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ABSTRACT

A SOCIOCULTURAL APPROACH TO RELATIONSHIP FLOURISHING:
THE ROLE OF RELATIONAL MOBILITY

CAKIR, Derya Selin
M.S., The Department of Psychology
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Bengi ONER-OZKAN
Co-supervisor: Prof. Dr. Nebi SUMER

July 2020, 68 pages

Relationship flourishing is an important aspect of high-quality close
relationships. Although there are many studies on the role of culture on relationship
quality, relationship flourishing and its cultural aspects have not been fully explored.
This study aims to examine the interplay between relationship flourishing and two
critical cultural variables; relational mobility and interdependent-self construal in two
separate studies. Specifically, it was hypothesized that high relational mobility is
positively associated with relationship flourishing and interdependent self-construal
moderates the link between relationship flourishing and relational mobility. In the first
study, Relationship Flourishing Scale (RFS) and Positive-Negative Relationship
Quality (PNRQ) were adapted into Turkish to examine their psychometric quality (N=
290). In the second study, Relationship Mobility Scale (RMS) was adapted into
Turkish and hypothesized associations were tested (N= 238). Results supported the
psychometric quality of the RFS and the RMS. However, there was no significant
association between relationship flourishing and relational mobility. Independent self-

construal moderated marginally the relationship between relationship flourishing and



relational mobility. Findings were discussed considering the cultural implications and
the limitations of the study.
Keywords: Relationship Flourishing, Relational Mobility, Self-construal,

Sociocultural Approach
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ILISKi GELISMESINE SOSYOEKOLOJIK BiR YAKLASIM:
[LISKILI HAREKETLILIGIN ROLU

CAKIR, Derya Selin
Yiiksek Lisans, Psikoloji Boliimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Bengi ONER-OZKAN
Ortak Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Nebi SUMER

Temmuz 2020, 68 sayfa

fliski gelismesi yiiksek kaliteli yakin iliskilerin énemli bir yoniidiir. Kiiltiiriin
iligki kalitesi iizerindeki rolil lizerine bir¢ok ¢alisma olmasina ragmen, kiiltiirel agidan
gelisen iligkiler tam olarak aragtirillmamistir. Bu ¢alisma iligkinin gelismesi ile iki
kritik kiiltiirel degisken arasindaki etkilesimi incelemeyi amaglamaktadir; iki ayr
caligmada iligkisel hareketlilik ve iligkisel benlik. Spesifik olarak, iligkisel
hareketliligin iligkiyi gelistirme ile iliskili oldugu ve iliskisel benligin iliskinin
gelismesi ve iliskisel hareketlilik arasindaki baglantiyr yordadigi varsayilmistir. Ik
calismada, iliski Gelisme Olgegi (IGO) ve Pozitif-Olumsuz iliski Kalitesi (POIK)
psikometrik kalitelerini incelemek iizere Tiirkge'ye uyarlanmistir (N = 290). ikinci
calismada Iliski Hareketliligi Olgegi (IHO) Tiirkge’ye uyarlanmis ve hipotezler
katilmcilardan toplanan veriler iizerinde (N = 238) test edilmistir. Sonuglar IGO, POIK
ve IHO’niin psikometrik kalitesini destekledi. Ancak iliskinin gelismesi ile iliskisel
hareketlilik arasinda anlamli bir iliski yoktu. Sonuglar, iligkisel benlik’in bu iki
degisken arasindaki iliskiyi yordadigini destekleyen bir bulguya isaret etmedi. Fakat
Ozerk benlik ile iliskinin gelismesi arasinda anlamli bir iliski bulundu. Bununla

birlikte, 6zerk benlik iliski gelismesi ve iliskisel hareketlilik arasindaki iliskiyi
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marjinal bir sekilde yordamistir. Bulgular, kiiltiirel c¢ikarimlar ve c¢alismanin
sinirliliklart dikkate alinarak tartisilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: iliski Gelismesi, Iliski Hareketliligi, Benlik Kurgusu,
Sosyokiiltiirel Yaklagim
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1. General Introduction

