment and
commitment in romantic relationships. In addition to this, relationship
satisfaction, quality of alternatives, and relationship investment can be seen as
determinants of commitment (Rusbult, Martz & Agnew, 1998) therefore, in this
study, RSS was used to assess relationship satisfaction, quality of alternatives,
and relationship investment like the first adaptation study (Biiyliksahin, Hasta,
& Hovardaoglu, 2005). Each three subgroup have 10 questions. First five
questions were assessed via 4-point Likert-type scale, while 9-point Likert-type

scale was used to assess the last five questions.
6.4.4. Personality Traits

Personality traits will be analyzed for explanatory purposes to see if there are
any personality traits making us more vulnerable to the effect of SNS. Basic
Personality Traits Inventory (BPTI) were used for assessing the personality traits
due to its adaptation to Turkish culture (Appendix G). BPTI contains 45
questions rated on 5-point Likert-type scale to assess personality facets namely,

openness to experience (o = .92), conscientiousness (o = .92), extraversion (o. =
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.92), agreeableness (o = .92), neuroticism (o = .92) and one additional
dimension, negative valence (o = .92). This sixth dimension showed that five
factor model is not immune to the effect of culture. In Turkish sample,
neuroticism and negative valance both have negative effect on psychological
well-being. However, negative valance is more related to self-worth while

neuroticism is more related to anxiety and distress (Gengoz & Onciil, 2012).

6.5. Results

The results section will cover statistical analyses under four parts. In the first
part, data screening process will be mentioned, second part will cover the
correlations between variables that were used in the study. Comparison between
experimental and control groups will be mentioned in the third part and finally,

results of regression and moderation analyses will be presented in the fourth part.
6.5.1. Data Screening

The data was collected via online survey tool Qualtrics. Participants were
selected via online channels, and they were invited to this study with a link. Once
a participant clicks on the link of the study, Qualtrics recorded their response
along with the IP address and progress of the participant. First cleaning was
made based on these IP addresses and progress reports. 477 participants were
attended in the study but only 254 of them finished. Therefore, 223 participants
were excluded from the study. After checking for the missing values,
assumptions of normality and linearity were checked in order to see if
assumptions of multivariate analyses were met. Skewness and kurtosis values
showed that there is an acceptable distribution in terms of normality. However,
some variables seem negatively skewed within the acceptable range
(Waternauxs, 1976; as cited in Tabasnick & Fidell, 2014), such as relationship
satisfaction with skewness of -1.15 (SE = 0.15) and kurtosis of 1.18 (SE = .30)
and agreeableness with skewness of - 0.80 (SE = 0.15) and kurtosis of 1.97 (SE

= .30). Scatter plots were examined for linearity, and assumptions were met.

55



There were also three multivariate outliers exist in the data so, they were omitted
for further analyses. Finally, 251 participants were left to test the hypotheses of

the study.
6.5.2. Correlations

The first set of analyses were made to see correlations between variables. In the
study, RSC tendencies were measured via Turkish version RSCM, and
psychometric properties of RSCM yielded that scale has two sub scales namely,
general tendency and partner attribution. Since the original form of RSCM has
no subgroups, participants total score of RSCM added into calculations in
addition to two subcategories. Therefore, participants of the study have three
different score for their tendency to make RSC. Moreover, relationship
satisfaction, investments and quality of alternatives were calculated via RSS
(Biiytiksahin, Hasta, & Hovardaoglu, 2005) and considered in the study as well.
Turkish adaptation of BPTI (Gengdz & Onciil, 2012) was used to assess the
personality traits of participants. In addition to classical five personality traits
namely, openness to experience, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness,
neuroticism; Turkish adaption has an additional personality trait, named as
negative valance. All six traits were analyzed in this study. Finally, adult
attachment style was measured via Turkish version of ECR-R (Selguk,
Glinaydin, Sumer, & Uysal, 2005), and two attachment style, anxious and

avoidant, were taken under consideration.

Results yielded some significant correlations between variables. First, total score
of RSCM was positively correlated with anxious (r = .40) and avoidant (r = .18)
attachment styles; personality trait neuroticism (r = .17); and investments (r =
.25). On the other hand, it negatively relates to the relationship satisfaction (r =
-.21) and openness to experience (r = -.23). Subcategories of RSCM showed
similar correlations. General tendency scores positively correlated with anxious
(r = .46) and avoidant (r = .26) attachment styles; personality trait neuroticism
(r = .20); quality of alternatives (r = .15) and investment (r = .26); negatively
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correlated with relationship satisfaction (r = -.32); conscientiousness (r = -.15);
and openness to experience (r = -.28). However, partner attribution scores only
positively correlated with anxious (r = .15) attachment style and investment (r =
.15).

In addition to above mentioned results, relationship satisfaction had some
significant correlations within the expected direction. For instance, personality
traits extraversion, conscientiousness, agreeableness, openness to experience,
and investment score were positively corelated with relationship satisfaction (»’s
= .14, .30, .14, .17, .18 respectively). Relationship satisfaction was also
negatively correlated with negative valence (r = .17); anxious (r = .31); and
avoidant attachment styles (r = .40). Moreover, quality of alternatives was found
to be negatively correlated with conscientiousness (r = -.13); and investment was
found to be positively correlated with conscientiousness (r = .16), neuroticism
(r =.12); anxious (r = .24) attachment style.

Personality traits were also correlated with each other as expected. Extraversion
was positively correlated with conscientiousness, agreeableness, openness to
experience (r’s = .19, .43, .51 respectively); and negatively with neuroticism and
negative valance (r’s = -.24, -.23). Conscientiousness was positively correlated
with agreeableness (r = .30) and openness to experience (r = .29); negatively
correlated with neuroticism (r = -.18) and negative valence (r = -.20). In addition
to this, agreeableness was found to be positively correlated with openness to
experience (r = .34), and negatively with negative valance (r = -.47) and
neuroticism (r =-.26). Moreover, neuroticism was negatively related to openness
to experience (r = -.19) and positively with only negative valance (r = .43).
Finally, openness to experience was found to have negative correlation with
negative valance (r = -.13). All correlations between personality traits were in

the expected directions.

Finally, results related to correlations of attachment styles were found as
expected. According to analysis, adult attachment styles were positively
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correlated with each other (r = .46). Moreover, anxious attachment style was
found to be negatively correlated with extraversion (r = -.23), conscientiousness
(r =-.14), and openness to experience (r = -.27). Anxious attachment style was
positively correlated with only neuroticism (r = .30) and negative valance (r =
.26). Similarly, avoidant attachment style was found to be negatively correlated
with extraversion (r = -.32), conscientiousness (r = -.15), agreeableness (r = -
.23), and openness to experience (r = -.18), and positively with neuroticism (r =
.13) and negative valance (r =.25). Table 7 presents the intercorrelations among

the variables of the study.
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6.5.3. Duration, Gender and RSC Tendencies

Additional analyses were conducted to see the relationship between duration of
relationship, gender and RSC Tendencies. To be more specific, an independent
sample T-test was used to see if there are any gender differences exist between
female and male participants in tendency to make comparisons about their
relationships. Result of the analyses yielded that there was a significant
differences existing on the RSCM total score t(249) =-2.5, p = .01, RSCM
general tendency score t(249) =-2.29, p < .05 and RSCM partner attribution
score t(249) =-2.04, p < .05. It seems that female participants have higher
tendency to make RSC than males (See Table 8).

Table 8: Independent Sample t-test results, means and standard deviations

Male (N =71) Female (N = 180)

M SD M SD t-test
RSCM Total 1.98 75 2.24 73 p=.01
RSCM GT 1.85 .76 2.09 .78 p <.05
RSCM PA 2.30 .97 2.57 .93 p <.05

Note: RSCM Total = Total score of RSCM, RSCM GT = General Tendency subgroup, RSCM
PA = Partner Attribution subgroup, M = Mean, SD = Standard Deviations

In order to analyze the effect of duration (how log is the relationship going) on
RSC tendencies, relationship satisfaction, quality of alternatives and investment
scores one-way ANOVA was conducted. According to results four categories of
duration namely; 0-2 years, 2-5 years, 5-8 years and more than 9 years, were
only differs significantly on investment scores (F(3, 247) = 3,56, p < .05).
Moreover, post hoc analysis showed that only the participants who stated that
their relationship lasting more than 9 years (M = 5.42, SD= 1.83) have
significantly higher scores than the participants who stated that they are in the
first 2 years of their relationships (M = 4.30, SD= 2.07). There are no other

significant differences exist between groups of duration in this study.
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6.5.4. Differences Between Experimental and Control Group

An independent sample t-test was used to compare the differences between
experimental and control groups mean scores on RSC tendencies and
relationship satisfaction. As it was mentioned in H1, current study expected to
find higher scores on RSC tendencies and lower scores of relationship

satisfaction on experimental group.

Result of the analyses yielded that there were no significant differences existing
in the RSCM total score between experimental group (M=2.19, SD=.78, N=251)
and control group (M=2.13, SD=.69, N=251), t(249) =.69, p > .05. Moreover,
two subgroups of the RSCM yielded similar results. There were no significant
differences existing between general tendency scores of experimental (M=2.05,
SD=.81, N=251) and control groups (M=2.00, SD=.74, N=251), t(249) =.47,p >
.05. There were also no significant differences existing between partner
attribution scores for both experimental (M=2.54, SD=1.00, N=251) and control
groups (M=2.43, SD=.88, N=251), t(249) =.89, p > .05. Even if the mean score
of experimental group was higher than control croup, these results clearly
suggested that there is no significant effect of exposure to relational posts exist
on RSC tendencies.

T-test results also showed that there are no significant differences exist between
experimental (M=7.17, SD=1.56, N=251) and control (M=7.31, SD=1.46)
groups on relationship satisfaction scores; t(249) =-.70, p > .05. (See Table 9).
Relationship satisfaction scores were lower in the experimental group; however,
there is no significant differences exist between two groups. Based on this result,
it is clear that, relational posts of others have no significant effect on relationship
satisfaction. Taken together, t-test results showed that assumptions of H1 were
not met, therefore hypothesis was rejected.
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Table 9: Results from Independent Sample t-test, means and standard deviations

Experimental Group (N = 133) Control Group (N = 118)

M SD M SD t-test
RSCM Total 2.19 .78 2.13 .69 ns
RSCM GT 2.05 81 2.00 74 ns
RSCM PA 2.54 1.00 2.43 .88 ns
Satisfaction 7.17 1.56 7.31 1.46 ns

Note: RSCM Total = Total score of RSCM, RSCM GT = General Tendency subgroup, RSCM
PA = Partner Attribution subgroup, M = Mean, SD = Standard Deviations, ns = Not significant

6.5.5. Regressions

For testing hypothesis 2 and 3, series of separate regression analysis were
executed. A simple linear regression was conducted in order to see the effect of
relationship satisfaction on RSC tendencies. Results yielded that relationship
satisfaction have a significant prediction effect on RSC tendencies (R?= .04, F
(1,250) = 11.04, p = .001). Specifically, relationship satisfaction has significant
and negative prediction on RSC tendencies (f = -.21, p = .001), it seems that the
more we are satisfied with our relationship, the less we tend to make
comparisons, as expected. Moreover, results also showed that investments were
significantly predicting RSC tendencies (R?= .06, F (1, 250) = 16.31, p < .001).
Investment have significant and positive prediction effect on RSC tendencies (8
= .25, p < .001). Surprisingly, this result showed that participants make more
comparison when their investment in relationship greater. Interestingly, there is
no significant prediction effect exist related to quality of alternatives on RSC
tendencies (R?>= .01, F (1, 250) = 1.82, p > .05). According to results, H2 was
partially supported.

A linear regression analysis was also used to test H3. According to results, both
anxious (R?= .16, F (1, 250) = 47.64, p < .001, B = .40, p < .001) and avoidant
(R2=.03, F (1, 250) = 8.68, p < .005, A = .18, p < .005) attachment styles have
positive predicting effect on the RSC tendencies. That is, participants with
anxious and avoidant attachment tend to make more RSC. Therefore, H3 was
supported. In addition to H2 and H3, series of separate linear regression analyses
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were conducted to see if any prediction effect of personality traits exist on RSC
tendencies for explanatory reasons. According to results, neuroticism was
significantly and positively predicting RSC tendencies (R?> = .02, F (1, 250) =
7.28, p =.001, p = .18, p =.001); whereas, openness to experience was found to
have significant and negative predicting effect on RSC tendencies (R? = .05, F
(1, 250) = 14.10, p < .001, g = -.23, p < .001). Related results will be discussed
in the discussion part detailly. Summary of regression analyses can be seen in
Table 10.

Table 10: Summary of Regression Analysis for RSCM Total Score

Variables B SEB B R? F p
Satisfaction -.10 .03 -.20 .04  11.03 p =.001
Investment .09 .02 25 .06 16.31 p <.001
Quality of Alternatives .03 -02 .09 .01 1.82 p>.05
Anxiety .30 .04 40 16 47.64 p <.001
Avoidance 14 .05 18 .03 8.68 p <.005
Neuroticism 19 .07 A7 .02 7.28 =.001
Openness to Experience -.30 .08 -.23 .05 14.10 p <.001

6.5.6. Moderations

In order to test the H4, being a member of experimental group was examined as
a moderator in the relationships between RSC tendencies and its predictors,
namely, relationship satisfaction, investment, quality of alternatives, and
anxious and avoidant forms of attachment. Results of moderation analyses
yielded that there is no significant moderation effect of being a member of
experimental group on the interaction between RSC tendencies and relationship
satisfaction (5 = -.04, p > .05), investment (5 = -.05, p > .05), anxious (5 = -.05,
p > .05) and avoidant (# = -.01, p > .05) attachment styles. In addition, quality
of alternatives was not significant predictor of RSC tendencies thus, there is no
moderation effect was found. Finally, being a member of experimental group
was also examined for moderation effect on the interaction between RSC

tendencies and neuroticism (4 = -.06, p > .05) and openness to experience (f = -
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13, p > .05) personality traits. Similarly, results showed that being a member of
experimental group fell short on significant moderation in these interactions.
Taken together, participants from experimental group was exposed to relational
sharing of others; however, there is no moderation effect existing related to this

exposure. As a result of these findings, H4 was rejected.
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CHAPTER 7

DISCUSSION

This thesis examines the emerging role of SNS on romantic relationship in the
context of relational and individual factors. The present study used a qualitative
pilot study to understand the role of SNS in social interactions especially
romantic ones. Moreover, an experimental design was also used to evaluate role
of relational posts of others on viewers. Specifically, it was expected that
individuals who were exposed to such posts will start to compare their romantic
relationship with presented one. Then, this comparison was expected to affect
the relationship satisfaction negatively. This investigation generally showed that
exposure of relational posts on SNS is not enough to create a significant change
in someone’s romantic relationships. In addition, some relational and individual
factors are crucial for RSC tendencies. The findings will be discussed in the

following sections.

7.1. Role of SNS in Romantic Relationships in Turkey

Relevant literature based on SNS and Romantic Relationships are heavily
depending on the findings of the studies from western cultures. In order to
develop a local perspective before any data collection processes, a pilot study
was conducted. This pilot study, Study 1, was used face to face interviews and
open-ended question forms (answered via e-mail) to collect relevant
information. Using a qualitative method for Study 1 allowed me to understand
the dynamics of the relationship between SNS and romantic relationships in
Turkey. Results of the study yielded that more than half of the participants are
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concerned with the feedbacks (getting likes) from others on SNS, at least from
important or loved ones. This is a good example of how our online network play
a part in representation of self on SNS. This instant feedback mechanism may
lead us to post more similar contents (Moncur et al., 2016) which in turn will
foster the self-enhancing nature of online posts on SNS. Moreover, Study 1 also
showed that SNS are playing a part in every four stages of romantic relationships
in Turkey. From very beginning to afterwards, SNS are important actors that we
experience in our romantic relationships. Finally, almost half of the participants
in Study 1 stated that posts of others on SNS related to romantic relationships,
wealth and opportunities have an influence on their relationships.

Taken together, these results suggest that SNS have an undeniable role in our
social life from self-presentation to romantic relationships. The most important
finding to emerge from this is that SNS is a reference point for some individuals

to evaluate their romantic relationships.

7.2. Assessing RSC Tendencies

Festinger suggested that people are motivated to evaluate their abilities and
correctness based on similar others (1954). A relatively new area in social
comparison studies is relationship social comparison (RSC) tendencies, and it
was also one of the focus of this study. It was expected that the misinterpretations
of reality based on relational posts on SNS will affect the evaluation of one’s
own romantic relationships. In order to assess RSC tendencies, current study
used Relationship Social Comparison Measure (RSCM) of Smith LeBeau and
Buckingham (2008). In order to use RSCM in this study, the scale was translated
into Turkish. Translation back translation method was used in the process.
Psychometric properties of the Turkish version were examined through the
reliability and validity analysis. The Turkish version of RSCM has high Internal
consistency as its original form (o= .94). The scale was positively correlated

with anxious (r = .40) and avoidant (r = .18) attachment styles, and negatively
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with satisfaction (r = -.20). These scores showed that Turkish version of the scale
yielded similar correlation scores with the original form. On the other hand,
unlike the original scale without any subscales, principal component factor
analysis suggested two factor solution namely, General Tendency and Partner
Attribution. Both subscales have high internal consistency (o= .93 and o= .86,
respectively). A Confirmatory Factor Analysis was also conducted to analyze
suggested factor structure, and results yielded satisfactory model fit after two
modifications (S-B yx 2 (167) =275.13, p = .00, CFI = .95, RMSEA = .05, 90%
Cl [.04, .06]) according to the suggestions from the relevant literature
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2014; Byrne, 2006; Hu & Bentler, 1999).

These results showed that the Turkish version of RSCM have good psychometric
properties, and it is a reliable and valid scale. In accordance with the presented
results, this study provides an important Turkish scale related to RSC tendencies,

and it is expected to make scientific contributions to the field.

7.3. Receiving Relational Messages via SNS

In order to test the effect of SNS on romantic relationships in an experimental
design, participants of the study were randomly divided into two groups. In
group 1, participants were exposed to relational posts, and this group was named
as experimental group. In group 2, participants were exposed to natural posts,
and this group named as control group. Hypothesis of the Study 2 were tested
based on comparisons between these two group. In H1, it was expected that the
participants from experimental group started to evaluate their romantic
relationships based on presented material. Also, it was expected to result in a
decrease on their relationship satisfaction. H1 heavily depends on Gerbner’s
Cultivation Theory (1999). In line with Cultivation Theory, Study 2 tried to
develop a disturbed sense of reality based on romantic relationships via
exposure. To be more specific, it was expected that presented materials in

experimental group was able to cultivate the idea that “everyone is so happy”
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with their partners. Based on this idea, participants were expected to compare
their relationships with the presented material and due to the self-enhancing
nature of SNS, this comparison was expected to cause a decrease in relationship

satisfaction.

On the contrary to expectations, t-test results yielded that there are no significant
differences existing between experimental and control group on RSC tendencies
or satisfaction. It seems that exposure in this study did not significantly affect
the participants. Therefore, H1 was rejected. There are several possible
explanations for this result. First, both RSC tendencies and relationship
satisfaction are vulnerable to social desirability bias. Social desirability bias can
be defined as a tendency to answer any question in socially acceptable way rather
than true answers (Lavrakas, 2008). In this study, participants may find it hard
to evaluate their ongoing relationships negatively or avoid to make an overt
relationship comparison. It seems possible that questions related to RSC
Tendencies and satisfaction could provoke the urge to answer in a socially
acceptable way. | addition to that participants can also avoid experiencing
cognitive dissonance about their perception of relationship satisfaction. Majority
of the participants stated that they were satisfied with their relationship in the
demographic information form so, it can be hard for them to state otherwise at
the end of the study. There are however other possible explanations. In
cultivation theory, misperception of reality heavily depends on exposure time
(Morgan & Shanahan, 2010), but exposure in online settings is a complex
variable to analyze. Any user can use social surveilling activities, such as
stalking, which in turn will increase the exposure time. On the other hand,
experimental settings were designed to develop the most realistic settings as
possible in this study. However, presented materials in Study 2 were only
providing a sample Instagram post which include various kind of information
such as number of likes or number of comments about the couple. Participants
may find it hard to develop RSC tendencies based on this limited information.
Finally, sample posts in this study were coming from two different couple that

participants unfamiliar with. Viewing a strange couple on screen may not be
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enough to evoke RSC tendencies. Even if participants made such comparisons,
assimilation effect (Collins, 1996) can occur, and participants may see the
relationship on the screen “similar” to their own. This similarity may lead even

positive feelings rather than negative ones. (Collins, 2000).

7.4. RSC Tendencies, Relational Factors, Attachment Style, Gender
and Duration

In order to understand how RSC tendencies were affected from relational factors
and attachment style, H2 and H3 were developed. H2 suggested that RSC
tendencies will be negatively related to relationship satisfaction and investments;
positively related to assessing the quality of alternatives. A simple linear
regression was conducted to test the hypothesis. According to the results,
relationship satisfaction has significant and negative prediction on RSC
tendencies as expected. On the other hand, surprisingly investment have a
significant and positive prediction on RSC tendencies. In addition to this, quality
of alternatives has no significant effect on RSC tendencies. Therefore, H2 was
partially supported. It seems that the more participants are satisfied with their
relationships, the less they make comparisons about it. Moreover, they seem to
make more comparison when their investment is greater, and quality of
alternatives have no effect on RSC tendencies. Rusbult defines investments as
resources that we “put into” our relationships both intrinsically and extrinsically
(1980). One possible explanation related these findings is that investments we
make in our relationship may provoke us make more comparison to check how
good our investment was. It may be a way of showing the things we put into our
relationships, and by doing so we ensure that our investment is worth it.
Moreover, participants in this study are generally satisfied with their
relationships in general; therefore, alternatives may not salient to them. Thus,

quality of alternatives has no significant effect on RSC tendencies in this study.

Dimension of adult attachment was also taken under consideration in this study.
Results showed that anxious and avoidant attachment styles were significantly
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correlated with RSC tendencies. This result was in line with the previous
findings (LeBeau & Buckingham, 2008) Moreover, regression analysis yielded
that participants’ anxious and avoidant attachment styles are significantly
predicting RSC. Therefore, H3 was accepted. This result was not surprising due
to the relationship between secure attachment and relationship satisfaction in
romantic relationships (Johnson, 2012). It was found by multiple studies that
secure attachment is an important predictor of relationship satisfaction (Collins
& Read, 1990; Feeney, 2002; Pistole, 1989). Thus, current study found that
relationship satisfaction has significant and negative prediction on RSC

tendencies.

In addition, the attachment style, duration of the relationship and gender were
also controlled to see if there is any relationship between these factors and RSC
tendencies. Results yielded that female participants have higher tendency to
make RSC than males. Since gender differences are understudied topic in social
comparison studies, this finding must be interpreted cautiously. Guilmond and
Chatarad, discussed gender in social comparison detailly from Festinger’s
original work to intra group comparisons in their chapter. They summarize the
related studies, and it seems that gender differences in social comparison
orientation based on sociocultural factors rather than biological ones (2014). |
believe that these differences must be analyzed within social context they occur.
In a patriarchal society such as ours, it is unlikely for males to compare their
romantic relationships based on satisfaction extrinsically. On the other hand, |
believe that different results can be seen in different settings related to social
status or power. For example, we can find higher scores for male participants in
terms of comparison if we focus on male dominant features, such as masculinity.
These arguments may depend on speculative interpretations, but | strongly
believe that future studies must focus on social context before they make any

conclusion based on gender differences in RSC.

Finally, the effect of duration on RSC Tendencies, relationship satisfaction,

quality of alternatives and investment scores was also analyzed in this study.
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Results yielded that duration have only an effect on investment scores, and
analysis showed that only the participants who stated that their relationship
lasting more than 9 years have significantly higher scores on investment than 2
years group. This result was not surprising. It seems that our investment is

growing as time goes on within the romantic relationships.

7.5. Moderations and Personality Traits

The moderating role of relational posts of others on romantic relationship was
also investigated in this study. Results yielded that there is no significant
moderation effect of being a member of experimental group on the interaction
between RSC tendencies and relationship satisfaction, investment, anxious and
avoidant attachment styles. Therefore, H4 was rejected. Explanations related to
these findings are quite similar with the previous explanations related to
rejection of H1. Social desirability bias related to participants ongoing
relationships and limited time of exposure from an unfamiliar source can be seen

as possible explanations.