Romantic relationships are one of the most influential social bonds in human
life with a considerable effect on both psychological and physiological well-being
(Waldinger & Schulz, 2010). Assessment and evaluation of the relationship quality
have been one of the central issues in relationship science. The emotional state of
partners about their relationships is the commonly agreed major criterion to investigate
the quality of the relationship. Fowers et al. (2016) noted that relationship satisfaction
is assumed to be the most significant indicator of a good relationship. However, these
authors have also raised critical questions concerning if the measurement of
satisfaction adequately captures the depth and richness of intimate relationships. Many
scholars have argued that there are different aspects and indicators of good
relationships. Carroll et al. (2006) argue that especially long-term relationships contain
different qualities that cannot be assessed by measuring relationship satisfaction.

Fowers et al. (2016) developed the Relationship Flourishing Scale (RFS) to fill
the gap in the assessment of relationship quality and to encompass richness and depth
of high-quality relationships, which cannot be assessed by the measures of relationship
satisfaction. The RFS has four domains as follows: meaning, relational giving,
personal growth and shared goals. These researchers claim that the whole picture of
relationship quality can be best captured by measuring these aspects in addition to
relationship satisfaction.

Relationship quality is influenced by values, customs, and relationship patterns
in specific cultural contexts. Culture indeed involves values, norms, beliefs, and
behaviors of the people in close relationships (Hofstede, 2001). Recently, Yuki et al.
(2007) developed a socioecological approach, called Relational Mobility Theory

(RMT) to explore potential cultural effects in maintenance and satisfaction in close
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relationships. Relational mobility (RM) refers to degree of freedom and opportunity a
culture gives individuals to select and replace interpersonal relationships based on their
personal preferences. According to RMT, cultures that have high RM partners perceive
higher levels of freedom and opportunity in relationships as compared to those in low
RM cultures.

In previous studies, the role of cultural factors in relationship satisfaction was
examined extensively (Marshall, 2008; Williamson et al., 2012; Wong & Goodwin,
2009). However, the role of relationship flourishing in collectivistic cultural contexts,
such as Turkey, has not been adequately investigated. The association between
relationship quality and relational mobility has also been left unexamined in previous
studies. Thus, research is needed to provide insights into the literature. To contribute
to the literature, this research mainly aims to investigate the role of relational mobility
in relationship flourishing.

Another important factor influencing close relationships is self-construal. Self-
construal is perception of an individual on degree of relatedness with other people
(Singelis, 1994). People in individualistic cultures tend to have higher independent
self-construal and people in collectivist cultures tend to have higher interdependent
self-construal. In previous studies, researchers demonstrated that self-construal
significantly important on relationship quality (Day & Impett, 2018; Kafetsios, 2018).
However, self-construal in extend of relationship flourishing has not been investigated.
In this study, the moderation effect of self-construal on the association between
relational mobility and relationship flourishing will be examined.

In the following sections, measurement of relationship quality (1.2.),
Relationship Flourishing Theory (1.3.), cross-cultural studies on relationship quality
(1.4.) will be briefly reviewed. After, socioecological approach and Relational

Mobility Theory will be summarized (1.5). Finally, current study will be explained
(1.6.).



1.2. Measurement of the Relationship Quality

Finding a distinctive quality of functional relationships is one of the primary
concerns of relationship science. Identifying this quality is important both for the
development of relationship scholar and improvement of distressed relationships in
the family counseling area (Fincham & Rogge, 2010).