Personality traits were also analyzed via series of linear regression for
explanatory reasons. According to results, neuroticism was significantly and
positively predicting RSC tendencies, and openness to experience was found to
have significant and negative predicting effect on RSC tendencies. Neuroticism
was a widely studied factor in terms of relationship quality. Findings revealed
that neuroticism was negatively associated with relationship quality. (White,
Hendrick, & Hendrick, 2004; Fisher & McNullty, 2008; Ben-Ari & Lavee,
2005). From this point of view, its logical to believe that negative effect of
neuroticism on relationships will lead to make more RSC due to decreased
relationship satisfaction. Moreover, openness to experience was found to have
significant and negative predicting effect on RSC tendencies. It was found to be
negatively related to social comparison orientations (Oyibo & Vassileva, 2019)
and positively with relationship satisfaction (Amiri, Farhoodi, Abdolvand, &
Bidakhavidi, 2011) in other studies. In combination of these findings, openness
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to experience seem to be a good predictor of relationship satisfaction. In addition
to that, its negative relationship with social comparison orientations makes this

personality trait resistant to RSC tendencies.

7.6. Limitations, Importance and Suggestions for Future Studies

Several limitations of this study need to be acknowledged. Firstly, this study was
aiming to analyze some variables which were vulnerable to social desirability
bias. Study tried to assess relationship satisfaction extrinsically, but it must be
noted that it can be hard to state dissatisfaction extrinsically about ongoing
relationships. Secondly, even if the study design was created to analyze the effect
of SNS on romantic relationships in an experimental setting, using mock
Instagram pages can be seen as a weakness for this study. To be more specific,
participants could not able to visit the profile pages, they could only see an
Instagram post which may not be enough to create a realistic environment related
to SNS. Finally, current study was collecting the data after an instant exposure.
Due to the importance of exposure in cultivation theory, this limited time of

exposure can be seen as a weakness for this study.

Besides these limitations, current study has some strengths to. Firstly, current
study used both qualitative and quantitative methods for analyzing the effect of
SNS on romantic relationships. This strategy allows me understand a local
perspective related to topic and test it in an experimental design. Second, this
study tried to test the assumptions of cultivation theory in an online setting which
IS not a common strategy in cultivation studies. Similarly, RSC tendencies were
also tested in online settings. Third, current study showed relational and
individual factors seem to be more important factors in RSC tendencies rather
than SNS. Finally, RSCM (LeBeau & Buckingham, 2008) was translated into
Turkish, which can be considered a scientific contribution to the field. Future
studies related to the effect of SNS on romantic relationships must develop new
strategies to find the effect of exposure. Due to the fast information trafficking
in SNS, studies related to cultivation theory in online settings must also be
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cautious about time of exposure. In addition to this, in order to provoke an
upward comparison and eliminate the assimilation effect, wealth-luxury posts
from famous couples can be used as presented materials. Finally, in order to
decrease the risk of social desirability bias, future studies can use implicit

association techniques for assessment.
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APPENDIX B. QUESTION POOL OF STUDY I

Demographics
Mesleginiz:
Yasimiz:
Cinsiyetiniz:

[liski Durumunuz:
Egitim Durumunuz:
Mate Selection

Daha once sosyal medya iizerinden bir romantik iligkiye basladiniz mi?

Cevabiniz evet ise olay1 kisaca 6zetler misiniz?

Daha 6nce sosyal medyada hi¢ “gdzleme” (stalk) yaptiniz m1? / Size yapildigini

fark ettiniz mi?

Begendiginiz/Hoslandiginiz birine sosyal medya iizerinden ulagmaya calistiniz

mi?
Sizi begenen/hoslanan biri size sosyal medya lizerinden ulagti mi1?

Sosyal medyanin romantik iliskilerin baslamasindaki roliinii kisaca agiklar

misiniz?
Being in a Romantic Relationship

Partnerinizin sosyal medya hesabini kontrol eder misiniz?
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Partnerinizin aldig1 begeni ve yorumlar sizi etkiler mi? /Nas1l?

Sosyal medyada romantik iliskiniz ile ilgili paylagimlar yapmak hakkindaki

disiinceniz nelerdir?
Dissolution

Cevrenizde sosyal medyada hesabindan ayriligini 6grendiniz/fark ettiginiz cift

oldu mu?

Daha o6nce sosyal medya lizerinden bir romantik iliski sonlandirdiniz mi?

Cevabiniz evet ise olay1 kisaca 6zetler misiniz?
Post Breakup Behaviors

Sosyal medyada eski partnerlerinizi takip eder misiniz? Cevabiniz evet ise takip

etme amaciniz ve takip sikliginiz nedir?
Sosyal medyada eski partneriniz sizi takip ediyor mu?

Eski partnerinizle sosyal medya iizerinden iletisime gectiginiz oldu mu?

Cevabiniz evet ise iletisim kurma amacinizi kisaca anlatiniz.

Eski partnerinizin size sosyal medya lizerinden ulastig1 oldu mu? Cevabiniz evet

ise iletisim kurma amacini kisaca anlatiniz.
Sizce sosyal medyanin iliski sonlandiktan sonraki donemde bir rolii var mi1?

Sizin sosyal medyay1 kullanma aligkanliklarini iligkinizin sonlanmasindan sonra

degisti mi? (Sonlandi ise)
RSC tendencies

Sosyal medyada maruz kaldiginiz iligkisel paylasimlar (baskalarinin kendi
iliskileri ile ilgili yaptig1 paylasimlar) sizin iliskiniz Uzerinde nasil bir etkiye

sahip? Kendi iligskinizi degerlendirirken bu paylasimlarin etkisi oluyor mu?
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General Habits
Hangi sosyal medya mecralarinda hesabiniz var?

Bir giinlinlizii diisiindiigiinlizde sosyal medya hesaplarimizi ne siklikta

kullanirsiniz?

Kendinizi aktif bir kullanici olarak m1 yoksa takip¢i olarak m1 tanimlarsiniz?
En ¢ok fotograf paylastiginiz sosyal medya hesabiniz hangisi?

En ¢ok yazili icerik paylastiginiz sosyal medya hesabiniz hangisi?

Sosyal medyada yaptiginiz paylasimlarin igeriklerini en ¢ok olandan en aza
dogru listeleyiniz. (Bilgi paylasmak, fotograf paylasmak, giinlik yasam,
politika, iligkisel paylasimlar vb.)

Sosyal medyada paylastiiniz fotograflarin  begenilmesi/begenilmemesi

hakkindaki goriisleriniz nelerdir?
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APPENDIX C. DEBRIEFING FORM

Bu arastirma daha once de belirtildigi gibi Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi
Psikoloji Boliimii Sosyal Psikoloji Doktora Programi 6grencisi Burak Emre

Giirsoy tarafindan Prof. Dr. Bengi Oner Ozkan danismanliginda yapilmaktadir.

Teknolojik gelismelerin iletisimimize yon verdigi bugiinlerde, sosyal medya
kullaniminin bireysel etkilerini inceleyen ¢alismalar, sosyal karsilastirma yapma
egilimlerimiz ve sosyal medya kullanimimiz arasindaki iligkiyi ortaya
koymaktadir (Zuo, 2014, Uhlir, 2016). Katildiginiz arastirma, sosyal medyada
iliskisel paylagimlara maruz kalmanin iligkiler aras1 sosyal karsilastirma yapma
egilimlerimizi nasil etkiledigini 6lgmek ve bu karsilastirmalarin iligki tatmini
uzerindeki etkisini anlamak amaciyla hazirlanmigtir. Bu etkinin tam olarak
goriilebilmesi ve katilimcilarin yanitlarinin etkilenmemesi i¢in arastirmanin
amaci sizden kismen gizlenmistir. Arastirmada katilimeilar iki gruba ayrilarak
iki farkli paylasim setinden olusan gorsellere gore yanitlar vermislerdir. Birinci
set sadece romantik iliski i¢eren paylasimlardan olusurken, ikinci set ise sadece
sehir ve doga fotograflar1 igermektedir. Gorseller disinda iki grup arasinda
herhangi bir fark bulunmamaktadir. Bu iki grup arasinda yapilacak karsilastirma

aragtirmanin temelini olusturacaktir.

Bu c¢alismadan alinacak ilk verilerin Nisan 2019 sonunda elde edilmesi
amaglanmaktadir. Elde edilen bilgiler sadece bilimsel arastirma ve yazilarda

kullanilacaktir. Bu aragtirmaya katildiginiz i¢in tekrar ¢ok tesekkiir ederiz.

Arastirmanin sonuglarin1 6grenmek ya da daha fazla bilgi almak i¢in asagidaki

isimlere basvurabilirsiniz.

Burak Emre Glrsoy (E-posta: gursoyburakemre@gmail.com)

Prof. Dr. Bengi Oner Ozkan (E-posta: bengi@metu.edu.tr)
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Calismaya katkida bulunan bir goniillii olarak katilimer haklarinizla ilgili veya
etik ilkelerle ilgi soru veya goriislerinizi ODTU Uygulamali Etik Arastirma

Merkezi’ne iletebilirsiniz.

e-posta: ueam@metu.edu.tr
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APPENDIX D. RELATIONSHIP SOCIAL COMPARISON
MEASURE (TURKISH - ENGLISH)

. Iliskideki mutlulugumu, baskalarmin iliskilerindeki mutluluklar1 ile
kiyaslarim. (I compare how happy I am in my relationship to how happy
I think others are in their relationships.)

. Partnerim/Esim ile iliskimizdeki problemleri ¢dzme becerilerimizi,
baskalarmin iliskilerindeki problem ¢6zme becerileriyle kiyaslarim. (I
pay a lot of attention to how well my partner and | resolve problems
compared to how well other couples solve their problems.)

. Partnerim/Esim ile birlikte yaptigimiz aktiviteler1 bagkalarinin
iliskilerinde yaptiklar1 aktiviteler ile kiyaslarim. (I think about what types
of activities my partner and | participate in together compared to what
other couples do together.)

. Partnerim/Egim ile birbirimize nasil davrandigimizi bagkalarinin
partnerlerine/eslerine karsi olan davraniglariyla kiyaslarim. (I compare
how my partner and | treat each other to how other couples treat each
other.)

. Partnerim/Esim ile olan iletisimimizin diger ciftlerin iligkilerine kiyasla
ne kadar iyi oldugu iizerine diisliniiriim. (I think about how well my
partner and | communicate with each other compared to how well other
couples communicate with each other.)

. Iliskimden ne kadar memnun oldugumu, baskalarinin kendi
iliskilerinden ne kadar memnun olduklarina dair diisiincelerimle
kiyaslarim. (I compare how satisfied I am with my relationship to how
satisfied | think others are in their relationships.)

. Partnerim/Esgim ile ne kadar zaman geg¢irdigimizi baskalarmin kendi

partnerleri/esleri ile gegirdikleri zamanla kiyaslarim. (I compare how
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

much time my partner and | spend together to how much time other
couples spend together.)

[liskim hakkinda kotii hissettigimde, diger insanlarin iliskileriyle iliskimi
kiyaslarim. (When I am feeling bad about my relationship | compare my
relationship to other peoples’ relationships.)

[liskim hakkinda iyi hissettigimde, diger insanlarm iliskileriyle iliskimi
kiyaslarim. (When I am feeling good about my relationship | compare
my relationship with other peoples’ relationships.)

Iliskimdeki romantizmi baskalarmin iliskilerindeki romantizm ile
kiyaslarim. (I think about how romantic my relationship is compared to
how romantic other couples’ relationships are.)

Iliskimi, benimkinden daha kotii iliskisi olan giftlerin iliskileriyle
kiyaslarim. (I compare my relationship with other couples whose
relationships are worse than mine.)

Iliskimi, benimkinden daha iyi iliskisi olan giftlerin iliskileriyle
kiyaslarim. (I compare my relationship with other couples whose
relationships are better than mine.)

Partnerimin/Esimin diger insanlarin partnerleriyle/esleriyle
karsilagtirildiginda ne kadar romantik oldugu {izerine diisiiniiriim. (I
think about how romantic my partner is in comparison to other peoples’
partners.)

Partnerimin/Egimin benim icin yaptiklarin bagkalarinin
partnerleri/esleri i¢in yaptiklariyla kiyaslarim. (I compare the things that
my partner does for me to what other peoples’ partners do for them.
Partnerimin/Esimin diger insanlarin partnerlerine/eslerine kiyasla ne
kadar giivenilir oldugu iizerine dislinliriim. (I think about how
trustworthy my partner is in comparison to other peoples’ partners.)
Partnerimin/Egimin bana verdigi destegi bagkalarinin
partnerlerinden/eslerinden bulduklar1 destekle kiyaslarim. (I compare

how supportive my partner is to other peoples’ partners.)
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17. Partnerimin/Egimin diger insanlarin partnerlerine/eslerine kiyasla ne
kadar giivenilir oldugu {iizerine digsiiniirim. (I think about how
dependable my partner is in comparison to other peoples’ partners.)

18. Partnerimin/Egimin diger insanlarin partnerlerine/eslerine kiyasla ne
kadar cekici oldugu iizerine diisiiniiriim. (I compare how attractive my
partner is to how attractive other peoples’ partners are.)

19. Partnerimin/Egimin diger insanlarin partnerlerine/eslerine kiyasla ne
kadar basarili oldugu iizerine diistintiriim. (I think about how successful
my partner is in comparison to other peoples’ partners.)

20. Partnerimin/Esimin diger insanlarin partnerlerine/eslerine kiyasla ne
kadar anlayigh oldugu iizerine diistintirim. (I compare how considerate
my partner is to how considerate other peoples’ partners are.)

21. Partnerimle/Egimle yasadigimiz tartismalar1 baskalarinin iligkilerine
kiyasla ne siklikta yasadigimizi diistiniiriim. (I think about how often my
partner and | argue compared to how often other couples argue.)

22. Kendimi iyi hissettigim zamanlarda iliskimi baskalarmin iligkileriyle
kiyaslarim. (I compare my relationship to other peoples’ relationships
when | am in a good mood.)

23. Kendimi kotu hissettigim zamanlarda iliskimi baskalarmn iliskileriyle
kiyaslarim (I compare my relationship to other peoples’ relationships
when | am in a bad mood.)

24. Diger insanlarin iliskileri hakkinda yaptiklar1 konusmalar1 dinlemeyi

severim. (I enjoy listening to other people talk about their relationships)

Note: Items 9, 15, 23 and 24 were excluded from the scale in the analyses.
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APPENDIX E. EXPERIENCES IN CLOSE RELATIONSHIPS —
REVISED

1. Birlikte oldugum kisinin sevgisini kaybetmekten korkarim.

2. Gergekte ne hissettigimi birlikte oldugum kisiye gdstermemeyi tercih

ederim.

3. Siklikla, birlikte oldugum kisinin artik benimle olmak istemeyecegi

korkusuna kapilirim.

4. Ozel duygu ve diisiincelerimi birlikte oldugum kisiyle paylasmak

konusunda kendimi rahat hissederim.

5. Siklikla, birlikte oldugum kisinin beni gercekten sevmedigi kaygisina

kapilirim.

6. Romantik iliskide oldugum kisilere giivenip inanmak konusunda

kendimi rahat birakmakta zorlanirim.

7. Romantik iliskide oldugum kisilerin beni, benim onlar1 6nemsedigim

kadar 6nemsemeyeceklerinden endise duyarim.

8. Romantik iliskide oldugum kisilere yakin olma konusunda c¢ok

rahatimdir.

9. Siklikla, birlikte oldugum kisinin bana duydugu hislerin benim ona

duydugum hisler kadar gii¢lii olmasini isterim.

10. Romantik iliskide oldugum kisilere ac¢ilma konusunda kendimi rahat

hissetmem.

11. Iliskilerimi kafama ¢ok takarim.

12. Romantik iligkide oldugum kisilere fazla yakin olmamay tercih ederim.

13. Benden uzakta oldugunda, birlikte oldugum kisinin baska birine ilgi

duyabilecegi korkusuna kapilirim.

14. Romantik iligkide oldugum kisi benimle ¢ok yakin olmak istediginde

rahatsizlik duyarim.
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15.

16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

21.
22.

23.

24,
25.

26.
27.
28.
29.

30.

31.

32.
33.
34.
35.
36.

Romantik iligkide oldugum kisilere duygularimi gosterdigimde, onlarin
benim i¢in ayni1 seyleri hissetmeyeceginden korkarim.

Birlikte oldugum kisiyle kolayca yakinlasabilirim.

Birlikte oldugum kisinin beni terk edeceginden pek endise duymam.
Birlikte oldugum kisiyle yakinlasmak bana zor gelmez.

Romantik iliskide oldugum kisi kendimden siiphe etmeme neden olur.
Genellikle, birlikte oldugum kisiyle sorunlarimi ve Kkaygilarimi
tartigirim.

Terk edilmekten pek korkmam.

Zor zamanlarimda, romantik iliskide oldugum kisiden yardim istemek
bana iyi gelir.

Birlikte oldugum kisinin, bana benim istedigim kadar yakinlasmak
istemedigini diistiniirim.

Birlikte oldugum kisiye hemen hemen her seyi anlatirim.

Romantik iliskide oldugum kisiler bazen bana olan duygularini sebepsiz
yere degistirirler.

Basimdan gecenleri birlikte oldugum kisiyle konusurum.

Cok yakin olma arzum bazen insanlar1 korkutup uzaklastirir.

Birlikte oldugum kisiler benimle ¢ok yakinlagtiginda gergin hissederim.
Romantik iliskide oldugum bir kisi beni yakindan tanidikga, “gercek
ben” den hoslanmayacagindan korkarim.

Romantik iliskide oldugum kisilere giivenip inanma konusunda
rahatimdir.

Birlikte oldugum kisiden ihtiya¢ duydugum sefkat ve destegi
gérememek beni 6fkelendirir.

Romantik iligkide oldugum kisiye giivenip inanmak benim i¢in kolaydir.
Baska insanlara denk olamamaktan endise duyarim

Birlikte oldugum kisiye sefkat gdstermek benim i¢in kolaydir.

Birlikte oldugum kisi beni sadece kizgin oldugumda 6nemser.

Birlikte oldugum kisi beni ve ihtiyaglarimi gercekten anlar.
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11.

12.

13.

14.

APPENDIX F. RELATIONSHIP STABILITY SCALE

Birlikte oldugum kisi, kisisel diisiinceleri, sirlar1 paylasma gibi yakinlik
gereksinimlerimi karsiliyor.

Birlikte oldugum kisi, beraberce bir seyler yapma, beraber olmaktan
keyif alma gibi arkadaslik gereksinimlerimi karsiltyor.

Birlikte oldugum kisi, el ele tutusma, Opiisme gibi cinsel
gereksinimlerimi karsiliyor.

Birlikte oldugum kisi istikrarly bir iliski iginde glvende ve rahat
hissetme gereksinimlerimi karsiliyor.

Birlikte oldugum kisi duygusal olarak bagli hissetme, o iyi hissettiginde
kendimi iy1 hissetmem gibi gereksinimlerimi karsiliyor.

[liskimiz benim igin doyum verici.

[liskim baskalarmin iliskilerinden ¢ok daha iyi.

[liskim ideal bir iliskiye yakin.

[liskim beni ¢ok mutlu ediyor.

. [liskimiz yakinlk, arkadaslhk vb. gereksinimlerimi karsilama acisindan

oldukg¢a basarili.

Kisisel diigiinceleri, sirlar1 paylagsma gibi yakinlik gereksinimlerim bir
baskasiyla beraber olsam da karsilanabilir.

Birlikte bir seyler yapma, birbirinin varlifindan keyif alma gibi
arkadaslik gereksinimlerim bir bagkasiyla beraber olsam da
karsilanabilir.

Elele tutusma ve Oplisme gibi cinsel gereksinimlerim bir baskasiyla
beraber olsam da karsilanabilir.

Istikrarl1 bir iliskide giivende ve rahat hissetme gereksinimlerim bir

baskasiyla beraber olsam da karsilanabilir.
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.
26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

Duygusal olarak baglanmis hissetme, bir bagkasi iyi hissettiginde iyi
hissetme gibi duygusal baglilik gereksinimlerim bir baskasiyla beraber
olsam da karsilanabilir.

Birlikte oldugum kisi disinda bana ¢ok ¢ekici gelen insanlar var.

Bir bagkasiyla flort etme, kendi kendime ya da arkadaslarimla zaman
gecirmek gibi seceneklerim de var.

Birlikte oldugum kisiyle ¢ikmiyor olsaydim, bir sey degismezdi, ¢ekici
bir baska kisi bulabilirdim.

Bir bagkasiyla flort etme, kendi kendime ya da arkadaslarimla zaman
gecirme bana oldukga gekici geliyor.

Yakinlik, arkadaslik gibi gereksinimlerim bir baska iliskide de kolaylikla
karsilanabilir.

[liskimiz igin ¢ok fazla yatirim yaptim.

Birlikte oldugum kisiye, sirlarim gibi pek cok 6zel sey anlatmaktayim.
Birlikte oldugum kisi ve ben birlikte yeri doldurulmasi giigbir entelektiel
yasama sahibiz.

Bireysel kimlik duygum yani kim oldugum birlikte oldugum kisi ve
iliskimle baglantili.

Birlikte oldugum kisi ve ben pek cok aniy1 paylastyoruz.

[liskimize 6yle ok yatirim yaptim ki, eger bu iliski sona erecek olursa
cok sey kaybetmis olurum.

Bos zaman etkinlikleri gibi yasamimin pek ¢ok yonu, su anda birlikte
oldugum kisiye ¢ok fazla bagl ve eger ayrilacak olursak bunlarin hepsini
kaybederim.

Iliskimize ¢ok fazla baglandizimi ve bu iliskiye ¢ok sey verdigimi
hissediyorum.

Birlikte oldugum kisiyle ayrilmamiz, aile ve arkadaslarimla olan
iligkilerimi olumsuz etkiler.

Bagkalariin iliskileriyle karsilastirilirsa, ben iliskime oldukga fazla

yatirim yapmaktayim.
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APPENDIX G.

1 Aceleci
2 Yapmacik
3 Duyarli
4 Konugkan
5 Kendine glivenen
6 Soguk
7 Utangag
8 Paylasimci
9 Genis-rahat
10 Cesur
11 Agresif
12 Caligkan
13igten pazarlikl
14 Girisken
151yi niyetli
161cten
17 Kendinden emin
18 Huysuz
19 Yardimsever
20 Kabiliyetli
21 Usengeg
22 Sorumsuz
23 Sevecen

BASIC PERSONALITY TRAITS INVENTORY

P PP PP PP PP PP PP P P PP PP e e e e Higuygun degil

DR RN RN RNRNRNNNNDNDRNDRNRNDRNDRNDRNDNDNDNDND D N Uygundegil

W W W W W wWwwWwwWwwwowowowowwowowwow w w w wKararsizim

bbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbbuygun

oo oo oo oo g oo g a o a a a CokUygun

24 Pasif

25 Disiplinli
26 Aggozli
27 Sinirli

28 Cana yakin
29 Kizgin

30 Sabit fikirli
31 GOrgusiz
32Durgun
33Kaygili

34 Terbiyesiz
35 Sabirsiz

36 Yaratici

37 Kaprisli
381i¢ine kapanik
39 Cekingen
40 Alingan

41 Hosgoriili
42 Duzenli
43Titiz

44 Tedbirli

45 Azimli
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APPENDIX I. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

SOSYAL AGLARIN ROMANTIK ILISKiLER UZERINDEKI ETKIiSi

BIiRINCi BOLUM

Teknolojik gelismeler bizlere radyo yayinlarindan internet baglantilarina kadar
pek ¢ok farkli iletisim kanali sunmaktadirlar. 2000’li yillarin en Snemli
teknolojik gelismelerinden biri de akilli telefonlarin iiretilmesi oldu. Akilli
telefonlar cep telefonlarinin standart 6zelliklerine ek olarak kullanicilarina
internet erisimi ve multimedya 6zellikleri saglayarak sosyal hayatin 6nemli bir
parcast haline geldiler. Biitlin bu teknolojik gelismelerin sonucunda kisiler arasi
iletisim kanallarimiz hizla degisti ve artik diinyanin neredeyse tamamiyla hemen

her an iletisim kurabilmekteyiz.

2015 yilmin sonuna gelindiginde diinya iizerinde {i¢ milyardan fazla kisinin
internet erisimi var ve mobile komiinikasyon kanallar1 diinya niifusunun
nerdeyse 70%’ini kapsiyor (ICT Facts & Figures, 2015). Tiirk Istatistik Kurumu
da 2015 yilinda yaptig1 ¢alismalarla benzer oranlarin iilkemizde de goriildiigiinii
raporlamakta. Yeni iletisim kanallar1 kisisel bloglardan sosyal aglara kadar
uzanan c¢esitlilikleriyle kisiler arasi iligkilerin merkezinde onemli bir yere
sahipler (Walther, 2011). Bireyler artik istedikleri konu hakkinda hazirladiklar
icerikleri yayinlayarak kendilerinin “medyasi” olma sansina elde ettiler

(Thevenot, 2007).