To date, relationship satisfaction has generally been accepted as the central
feature of high-quality relationships (Fincham et al., 2018). Numerous measures of
relationship satisfaction have been developed in previous studies. For instance, the
Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS; Spanier, 1976), the Marital Adjustment Test (MAT;
Locke & Wallace, 1959), the Quality of Marriage Index (QMI; Norton, 1983) and the
Relationship Happiness Questionnaire (RHQ; Fletcher et al., 1990) are the most
commonly used measures in the second half of 20" century. The Couple Satisfaction
Inventory (CSI; Funk & Rogge, 2007) and Positive — Negative Relationship Quality
(PNRQ; Rogge et al., 2016) are recently developed measures assessing the critical
components of relationship quality. Studies have demonstrated that the CSI offers
statistically higher precision, power and comprehensive information compared to the
previous measures (Funk & Rogge, 2007). The PNRQ provides differentiation
between indifferent, ambivalent, satisfied and dissatisfied partners with a two-
dimensional approach to relationship-related emotional experience. Relationship
researchers have asserted that using relationship satisfaction as the sole indicator of
relationship quality has a number of limitations.

Firstly, satisfaction-based measures provide very little information about the
nature of relationships other than affectivity aspect (Fincham et al., 2018). According
to Carroll et al. (2006), the shallowness of the construct hinders theory development
in relationship science. The acquired information through satisfaction measures does
not enable to produce new theories about the nature of relationships. Secondly, it does
not provide any direction to improve distressed relationships (Fowers et al., 2016).
Another critic is that the quality of the relationships cannot be assessed objectively
with a measure based on people's emotional experiences (Fincham et al., 2018).

According to Fincham and Beach (2010), satisfaction focused approach

disregards the important features of a relationship, such as meaning, growth, shared
3



history and goals, devotion, the transcendence of self-interest to the relationship,
which make a relationship strong and resilient. Fowers et al. (2016) emphasize that
satisfaction measures are not capable of assessing the depth and richness of high-
quality relationships and inadequate to capture the full picture, especially for long-
term relationships. Satisfaction measures are useful to assess the general emotional
atmosphere in relationships only, but it provides partial information about the state of
functionality in relationships. In conclusion, previously developed measures of
relationship satisfaction do not fully capture in reflecting relationship quality. Thus,
new measures assessing relationship quality are needed. The RFS aims to fulfill the

need for new measures assessing relationship quality.

1.3. Relationship Flourishing Theory

Relationship Flourishing has been imported from “psychological flourishing”
concept of positive psychology. Fincham and Beach (2010) introduced the concept
and advocated it to embrace its contribution in the development of positive relationship
science. They argued that relationship flourishing is more ccomprehensive concept
compared to relational happiness and involves emotional vitality, intimacy, growth,
resilience, commitment, sacrifice, spirituality, emotional connection, partner support,
forgiveness, acceptance, trust, respect, positive affect, relationship satisfaction, love,
and shared fun. According to Fincham and Beach (2010), people who are engaged in
a flourishing relationship feel meaning and purpose in life.

Fowers et al. (2016) defined and determined the borders of relationship
flourishing concept. In addition, they developed the RFS as a complementary measure
to relationship satisfaction, as well as to comprehensively assess relationship quality.
They aimed to capture the tendencies and actions of high - quality relationships, which
make a relationship emotionally vital, growing, strong, and resilient. The RFS is
especially useful to capture the richness and depth of long-term relationships. The
researchers initially investigated six domains of close relationships, which are
considered as differentiating features of high-quality relationships, namely, meaning,
personal growth, goal sharing, relational giving, expression of a person’s ‘“true
nature”, and deep engagement with life (p.999). After the expert reviews, cognitive

interviews (the procedure that they test the comprehensibility of items as interviewing
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with participants) and psychometric evaluations of the subscales, the domains of
expression of a person’s “true nature” and engagement with life were eliminated. The
final version of the RFS contained four dimensions of high-quality relationships,
namely, meaning, personal growth, relational giving, and goal sharing.