Internetin biitiin bu popiilerligi ve genis kapsama alani, onu kisiler arasi iletisim

ile ilgili ¢galismalarin da odag: haline getirdi. Gegtigimiz yillarda arastirmacilar
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bilgisayar ilizerinden kurulan iletisim ile ilgili pek ¢ok ¢aligma yayinladilar.
Internet iizerinden kurulan iletisimlerin yiiz yiize kurulan iletisimler ile olan
benzerlik ve farkliliklar1 pek ¢ok calismada incelendi (Walther, Deandrea, &
Tong, 2010; Walther, 1996). Buna ek olarak milyonlarca kullaniciya sahip olan
Facebook, Twitter ve Instagram gibi sosyal aglar kisiler arasi iletisimde 6nemli
bir yer sahibi olarak bu aglar ile ilgili yeni ¢aligmalara duyulan ihtiyaci da arttird:
(Walther, 2011).

Biitiin bu teknolojik gelismelere tanik olmak ve sosyal aglarin kullanicis1 olmak
benim de bu aglarin sosyal hayatimiza olan etkileri tizerinde kisisel merakimin
olusmasini sagladi. Bu meraka paralel sekilde olusturdugum tezimin amaci
sosyal aglarin romantik iligkileri yasayis bicimimize olan etkilerini
aydinlatmaktir. Buna ek olarak sosyal aglarin romantik iliskiler iizerine
etkilerinin aydinlatilmasinin karmasik bir siire¢ oldugu kanisindayim. Bu
karmasik yapinin aydinlatilmasi i¢in tezimde asagida yer alan konulara agirlikl

olarak deginecegim.

a) Sosyal aglarin, sosyallesme siire¢lerindeki yeri

b) Sosyal aglarda kisilik temsilleri

c) Sosyal aglarda yapilan gozetimler ve karsilastirmalar

d) Sosyal aglar ve romantik iliskiler arasindaki iliski

e) Bagkalarinin sosyal aglarda yaptiklar1 paylasimlar iizerinden romantik
iligkiler ile ilgili  beklentilerin  sekillenmesi ve iliskilerin
degerlendirilmesi

f) 1liski karsilastirmasi yapmamiza neden olabilecek diger muhtemel

faktorler
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IKiNCi BOLUM

SOSYAL AGLARIN SOSYALLESME SURECLERINDEKI YERI

Sosyal aglar kullanicilarina sagladiklari profil sayfalari izerinden pek ¢ok farkli
icerigin herkese agik ya da sinirli sayida secilen kisinin gorebilecegi sekilde
paylasilmasina olanak sagliyorlar (Boyd & Ellison, 2008). Bu yolla sosyal ag
kullanicilar1 “kim” olduklarina dair bir figiir olusturma ve bu figiirii takipgilerine
sunma olanagina da sahip oluyorlar (Moncur, Orzech, & Neville, 2016).
Benligin temsilini bireylerin bilingli ve planli olarak yaptiklar1 ve belirli bir
sekilde davranmayla olusturulan ¢aba olarak tanimlarsak (Taylor, Peplau, &
Sears, 2006), bu temsillerin sosyal yasantimizin 6énemli bir par¢asi oldugunu ve
sosyal aglarin bu temsiller i¢in sagladiklar1 olanaklar ile ilgili yapilan

calismalarin 6nemini daha 1yi kavrayabiliriz.

Genel olarak bakildiginda sosyal aglarin bireylerin benliklerini temsil etme
ihtiyaclarii karsilamada 6nemli bir yeri oldugu ve bununla birlikte sosyal
hayatimizin da O6nemli bir parcasit oldugu yadsinamaz bir gercek. Fotograf
paylasmaktan fikirlerimizi yazi ile sosyal aglarda beyan etmeye kadar sunduklari

farkli seceneklerle bu yeni iletisim kanallar1 bizi ¢ok daha “gdriiniir” kiliyorlar.

Snowden’in diinyay1 sarsan itiraflar1 sonrasinda hiikiimetlerin vatandaglar
tizerinde yaptiklar1 elektronik gozetim aktiveleri biitlin diinya tarafindan
tartisilmaya baslandi (Eichenmiiller, 2014). Sosyal aglarda paylastigimiz her sey
bir bakima kim oldugumuz le ilgili ipuglarin1 da igeriyor. Baska bir degisle bir
zamanlar “bliylik biraderin gozii” lizerimizdeyken artik “kii¢iik” biraderler,
takipgilerimiz ve sirketler de bizi izleyebiliyorlar (Tokunaga, 2011). Yapilan

arastirmalar bu gozetleme durumunun sosyal aglarin kullanim amaglar1 arasinda
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onemli bir yeri oldugunu gosteriyor. Yapilan bir ¢aligmaya gore insanlarin
sosyal aglar1 kullanmalarinin ilk sebebi arkadaslari ile baglantida kalmakken,
ikinci sebepleri bagkalarini gozleme imkani olarak bulunmus (Joinson, 2008).
Bu agidan bakacak olursak, insanlar sosyal aglar1 baskalarmin profillerine ve
paylasimlarina bakarak onlar hakkinda bilgi toplamak icin kullaniyor gibiler. Bu
bilgi toplama aktivitelerinin bazi durumlarda gizlilik a¢gsindan problem yaratma

riski de oldukca yuksek (Salter & Bryden, 2009).

Yukarida bahsedilenler {izerinden diisiinecek olursak giiniimiizde insanlar artik
cok daha goriiniir hale geldiler. Kisisel yasantimiz ile ilgili yaptigimiz
paylasimlar ve sosyal aglar tizerinden ulasilabilen genel bilgilerimiz bizi goriiniir
kilmakla beraber hizli bir bilgi akisi da sagliyor. Bu hizli akis hemen hemen
herkes ile ilgili herhangi bir bilgiye istedigimiz anda ulasmamamiza olanak
sagliyor. Bu akis1 da hesaba katarsak sosyal hayatimizi tecriibe etme seklimiz
belki de daha 6nce hig tecriibe etmedigimiz sekilde bir degisime ugramais olabilir.
Bu noktada bizim sosyal aglarda temsil etti§imiz benligimizin pek cok farkli
birey tarafindan izleniyor olusu yeni sosyal hayatimizin temelinde yer altyor gibi

gorunuyor.

Festinger’in 1954 yilinda temellerini attigi “Sosyal Karsilastirma Teorisi”
kendimiz ile ilgili yaptigimiz degerlendirmelerin kendimize yakin buldugumuz
baskalar1 iizerinden nasil gerceklestigini anlamaya ¢alismaktadir. Aradan gecen
65 yildan sonra “Sosyal Karsilastirma Teorisi” sosyal psikoloji alaninda hizl
gelismelere maruz kalmis ve bugiin ¢ok daha genis kapsamli bir hale gelmistir
(Taylor, Peplau, & Sears, 2006). Geleneksel olarak yukar1 (Wheeler, 1966) ve
asag1 (Wills, 1981) yonde yapilan karsilastirmalarin belirli sonuglar iizerinde
duran kuram bugiin artik her iki yoniinde olumlu ve olumsuz duygu durum
degisikliklerine yol agabilecegini bizlere soylemektedir (Buunk, Collins, Taylor,
VanYperen, & Dakof, 1990).

Kuram ile ilgili yapilan ¢alismalarda sosyal aglarin da kendilerine yer buldugunu

gormekteyiz. Ornek verecek olursak, bir calismada sosyal aglarda gecirilen
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zaman sosyal karsilastirma yapmaya yonelik egilimlerle pozitif yonde iliskili
bulunmustur. Bunun yaninda, sosyal aglarda kendini oldugundan iyi gosteren
paylasimlara fazlaca maruz kalmanin da depresif semptomlar1 arttirdigi
bulunmustur (Uhlir, 2016). Sosyal aglarin hayatimizdaki yerini benligin temsili,
otekileri gozleme ve sosyal kiyas lizerinden degerlendirecek olursak giiniimiizde
kim oldugumuzu sosyal aglarda gosterdigimiz ve gosterdigimizin izlendigi bir
sosyallesme durumu s6z konusu. Yapilan arastirmalarin da gosterdigi gibi kimi
durumda kendimizi ile ilgili yaptigimiz degerlendirmelerin dayanak noktasi da

sosyal aglarda karsilastigimi temsiller olabilir gibi goriiniiyor.

UCUNCU BOLUM

SOSYAL AGLAR VE ROMANTIK iLiSKiLER

Sosyal hayatta “yakinlik” kurmak kisiler arasi iligkilerimizde 6nemli bir yere
sahiptir. Yakinlik arayis1 pek ¢ok insan i¢in Oneli bir ¢aba olmakla beraber
yapilan c¢alismalarda da fiziksel ve zihinsel saglikla yakindan iliskili
bulunmustur (Moss & Schwebel, 1993). Biitiin bu yakinlik arayislarinin
icerisinde ise romantik ilisikler siiphesiz ki 6zel bir 6neme sahiptir. Yapilan
aragtirmalar neredeyse hepimizin en az bir kez romantik iliski
deneyimledigimizi gosteriyor (Madsen & Collins, 2011). Teknolojik
gelismelerin sosyal yasantimiza olan etkisiyle birlikte sosyal aglar, 6zellikle
genglerin romantik iligkileri tecriibe etmesinde 6nemli role sahipler (Lenhart,
Smith, & Anderson, 2015). Amerika’da yapilan bir ¢calismaya gore 13-17 yas
arasindaki genclerin neredeyse yarisi karsi tarafa ilgilerini gostermek igin sosyal
aglar iizerinden begeni ve yorum yapma yollarina bagvuruyorlar. Bunun yaninda
genglerin nerdeyse %60°1 flotrlesmek i¢in sosyal aglar lizerinden mesaj atmay1

tercih ediyorlar (Lenhart et al., 2015). Bu rakamlarin da agik¢a gosterdigi gibi
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sosyal aglar 6zellikle geng niifusun romantik iliskilerinde 6nemli bir yere sahip.
Bu calismanin amaci dogrultusunda sosyal aglarin romantik iliskilere etkilerini
anlamak i¢in sosyal aglar ve romantik iliskiler arasindaki iliskiyi daha detaylh

incelmek gerektigi kanisindayim.

Romantik iligkiler ve sosyal aglar arasindaki iliskiyi incelemek i¢in bir romantik
iliskinin farkli basamaklarinda sosyal aglarin ne gibi rolleri oldugunu
incelemekte fayda var. Bu sebeple calismamin sonraki boliimiinde romantik
iligskiler ile ilgili dort farkli basamak (sirasiyla partner seg¢imi, iliskinin
yasanmasi, ayrilik ve ayrilik sonrasi) ve bu basamaklarda sosyal aglarin ne gibi

etkileri olabilecegini literatiir izerinden inceleyecegim.
3.1. Partner Secimi

Yapilan ¢aligmalar partner se¢imi sirasinda cekicilik, erisilebilirlik ve ilgi
gosterme O6zelliklerinin muhtemel partnerin se¢ciminde dnemli bir rol oynadigin
gosteriyor (Gilinaydin, Selcuk, & Hazan, 2013). Bu acidan diisiiniildiigiinde
cekici adaylara ulasmak i¢in sosyal aglar1 kullanmak oldukg¢a avantajli olabilir.
Milyonlarca kullanicis1 olan sosyal aglar, pek cok kullaniciy1 bizlere ulasilabilir
ve goOriiniir hale getiriyor ve bu durum kars1 tarafi ¢ekici bulmamizi saglayacak
fotograf veya kisisel bilgilerin bizlere ulasilabilir olmasini sagliyor. Sosyal aglar
iizerinden yapilan benlik temsillerinin diirtistliigii ile ilgili ¢aligmalar siirse de
(Kose, 2015), kullanicilar belirsizligi en aza indirmek i¢in ortak arkadaslar ve
paylagimlarin tutarligr gibi faktorleri kontrol ederek karsi taraf ile ilgili
stiphelerinden kurtuluyorlar. Bu agidan sosyal aglar partner se¢iminde 6nemli

bir rol oynuyor gibi goriiniiyor.
3.2. Iliskinin Yasanmasi

Farkli duygu, an1 ve tecriibelerin paylasildigi sosyal aglarda romantik iligkiler
de partnerlerin paylasimlari ile daha goriintir hale geliyorlar. Duygularin siklikla
ifade edildigi sosyal aglarda bireyler romantik iligkileri ile ilgili paylagimlar1 da
siklikla yapabiliyorlar. Boylelikle iliskileri ile ilgili duygu durumlarini da bir

105



bakima g¢evrelerine iletmis oluyorlar (Rueda, Lindsay, &Williams, 2015). Bunun
yaninda kullanicilar Facebook iizerinden profillerini “iliskisi var” seklinde
giincelleyerek takipgilerine iliskide olduklarini duyurabiliyorlar. Bu agidan
iliskisi var se¢enegi, dijital bir evlilik yiizigii gibi algilanabiliyor (Fox, Warber,
& Makstaller, 2013). Ote yandan bu yiizik bir bakima iliskiye tehdit
olusturabilecek diger adaylara da profil sahibinin muhtemel bir partner aday1
olmadigin1 da gostermek i¢in kullaniliyor olabilir (Orosz, Szekeres, Kiss,
Farkas, & Roland-Levy, 2015). Ek olarak iligkinin sosyal aglarda deklere
edilmesinin iligkinin ciddiyetinin gostergesi oldugu ile ilgili goriiler de

calismalarda yer buluyor (Fox & Warber, 2013).

Sosyal aglarin etkisi partnerler aras1 kiskancliklar, partnerin etkinliklerinin ve
hesaplarinin gézlenmesi (Fox et al. 2014) ya da iliskisel paylasilarak yapilan
olumsuz yorumlar (Balantine, Lin, & Veer, 2015) gibi farkli degiskenler
tarafindan olumsuz bir hale de gelebiliyor. Biitiin bu bulgular 1s1g1nda sosyal
aglarin iliskilerimizi yasayis seklimiz iizerinde onemli bir rolii oldugunu

kolaylikla sdyleyebiliriz.
3.3. Aynhk

Sosyal aglarin romantik iliskilerin bu basamagi ile iligkisini inceleyen
calismalarin sayis1 az olsa da sosyal aglar lizerinden olumsuz etkilerin ayrilikla

iliskisi 6nemli bir konu.

Sosyal aglarin romantik iligkiler iizerindeki olumsuz etkileri ile ilgili caligsmalar
agirlikli olarak partnerlerin birbirlerini gozetlemeleri ve kiskanglik iizerine
yogunlastyor (Fox et al., 2014, Orosz et al., 2015). Bu agidan yapilan ¢alismalar
durumu iyi anlamak i¢in yetersiz olsa da sosyal aglarin iliskiler iizerindeki
olumsuz etkilerinin yarattig1 stres ayrilik konusunda en onemli nokta olarak

degerlendirilebilir.
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3.4. Ayrilik Sonrasi

Iliski durumunun degistirilmesi ve birlikte olan fotograflarin hesaplardan
silinmesi ayrilik sonrasinda sosyal aglarda yapilan degisikliklerin basinda
geliyor (Van Ouytsel et al., 2016). Bana kalirsa kullanicilar sosyal aglar
tizerinden tekrar iliskiye agik olduklarini bu sekilde duyuruyorlar. Bunun
yaninda pek c¢ok iliski icin stresli bir slire¢ olan ayrilik, 6zellikle ayriliktan daha
olumsuz etkilenecek tarafin sosyal aglar lizerinde gergeklestirdigi gozetleme
aktiviteleriyle ayrilik sonrasinda sosyal aglarin kullanim seklini belirliyor (Fox
& Tokunaga, 2015). Ote yandan, eski partneri gdzetleme davramsi bilingli
olarak yapilmasa da hizli bilgi akis1 ve ortak arkadaslar eski partner ile ilgili
durum giincellemelerini ayrilik sonrasinda da goriiniir kiliyor (Lukacs & Quan-
Haase, 2015). Bu durum ayrilik sonrasi yasantilar1 her kosulda etkiliyor gibi

goruntyor.

Sonug olarak, sosyal aglarin romantik iliskiler {izerindeki etkileri partner
se¢imimden iliskinin yaganmasina, ayriliktan, ayrilik sonrasina kadar hemen her
alanda kendisini gosteriyor. Bagka bir degisle, sosyal aglar iliskimizi kiminle ve
nasil yasayacagimizdan ayriliga ve ayrilik sonrasi nasil etkilenecegimize kadar

pek cok farkli alanda bizleri etkiliyor.
3.5. Romantik liskilerin Karsilastirilmasi ve Sosyal Aglar

Festinger’in sosyal karsilastirma kurami pek ¢ok farkli alanda oldugu gibi
romantik iligkiler ile ilgili yapilan ¢alismalarda da kendisine yer buldu (Wesner,
2008). Bireyler kisiler aras1 karsilastirmalar yaptiklar1 gibi romantik iliskilerde
kendilerini partneriyle ya da iligkilerini baska insanlarin iligkileriyle de
karsilastirabiliyorlar (Lockwood, Dolderman, Sadler, & Gerchak, 2004; White,
2010). Bu ¢alismanin da ana konusu olan iligkisel karsilastirmalar, iliski tatmini,
iliskide giivenli hissetme ve iliskiden emin olma gibi farkli degiskenler ile iligkili

goriiniiyor (Lebeau & Buckingam, 2008).
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Medya temsillerinin iligkisel karsilagtirmalar tiizerindeki etkisini Olgen
calismalar (Wesner, 2008) alanda yer alsa da sosyal aglarin bu caligmalar ile
iliskisini gosteren calismalarin sayis1 yok denecek kadar az durumda. Sosyal
aglarin hemen her animiz1 goriiniir kildig1 bugiinlerde romantik iligkilerle ile
ilgili paylagimlarin insanlarin kendi iliskilerini degerlendirmelerinde nasil bir rol
oynadigi benim i¢in bir merak konusu. Bu sebeple calismamda bu iliskiyi
aydmlatmaya calisttm. Ote yandan bu iliskiyi incelemek sadece sosyal aglar
tizerinden agiklanmamasi gerek bir durum. Bu sebeple iliskisel ve bireysel
faktorlerin de incelenmesi gerektigi kanaatindeyim. Ornek vermek gerekirse pek
cok calisma iliski tatmininin iliskisel karsilastirmalarla yakindan iliskili
oldugunu ortaya koyuyor (Resand, Slinning, Reysamb, & Tambs, 2013, White,
2010).

DORDUNCU BOLUM

KAVRAMLARIN iLISKILENDIRILMESi VE DENENCELER

4.1. Sosyal Aglar Uzerinden Tliskisel Paylasimlara Maruz Kalmak

George Gerbner’in yetistirme kurami (1999) iliskisel paylasimlara maruz
kalmanin etkisini 6l¢mek i¢in bu ¢alismada kuramsal temel olarak kullanildi.
Yetistirme kurami  televizyon izleme aligkanhiklarinin  gergekligin
algilanmasinda nasil etkisi oldugunu agiklamaya calisiyor ve televizyon izleme
siiresinin artmasinin diinyay1 televizyonda gosterilen sekilde algilamayi da
arttirdigini caligmalarla destekliyor (Gerbner 1999; Eschholz, Chiricos, & Gertz,
2003).
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Benzer sekilde bu ¢alisma sosyal aglar lizerinden yapilan iligkisel paylagimlara
maruz kalmanin iligki ile ilgili normlar1 bozarak, iligkisel karsilastirmalar
sonucunda iligki degerlendirmelerini bozacagini ve iliski tatminini olumsuz

etkileyecegini 6ngdrmektedir.

DI: Baskalarmin iligskisel paylasimina maruz kalmanin, iliskiler arasi
karsilastirma yapma egilimini artirmasi ve iliski memnuniyetini azaltmasi

beklenmektedir.
4.2. liskiler Aras1 Karsilastirmalar ve Iliski Tatmini

Iliskiler aras1 karsilastirma yapma egiliminin ¢esitli iliskisel faktorlere
dayandigin1 daha once de belirtmistim. Bu noktada Rusbult’in yatirrm modeli
(1980) ne gibi iliskisel faktorlerin iliskiler arasi karsilastirma yapma egilimini
etkileyecegini anlamak i¢in kullanilacaktir. Rusbult, iliskiye yapilan
yatirimlarin, seceneklerin niteliginin degerlendirilmesinin ve iligki tatminin
iliskide kalma ve siirdiirme davranislarini belirledigini 6ngérmektedir (Rusbult,

1980, Rusbult, 1983). Rusbult’in kuramina paralel sekilde:

D2: 1liskiler aras1 karsilastirma yapma egilimi iliski memnuniyeti ve iliskiye
yapilan yatirimla olumsuz yonde iliskili olmast ve segeneklerin niteliginin

degerlendirilmesi ile olumlu yonde iliskili olmas1 beklenmektedir
4.3. Bireysel Faktorler

Yetiskinlerin sahip oldugu baglanma sitilleri bu ¢alisma kapsaminda ele alinacak
ilk bireysel faktordiir. Gilivenli baglanmanin iligki tatmini ile olan olumlu
iliskisine ek olarak kaygili ve kaginan baglanmanin genellikle olumsuz

duygularla iligkilendirilmesi {izerinden:

D3: lligkiler arasi karsilastirma yapma egilimlerinin endiseli ve kaginan

baglanma bigimleri ile pozitif olarak iliskili olmas1 beklenmektedir.
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Yetigkin baglanma stillerine ek olarak kisilik 6zellikleri de bes faktor kisilik
kuramut iizerinden ¢alismada yer alacaktir. Kisilik tipleri ile ilgili herhangi bir
denence kurulmamis olup, kisilik ozelliklerinin iligkiler arasi karsilagtirma
yapma egilimleriyle olasr iligkileri aydinlatilmak istenmektedir. Bunun yaninda
calismada iligskisel paylasimlara maruz kalmanin c¢aligmada yer alan
degiskenlerin iliskiler aras1 karsilastirma yapma egilimleri ile olan iligkilerinde

herhangi bir diizenleyici rolii olup olmadig1 da kontrol edilecektir.

D4: 1liskiler arasi karsilagtirma yapma egilimleri, iliski memnuniyeti, iliskiye
yapilan yatirimlar, segeneklerin niteliginin degerlendirilmesi ile endiseli ve
kacinan baglanma bicimleri arasindaki iliskide, sosyal aglarda digerlerinin

iliskisel gonderilerini incelemenin diizenleyici bir etkisi olmasi beklenmektedir.

BESINCi BOLUM

CALISMA 1: NITEL PILOT CALISMA

Sosyal aglarin romantik iliskiler tizerindeki etkisini aragtirirken bulunan
calismalarin hemen hemen hepsi Bati Kiiltiiri'nde yapilmis c¢aligmalardan
olugmaktadir. Calismanin Tiirkiye’de sosyal aglar ile romantik iliskiler arasinda
nasil bir iligski oldugunu analiz edebilmesi adina veri toplama siirecinden 6nce
bir nitel pilot calisma diizenlenmistir. Calismada agik uglu sorular kullanilmis
ve katilimcilar ¢alismaya yiiz yiize goriisme yaparak ya da e-posta yoluyla
sorular1 cevaplayarak katilmiglardir. Calismanin amaci sosyal aglarda iligkileri
iyl gOsteren paylasimlara maruz kalmanmin kisinin  kendi iligkisini
degerlendirmesine etkisi, romantik iligkilerin daha Once bahsedilen dort
basamaginin sosyal aglar ile iliskisi ve genel olarak sosyal aglarin kullanim

sekilleri ile ilgili bilgi edinebilmek amaglanmastir.

110



5.1. YOntem

5.1.1. Katilmcilar

Calismaya hayatlar1 boyunca en az bir kez romantik iligki i¢erisinde bulunmus
olan 20 sosyal ag kullanicist katilmistir. Calismada 6 erkek ve 14 kadin katilimct
yer almigtir. Katilimeilarin 9’u iiniversite 6grencisi iken, 11’1 beyaz yaka
calisanmidir. Katilimcilarin ortalama yagi 25’tir. Katilimeilarin 4’ evli oldugunu,

12’si iligkisi oldugunu ve kalan 4’1 iliskisi olmadigini iletmistir.