The RFS is distinct from relationship satisfaction measures in terms of
reflecting actions in romantic relationships rather than psychological experience only.
The items are either actions performed by the actor for partner and partner for the actor
or taken together. As noted by Fowers et al. (2016), the RFS differentiates from
satisfaction-focused measures by focusing on the relationship itself, instead of
individuals’ affective states. Researchers indicated that the RFS does not provide
information about the mere happiness level of relationships only but also specifies the
domains and behaviors which contributes to the growth of relationship quality and
reveals the underlying mechanism of flourishing relationships. In the study, the
findings showed that the RFS was strongly correlated with CSI, which is a relationship

satisfaction measure, although they are conceptually distinct.

1.4. Cross-Cultural Studies on the Relationship Qualities

Relationship satisfaction is associated with positive affectivity, pleasure, and
happiness about the relationship. The concept is mostly studied by North American
and European relationship researchers since relationship science emerged and
developed mostly in the West (Bradbury et al. 2000). Carroll et al. (2006) argue that
the Westerner hegemony in relationship science research leads the area shaped and
guided under the influence of individualist culture. Researchers also note that the
reason behind satisfaction focus and abundance of studies about relationship
satisfaction is the effect of individualist culture. Because individualist culture focuses
on an individual’s happiness and assumes that personal relationships grounded,
maintain and disposed of on the utility acquired by individuals (Clark & Aragon, 2013;
Wong & Goodwin, 2009). However, studies, especially on long-term relationships,
show that an individual’s happiness is not the only dimension of relationship quality
(Fowers et al., 2016). Also, an individual’s self is not an isolated entity from close
relationships (Hitokoto & Uchida, 2018; Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Moreover,

importance, meaning and antecedents and consequences of the relationship
5



satisfaction differentiate across different cultures (Halford et al., 2018). Therefore, in
the following sections, cross-cultural studies on relationship satisfaction and other
constructs that are addressed to measure relationship quality will be reviewed. Before
that, the highly influential cultural factors on relationship quality will be reviewed.

Individualism-collectivism is one of the most important dimensions of culture
influencing relationship quality. The concept was defined by Hofstede (2001) as a
bipolar dimension of culture that describing the relation between individual and
ingroup. The author suggests that in individualist cultures, people tend to be self-
oriented, give importance to personal achievement and autonomy. People in
individualist cultures feel responsible for themselves and their behaviors, give priority
to the consistency of the self, uniqueness, self-sufficiency and independence. Triandis
et al. (1988) indicate that people in individualist cultures feel bonded to their ingroups
with weaker ties compared to collectivism. On the other hand, people in collectivist
cultures tend to perceive their selves in merge with their ingroups. Their study notes
that self is more contextual, changeable in accordance with the situation, well-being
and goals of ingroup more important at the cost of the individual’s own well-being. In
addition, Triandis et al. (1988) claim that people in collectivist cultures have more
ingroup favoritism and they feel deeply attached and loyal to the ingroup. Keeping
harmony in relationships and preserve their honor and reputation are the highest
values. Since individualism — collectivism shapes people’s way of bonding with
others, there are substantial impact on close relationships. Before literature on the role
of collectivism-individualism effect on relationship quality is reviewed, another
cultural factor, self-construal, which is one of the constructs investigated in this
research will be reviewed.

According to Markus and Kitayama (1991), independent and interdependent
self-construal denote the relation between self and the group that individual being
within, which evolved with the effect of culture. Their study highlights that
independent self-construal is autonomous, self-sufficient, self-oriented, separated and
independent from others, as well as interdependent self-construal is characterized by
being related, contextual, valuing harmony and promoting the well-being of ingroup.
Independent self-construal demonstrates features of individualism, and interdependent
self-construal reflects collectivism. Self-construal theory highlights how people

perceive self under the effects of individualism-collectivism. Culture’s individualism-
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collectivism tendency shapes self-construal of people in the society. There is a
reciprocal interaction between culture and self-construal.