Katilimeilara iligkileri iyi gosteren paylasimlara maruz kalmanin kisinin kendi
iligkisini degerlendirmesine etkisi ve romantik iligkilerin farkli basamaklar1 ile
ilgili 29 soru yoneltilmistir. Calismada yer alan sorular ekler kisminda yer

almaktadir.
5.2. Sonuglar

Katilimcilarin  agik uglu sorulara verdikleri yanitlar anlamlar1 agisindan
degerlendirilerek yakin anlam igeren yanitlar belli bagliklar altinda
kiimelenmistir. Yapilan bu analizin sonunda elde edilen sonuglara gore sosyal
aglar1 genel kullanim aligkanliklar1 paylagilan fotograflara gelen begeniler
tizerinden 3 ayr1 gruba bdliinmiistiir. Birinci grup agirlikli olarak fotograflarinin
begenilmesini dnemsediklerini iletmistir. Bu grupta 10 farkli katilimcinin yer
aldig1 goriilmiistiir. Ikinci grup ise begeni alip almamayr umursamayan 5
katilimcidan olugmaktadir. Son grupta sadece belirli insanlardan gelen
begenileri 6nemsediklerini ileten 5 katilimc1 yer almistir. Calismada iliskiye ait
4 basamagin da Tirkiye’de sosyal aglar ile ilgisi oldugu ve katilimcilarin
goriislerinin belirli alanlarda benzestikleri bulunmustur. Buna ek olarak 11
katilimc1 baskalarinin iligkisel paylasimma maruz kalmanin, iligkiler arasi
karsilagtirma yapma egilimlerini artirdigin1 ve iligkilerini olumsuz ydnde
etkiledigini iletmis G6te yandan 9 katilimci bu durumu Onemsemediklerini

belirtmislerdir.
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5.3. Tartisma

Yapilan pilot calisma sonucunda Tiirkiye’ de sosyal ag kullaniminin ve sosyal
aglarin romantik iligkilere etkisinin Bati literatiiriine paralel 6zellikler sergiledigi
bulunmustur. Buna gore paylasimlara begeni almak pek ¢ok kullanici i¢in 6nem
teskil etmektedir. Bu durum sosyal aglarin benlik temsillerinde nasil bir rolii
oldugunu bizlere aciklayabilir. Bu durumda begeni almasi muhtemel, en iyi
fotograflarimizin paylasilma orani digerlerinden fazla olabilir. Benzer sekilde
romantik iligkilerimize dair yaptigimiz paylagimlar da en iyi halimizi yansitacak
sekilde yapiliyor olabilirler. Boyle bir paylasim aligkanligi bu paylagimlara
maruz kalanlarin iliskiler ile ilgili algilarmi degistirerek kendi iliskilerini

olumsuz degerlendirmelerine sebep olabilir.

Sosyal aglarm iligkinin 4 farkli basamagi, partner se¢imi, iliskinin yasanmasi,
ayrilik ve ayrilik sonrasi, ile iliskisi lilkemizde de bariz sekilde kendisini
gostermistir. Bu durum sosyal aglarin iligkiler iizerindeki etkilerinin hemen
hemen her yerde benzer sekillerde ortaya ¢iktig1 seklinde yorumlanabilir. Son
olarak katilimcilarin yarisindan fazlas iligkisel paylasimina maruz kalmanin,
iligkiler aras1 karsilastirma yapma egilimlerini artirdigini ve iligkilerini olumsuz
yonde etkiledigini iletmis bu da bu arastirmada temel olarak islenen konularin
daha detayli incelemeye ihtiyaci oldugunu diisiindiirmiistiir. Bu sebeple

arastirma deneysel bir ikinci ¢alisma ile stirdiiriilmiigtiir.
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ALTINCI BOLUM

CALISMA 2

Literatiirde yer alan bulgular ve birinci ¢alismanin sonuglari 1s18inda ikinci
caligma icin bir deney diizenlenmesine karar verilmistir. Bahsi gecen calisma
katilimcilarin iligkisel paylagimina maruz kalma durumlarini kontrollii bir hake

getirerek arastirmaya konu olan sorulari test etmeyi amaglamaktadir.

Calismaya katilan katilimcilar rasgele iki ayir gruba ayrilmistir. Birinci grupta
yer alan 133 katilimcit deney grubu olarak adlandirilmis ve kendilerine
tanimadiklar1 iki ayri ¢iftin Instagram {izerinden yaptiklar1 farkli iligkisel
paylasimlar gosterilmistir. Katilimeilarin bu paylasimlara maruz kalma
durumlarmi kesinlestirmek adina kendilerine paylagimlarin begeni sayist vb.
gibi sahte sorular sorulmustur. Bu soru setinin ardindan ¢alismanin Slgiim
aracglar1 katilimcilara iletilmistir. Calismanin sonuna kadar calisma amaci
katilimcilarla tam olarak paylasilmamistir. Maruz kalmanin etkisini 6lgebilmek
adina calismada yer alan diger 118 katilimc1 kontrol grubunu olusturmuslardir.
Kontrol grubunda da deney grubundaki prosediirlerin birebir aynisi
uygulanmigtir. Deney ve kontrol grubu arasindaki tek fark ise kontrol grubunun
maruz kaldig1 paylasimlarin sadece doga ile ilgili olmasidir. Ayn1 dl¢tim araglari
Kontrol grubunda da kullanilmistir. Elde edilen sonuglar iki grup arasinda

anlamli fark olup olmadigini anlamak i¢in analiz edilmistir.
6.1. Katihmcilar

Calismada 180 kadin 71 erkek olmak iizere toplam 251 katilimer yer almigtir.
Katilimcilarin ortalama yasi yaklasik olarak 28’dir. Katilimcilarin 167’si iligki
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icinde olduklarin1 belirtirken 84 katilimct evli oldugunu iletmigtir. 97
katilimermin. {liski siiresi 2 yildan azken, 59 katilimcinin iliski siireleri 2ila 5 y1l
arasindadir. Kalan katilimcilar iliskilerinin 5 yildan uzun siiredir devam ettigini
iletmiglerdir. Katilimcilarin %44’ iiniversite mezunu, %?25’1 T{niversite
ogrencisidir. Katilimeilarin %24 yiiksek lisans mezunu olduklarini iletmislerdir.
Katilimeilarin %7°s1 ise egitim durumlarm “diger” olarak belirtmislerdir.
Katilimcilarin  biiylik bir ¢ogunlugunun bir Instagram hesab1 vardir ve
katilimcilarin 2231 iliskilerinden olduk¢a memnun olduklarin1 demografik bilgi

formunda iletmislerdir.
6.2. Olciim Araclar

6.2.1. iliski Sosyal Karsilastirma Olcegi (ISKO)

Iliski Sosyal Karsilastirma Olgegi (ISKO), iliskilerin sosyal karsilastirma
sikligin1 ve karsilastirmanin gergeklestigi kosullar1 degerlendirmek icin LeBeau
ve Buckingham (2008) tarafindan gelistirilmistir. ISKO, 24 soruluk herhangi bir
alt 6lgegi bulunmayan bir dlgektir (o =.92). Olgegin Tiirkge ’ye adaptasyonu bu
calisma kapsaminda yazar tarafindan gercgeklestirilmistir. LeBeau ve
Buckingham, 6lgegi tek faktorlii bir yapida tasarlasa da dlgek incelendiginde
iliskinin sosyal karsilagtirmasinin farkli yonlerinden iki farkli soru setine sahip
oldugu disiiniilmistiir. Bu iki faktorli yapr agimlayici faktor analizi ile
incelendiginde Genel Karsilastirma Egilimi (a0 = .94) ve Partnere Yapilan Atif
(0 = .86) olmak iizere iki faktorli ¢oziimiin 6rneklem igin uygun oldugu
goriilmiistiir. Onerilen faktdr yapisi dogrulayict faktdér analizi ile de test
edilmistir ve sonuglar iki faktorlii ¢oziimi desteklemektedir. (SB y 2 (167) =
275.13, p = .00, CFI = .95, RMSEA = .05, % 90 CI [.04, .06]). Olgegin Tiirkce
versiyonu orijinal hali gibi yiiksek I¢ tutarlilik katsayisina sahiptir (o = .94).

6.2.2. Nliski istikrar Olcegi (I10)
Mliski Istikrar1 Olgegi (1i0), orijinal olarak Rusbult, Martz ve Agnew (1998)

tarafindan iligkiye yapilan yatirimi, segeneklerin niteliginin degerlendirilmesini,

iligki tatminini ve iligkiye baglanimi1 6l¢gmek amaciyla gelistirilmistir. Rusbult,
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iliskiye yapilan yatirimlarin, seceneklerin niteliginin degerlendirilmesinin ve
iliski tatminin iligkide kalma ve iliskiyi siirdirme (baglanim) davranislarini
belirledigini 6ngdrmektedir (Rusbult, 1980, Rusbult, 1983; Rusbult, Martz ve
Agnew (1998). Olgegin Tiirkge ’ye adaptasyonu Biiyiiksehrin, Hasta ve
Hovardaoglu (2005) tarafindan gergeklestirilmistir. Olgegin alt boyutlarmin I¢
tutarlilik katsayilar1 ise yiksektir; ilisgki tatmini (a0 = .90), seceneklerin
niteliginin degerlendirilmesi (o = .84), iliski yatirimi (o = .84). Olgek toplamda

30 sorudan olugmaktadir.

6.2.3. Yakin lliskilerde Yasantilar Envanteri-II (YIYE-IT)

Yetiskin baglanma tiiriinii 6lgmek amaciyla Fraley, Waller, & Brennan (2000)
tarafindan gelistirilen Yakin Iliskilerde Yasantilar Envanteri-II kullanilmistir.
Olgegin Tiirkce adaptasyonu Selguk, Giinaydmn, Siimer ve Uysal (2005)
tarafindan gerceklestirilmistir. Olcek kaygili ve kaginan baglanma tiirlerini 6lgen
iki ayr1 alt gruba sahiptir. Kaygili baglanma boyutu (o = .86) 18 soru ve kacinan

baglanma boyutu (o =.90) 18 soru olmak {izere toplam 36 sorudan olusmaktadir.

6.2.4. Temel Kisilik Ozellikleri Ol¢egi (TKOO)

Kisilik ozelliklerinin sosyal aglarin romantik iligkileri etkisi baglaminda
incelenmesi i¢in Gengdz ve Onciil (2012) tarafindan gelistirilen Temel Kisilik
Ozellikleri Olgegi kullamlmistir. Olgek bes faktorlii kisilik kuraminm
boyutlarina ek olarak Tiirkiye 6rnekleminde alt1 alt faktérden olusmaktadir.
Olumsuz degerlik alt faktorii Tiirkiye 6rnekleminde diger bes faktore ek olarak
kendisini gostermistir. 45 maddeden olusan Olcek, disadoniikliik (o = .89),
duygusal denge/nevrotisizm (a = .83), yumusak bashlik (o = .85), sorumluluk
(o = .85), deneyime aciklik (a0 = .80) ve olumsuz degerlik (a0 = .71) alt

faktorlerini kapsamaktadir.
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6.3. Sonuclar

6.3.1. Korelasyonlar

Degiskenler arasi korelasyonlar1 belirlemek i¢in yapilan analizler ¢aligmanin ilk
analizlerini olusturmaktadir. Sonuglar degiskenler arasinda bazi anlamlh
korelasyonlar oldugunu gostermistir. Birincisi, iligkiler arasi karsilastirma
yapma egilimi toplam skoru endiseli (r = .40) ve kacman (r = .18) baglanma
stilleri ile duygusal denge/nevrotisizm (r = .17) ve iliskiye yapilan yatirimlar (r
= 25) degiskenleriyle pozitif korelasyon gosterdi. Ote yandan, iliski
memnuniyeti (r =-.21) ve deneyime agiklik (r =-.23) ile negatif iliskili bulundu.
Olgegin alt kategorileri Genel Karsilastirma Egilimi ve Partnere Yapilan Atiflar

da benzer korelasyonlar gostermistir.

Yukarida belirtilen sonuglara ek olarak, iliski memnuniyetinin de beklenen
yonde bazi énemli korelasyonlar1 analizler sonucunda bulunmustur. Ornegin,
disadoniikliik, sorumluluk, yumusak baslilik, deneyime aciklik ve yatirim
puanlari, iliski memnuniyeti ile pozitif olarak iligkili bulundu (»’ = .14, .30, .14,
.17, .18; sirastyla). Iliski memnuniyeti ayrica olumsuz degerlik (r =.17), endiseli
(r = .31) ve kaginan baglanma stilleri (r = .40) ile negatif korelasyon gésterdi.
Ek olarak, seceneklerin niteliginin degerlendirilmesi, sorumluluk (r =-.13) ile
negatif korelasyonu oldugu bulunmustur. Son olarak, iligki yatirimi; sorumluluk
(r =.16), duygusal denge/nevrotisizm (r =.12) ve kaygili baglanma (r =.24) stili
ile pozitif iliskili ¢ikmustir.

Kisilik 6zellikleri ile ilgili tiim korelasyonlar beklenen yonde gergeklesmistir.
Disadoniikliik kisilik 6zelligi sorumluluk, yumusak baslilik ve deneyime aciklik
ile pozitif korelasyon gosterdi (»” = .19, .43, .51; sirasiyla); ek olarak duygusal
denge/nevrotisizm ve olumsuz degerlik ile negatif yonde iligkili bulundu. (r’ = -
24, -.23; sirasiyla). Sorumluluk kisilik 6zelligi ise, yumusak baslilik (r =.30) ve
deneyime agiklik (r = .29) ile pozitif; duygusal denge/nevrotisizm (r = -.18) ve
negatif degerlik (r = -.20) ile negatif korelasyon gosterdi. Buna ek olarak,

yumusak baglilik kisilik 6zelliginin, deneyime agiklik (r = .34) ile pozitif;
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olumsuz degerlik (r =-.47) ve duygusal denge/nevrotisizm (r = -.26) ile olumsuz
korelasyon gosterdigi bulunmustur. Ayrica, duygusal denge/nevrotisizm,
deneyime agiklik (r =-.19) ile negatif ve olumsuz degerlik (r = .43) ile pozitif
iliski gosterdi. Son olarak, deneyime agikligin olumsuz degerlik ile negatif
korelasyonu oldugu bulunmustur (r =-.13). Bitin bunlara ek olarak, analizlere
gore, yetiskin baglanma stilleri birbirleriyle pozitif korelasyon gostermistir (r =

46).