Self-construal is one of the most significant factors shaping attitude and
approach in close relationships. Relationship quality is inevitably influenced from self
construal. Literature shows the effects of self-construal of partners on relationship
quality (Day & Impett,2018; Kafetsios, 2018). Partner’s higher interdependent self-
construal and actor’s lower interdependent self-construal positively associated with
relationship satisfaction of actor.

In the following sections, the studies on relationship qualities in cultural
context will be reviewed. These qualities are selected due to the strong correlation with
relationship flourishing and the ability to highlight the foundation of the theoretical
framework of the current study. They are classified into three sections according to the
distinctiveness of the construct; relationship satisfaction, intimacy and closeness, love

and passion.

1.4.1. Relationship Satisfaction in Cross-Cultural Context

Previous studies have shown that individualistic cultures promote relationship
satisfaction more compared to collectivistic cultures. For example, in Wong and
Goodwin’s qualitative study (2009), respondents from the UK reported more
satisfaction compared to the participants from Hong Kong and Beijing, China. Their
study also points out that participants from Hong Kong strongly emphasize “harmony”
in their relationships. In consistent with these findings, Marshall (2008) indicated that
European Canadians are more satisfied with their relationships than Chinese
Canadians. Besides, the study demonstrated that lower intimacy mediated lower
satisfaction in Chinese Canadians. Cruz et al.’s findings (2015) denote that different
cultural orientations lead marital dissatisfaction if partners are strongly identified with
the culture. Chinese wives show significantly more negative behavior than American
wives (Tsai and Levenson, 1997; Williamson et al., 2012). Consistently with other
findings, Williamson et al.’s (2012) study demonstrated that American couples are
significantly more satisfied with their relationships than Chinese couples. As the

research states that the level of positive-negative behaviors of husbands is significantly



correlated with their satisfaction level, wife behavior-satisfaction relation is not
significantly correlated.

According to Day and Impett (2018), people with higher interdependent self-
construal predict a higher level of relationship satisfaction when they are in a situation
that needed to make a sacrifice. However, the same study also notes that independent
self-construal strongly associated with relationship satisfaction. On the other hand,
Kafetsios (2018) suggest that interdependent self-construal of the partner is associated
with higher satisfaction level of the actor in Greece. Conversely, the interdependency

level of the actor reduces the satisfaction of the actor.

1.4.2. Intimacy and Closeness in Cross Cultural Context

Sprecher and Hendrick (2004) claim that intimacy is arising feeling of closeness
after self-disclosure. On the other hand, Miller et al. (1983) define as mutual
responsiveness. Reis and Shaver (1988) synthesize these conceptualizations and define
intimacy as feelings of closeness that result from a transactional, dynamic process
between partners’ self-disclosures and responsiveness.

In Marshall’s (2008) study, it is denoted that Chinese Canadians and European
Canadians are not differentiating concerning the attributed meaning of intimacy. Both
groups have a common understanding of intimacy centering upon responsiveness and
self-disclosure. In addition, the study demonstrated that Chinese Canadians reported
lower intimacy toward their partners than European Canadians. Moreover, lower
intimacy mediates lower relationship satisfaction among Chinese Canadians.

Oyserman et al. (2002) emphasize that intimacy and closeness are more valued
in individualistic cultures. Moreover, various studies consistently confirm the findings
of Oyserman et al. (2002) that people in individualists culture report more intimacy
and caring for their partners (see Dion & Dion 1996; Goodwin, 1999; Ting-Toomney,
1991). Dion and Dion (1988, 1993) have also indicated that individualism facilitates
prosper of intimacy. In a recent study, Yamada et al. (2015) found that people who are
living in high relational mobility society (Canada) feel more intimacy to their best
friends and partners than people living in low relational mobility society (Japan).

Kito et al. (2017) suggest that the reason behind higher intimacy and closeness

in individualist and high RM societies may have been an adaptive task. Since intimacy
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induces social support, which may increase the chance of acquisition and retention of
relationships, intimacy seems to be a valuable adaptive task in individualist settings,

which is highly competitive concerning close relationships.