6.3.2. lliski Siiresi, Cinsiyet ve Iliskiler Aras1 Karsilastirma Yapma
Egilimleri

Mliskiler aras1 karsilastirma yapma egilimlerinin kadin ve erkekler i¢in anlaml
farka sahip olup olmadigini anlamak adma bagimsiz degiskenler T testi
kullanilmistir.  Sonuglar kadin katilimeilarin  karsilastirma yapma toplam
skorunda t(249) =-2.5, p = .01, genel karsilastirma egilimi alt faktoriinde t(249)
=-2.29, p < .05 ve partnere yapilan atif alt faktoriinde t(249) =-2.04, p < .05
erkeklerden anlamli olarak daha yliksek skorlar elde ettigini gdstermistir. Bu
sonuglara gore iliskiler arasi karsilastirma yapma egilimlerinin kadin

katilimcilarda erkeklerden daha fazla oldugu disiintilebilir.

Iligki siiresi ile ilgili yapilan tek yonlii varyans analizlerinde (ANOVA) ise
anlamli farkin sadece iligkiye yapilan yatirim degiskeninde oldugu goriilmiistiir
(F(3, 247) = 3,56, p < .05). Buna ek olarak sonuglar iliski siiresi 9 yil ve tizeri
(M =5.42, SD= 1.83) olan katilimcilarin, iliski siiresi 0-2 yil arasinda (M = 4.30,
SD= 2.07) olan katilimcilara gore iligkiye yapilan yatirim puanlarinda anlamli
olarak daha yiiksek degerlere sahip oldugu bulunmustur. Bu sonuclar iliski

stiresinin artmasinin iliskiye yapilan yatirimi arttirdigi seklinde yorumlanabilir.

6.3.3. Deney Grubu ve Kontrol Grubu Arasindaki Farklar

Deney grubu ve kontrol grubu arasindaki farklari analiz etmek i¢in bir dizi
bagimsiz degiskenler T testi kullanilmistir. Calismanin birinci denencesi
baskalarinin iligkisel paylasimina maruz kalmanin, iligkiler arasi1 karsilasgtirma

yapma egilimini artirmasini ve iliski memnuniyetini azaltmasini beklemektedir.
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Ancak analiz sonuglari, deney (M=2.19, SD=.78, N=251) ve kontrol gruplarinin
(M=2.13, SD=.69, N=251) iliski kiyaslama egilimleri agisindan herhangi bir
anlaml farka sahip olmadiklarin1 gostermistir; #249) =.69, p > .05. Benzer
sekilde deney (M=7.17, SD=1.56, N=251) ve kontrol gruplarn (M=7.31,
SD=1.46) iliski tatmini agisindan da herhangi bir anlamli farka sahip degillerdir;
#(249) =-.70, p > .05. Bu sonuglara dayanarak denece 1 reddedilmistir.

6.3.4. Regresyon Analizleri

Calismada denence 2 ve denence 3’ii test edebilmek adina regresyon analizleri
kullanilmigtir. Analiz sonuglarina gore iliski tatmininin iliskiler arasi kiyas
yapma degiskeni iizerinde anlaml ve negatif etkisi oldugunu gdstermistir (R2=
.04, F (1, 250) = 11.04, p = .001; p =-.21, p = .001). Buna ek olarak iliskiye
yapilan yatirimin da iliskiler arasi kiyas yapma degiskeni tizerinde anlamli ve
pozitif etkisi oldugunu bulunmustur (R?>= .06, F (1, 250) = 16.31, p <.001; B =
.25, p <.001). Son olarak ise, segeneklerin niteliginin degerlendirilmesinin de
iliskiler aras1 kiyas yapma degiskeni iizerinde herhangi bir anlamli etkisi
bulunamamustir (R?2= .01, F (1, 250) = 1.82, p> .05). Analizlerin sonuglarina

dayanarak denence ikinin kismen desteklendigi sdylenebilir.

Regresyon analizi denence iigiin test edilmesi i¢in de kullanilmis olup sonuglar
kaygili (R>= .16, F (1, 250) = 47.64, p <.001, B = .40, p <.001) ve kaginan (R?
=.03, F (1, 250) = 8.68, p <.005, p = .18, p <.005) baglanma stillerinin iligkiler
aras1 kiyas yapma egilimi {lizerinde anlamli ve pozitif yonde etkisi oldugunu
gostermistir. Bu analiz sonuglarina dayanarak denence 3 kabul edilmistir. Kisilik
Ozelliklerinin iliskiler aras1 kiyas yapma egilimi tizerindeki etkisini 6l¢mek icin
yapilan analizler ise duygusal denge/nevrotisizm (R?>=.02, F (1, 250) = 7.28, p
= .001, g = .18, p =.001) kisilik tipinin iligkiler arast kiyas yapma egilimi
lizerinde anlamli ve pozitif yonde etkisi oldugunu gostermistir. Ote yandan,
deneyime agiklik (R? = .05, F (1, 250) = 14.10, p <.001, B =-.23, p <.001) kisilik
Ozeliginin ise iligkiler aras1 kiyas yapma egilimi iizerinde anlamli ve negatif

yonde etkisi oldugu bulunmustur.
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6.3.5. Diizenleyici Degisken (Moderator) Analizleri

Deney grubunda yer almanin iligkiler arasi kiyas yapma egilimi ve onun
iizerinde anlamli etkisi olan iligki tatmini, iliskiye yapilan yatirim, kaygili ve
kacinan baglanma stilleri {izerinde herhangi bir diizenleyici etkisi olup
olmadigini gérmek i¢in diizenleyici degisken (moderator) analizi kullanilmistir.
Sonuglara gore deney grubunda yer almanin iliskiler aras1 kiyas yapma egilimi
ve iliski tatmini (8 =-.04, p> .05), iliskiye yapilan yatirnm (f =-.05, p> .05),
kaygili (8 =-.05, p>.05) ve kaginan baglanma ( =-.01, p> .05) stilleri arasindaki
iliskide herhangi bir anlamli etkisi bulunamamistir. Bu sonuca dayanarak

denence 4 reddedilmistir.

YEDINCi BOLUM

TARTISMA

Bu tez kapsaminda sosyal aglarin romantik iligkiler {izerine olas1 etkileri
incelemek adina 2 ayri ¢alisma diizenlenmistir. Birinci ¢alisma nitel bir calisma
olup sosyal aglarin Tiirkiye’de kullanim sekillerini ve romantik iligkiler ile ne
gibi bir etkilesimleri oldugunu anlamamiza yardimci olmustur. Calisma
kapsaminda ayrica, ikinci ¢alismaya da konu olacak olan iligkisel paylasimlara
maruz kalmanin iligkiler aras1 kiyas ve iliski tatmini lizerindeki etkisi de
katilimcilara sorulmustur. Katilimcilarin  yanitlar1 bu paylasimlara maruz
kalmanin bazi iligkileri olumsuz etkiledigini ve iligkiler aras1 kiyas yapma
davraniglarinda bu paylasimlarin referans noktast olarak kullanildigini
gbstermistir. ikinci ¢aligma kapsaminda ise deneysel bir yontem kullanilarak
katilimcilarm paylasimlara kontrollii olarak maruz kalmalar saglanmustir. ikinci
calismada genel olarak maruz kalmanin. Iliski tatmini azaltacag1 ve iliskiler aras1

kiyas davranigini arttiracagi beklenmistir. Sonucglar bu c¢aligmada iliskisel
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paylasimlara maruz kalmanin herhangi bir anlam1 etkisi olmadigini1 gostermistir.
Bu durumun muhtemel agiklamalari su sekilde siralanabilir. Caligmada yer alan
katilimeilarin biiyiik bir cogunlugu demografik bilgi formunda iliski tatminlerini
yiiksek olarak dile getirmislerdir. Devam eden iliskilerinde yasadiklar1 tatmin
duygusunu maruz kalma sonunda daha diisiik dile getirmenin yaratacag:
tutarsizlik, “bilissel uyumsuzluk” kurammin da bahsettigi {izerinde
katilimcilarin kagindigi bir durum olabilir. Buna ek olarak devam eden iligkileri
hakkinda olumsuz yorumlarda bulunmak “sosyal begenirlik etkisi” a¢isindan da
degerlendirildiginde katilimcilar i¢in zor olmus olabilir. Benzer sekilde
segeneklerin niteliginin degerlendirilmesi de ¢alismada iliskiler arasi kiyas ile
iliskili bulunmamistir. Bu durumda devam eden iliskide baska seceneklerin
degerlendirilmesinin sosyal begenirlik etkisi ile c¢elismesi {izerinden
aciklanabilir. Calismada katilimcilarin paylasimlara maruz kalma durumlart da
yetistirme kuraminda yer alan etkiyi yaratacak boyutta olmayabilir. Calisma
sosyal aglar iizerinden yapilan iligskisel paylagimlara maruz kalmanin iligki ile
ilgili normlart bozarak, iliskisel karsilastirmalar sonucunda iliski
degerlendirmelerini bozacagini ve iligki tatminini olumsuz etkileyecegini
ongoriilmiistiir ancak maruz kalma siiresi iligki ile ilgili normlar1 bozmaya
yeterli olmamis olabilir. Ek olarak calismaya katilanlarin gorsellerdeki ¢ifti
tanimiyor olusu da iligki kiyasi yapma egilimlerini azaltmis olabilir zira
Festinger (1954) sosyal karsilastirmalarin bize benzeyenler iizerinden

gerceklesmesinin olasi oldugundan bahseder.

Calismada kadin katilimcilarin erkek katilimcilardan daha fazla iliskisel
karsilagtirma yaptiklar1 bulunmustur. Bu durumu biyolojik faktorlerden ziyade
sosyo-Kkiiltiirel agidan a¢iklamakta fayda oldugu kanaatindeyim. Toplumumuzda
erkekler agisindan iligkilerinin kalitesini karsilastirmak pek sik rastlanan bir
durum degilken iligskide elde edilen ekonomik kazancglarin karsilastirildig: bir
baska durumda sonuglar tam tersi yonde olabilir. Bu bakimdan ¢alismadan elde
edilen cinsiyet ile ilgili sonuglar1 dikkatle incelemek ve genelleme yapmamak

gerektigini diisiinliyorum. Son olarak ¢alismada baglanma stilleri, iligki siiresi
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ile iliski yatirimi arasindaki etkilesimler ve kisilik 6zellikleri ile ilgili bulgular

literatiire paralel ve beklendigi yonde bulunmustur.

Calismanin belli sinirliliklart da bulunmaktadir. {1k sinirlilik calismada dlgiilen
iligki tatmini ve iligkisel karsilastirma gibi degiskenlerin sosyal begenirlik
etkisine maruz kalma ihtimalinin fazla olmasidir. Calismada kullanilan
gorsellerin hesap sahibi ile ilgili sinirli bilgi igermesi de bu ¢alismanin bir diger
sinirliligi olarak goriilebilir. Son olarak ¢alismada maruz kalma siiresinin kontrol
edilememesi yetistirme kurami agisindan bir smirlilik olarak goriilebilir.
Calismanin sinirhiliklart yaninda nicel ve nitel yontemleri birlikte kullanmasi,
iliski sosyal kiyas 6lgegini Tiirkce *ye kazandirmasi, yetistirme kuramini sosyal
aglar lizerinden test etmesi gibi gilicli yonleri de bulunmaktadir. Gelecek
caligmalar sosyal aglarin romantik iliskiler {izerine etkilerini 6lgmek i¢in Ortiik
tutum Olgme yontemlerini kullanabilirler. Boylelikle g¢aligmalarda “‘sosyal
begenirlik” ve “biligsel uyumsuzluk™ etkilerinden uzak kalabilirler. Ek olarak
gelecek ¢alismalarin maruz kalma siiresini ve etkisini arttirmak adina kullanilan

materyalleri yeniden diizenlemesinin faydali olacagi kanaatindeyim.
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