1.4.3. Love and Passion in Cross Cultural Context

Love is one of the concepts seemingly that people have universally common
sense (Hatfield et al., 2007). Lund (1985, p. 3) defined love as a “positive feeling to a
particular person.” Although there is a common sense of love, the degree of love
people feels for their romantic partners, kind of love, the importance of love, behaviors
and attitude exhibited in the face of love differ across cultures (Kline et al.2008; Landis
& O’Shea, 2000).

Dion and Dion’s (1996) study showed that people in collectivist culture report
less love, less adjustment and caring for their partners than people in individualist
cultures. Inconsistent with this finding, Sprecher and Hendrick (2004) noted that
Americans experience stronger passionate love and value to pursue love more than
Russians and Japanese. Neto et al., (2000) indicate that country is a significant
predictor of “eros” type love and US participants report higher “eros” love compared
to other countries. Yamada et al., (2017) demonstrated that Americans feel more
passionate love to their partners than Japanese. This relation partially explained by
RM.

The belief about the effects of love on relationship satisfaction also
differentiates cross-culturally. According to the study of Hiew et al., (2015), Westerner
people believe that love, intimacy and caring are more positively affect relationship
satisfaction than what Chinese people believe. These differences may be associated
with cultural differences in self-construals.

Gonzaga et al., (2008) claim that strong feelings of love have the potential to
empower the bond between romantic partners as increasing commitment. Kito et al.
(2017) speculated that love also might lead to an increase in the partner’s commitment
since love repels the alternative partners and decreases the probability of dissolution
of the relationship. Thus, they argue that love may be an adaptive task for individualist

societies having high levels of RM.



1.5. Socioecological Approach: Relational Mobility Theory

Relational Mobility Theory (Oishi, 2014) has been proposed as a novel
conceptual framework to explain the effects of socioecological factors in relation with
cultural differences on close relationships. Oishi (2014) argues that the socioecological
approach perceives culture as a macro factor shaping the current socioecological
environment in addition to other macro factors such as economy, policies of the
government, geography, climate. It is an overarching approach to explain social
relations from this perspective. Oishi (2014) denotes the reciprocal interaction between
individuals and the environment. He also suggests that as environmental macro factors
influence an individual’s behaviors and attitudes, individuals create the social
environment influenced by macro environment. Oishi and Graham (2010) note that
physical environmental conditions and society’s attitudes, behaviors, beliefs and
expectations about these conditions create a socioecological environment. In return,
the socioecological environment shapes the individual’s behaviors, attitudes, beliefs
and expectations (Oishi, 2014; Oishi & Graham, 2010).

Relational mobility (RM) is a socioecological factor defined by Yuki et al.
(2007) as the degree of opportunities for new relationship formation and degree of
freedom of individuals to enter new relationships/groups and exit from an undesirable
relationship/group in a certain social context. Yuki and Schug (2012) explain that, on
the one hand, high RM societies offer their members many opportunities to meet with
other people and establish a new relationship with them. On the other hand, people in
low RM societies have fewer chances to know new people and less freedom to bond
with them. They also noted that people in high relationship mobility societies feel free
to pursue a more desirable and beneficial relationship when the current relationship
becomes unwanted. In contrast, people in low RM societies do not feel the freedom to
exit from a relationship, even if they do not want to stay. This situation is valid for any
kind of relationship, friendship, romantic partner, economic relationships, family
relations and organization membership (Kito et al., 2017).

In high RM societies, relationship opportunities are abundant and people tend
to live in cities with a high population (Kito et al., 2017). Relationships are based on
mutual voluntariness and maintain as long as parties of relationships are satisfied
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(Adams et al., 2004). RM is high in North America, Western Europe, Australia and
Latin America and relatively low in Japan, Hong Kong, Malaysia, Turkey (Thomson
etal., 2018).

According to Kito et al. (2017), relationships are predetermined in low RM
societies. People tend to acquainted with a lower number of people and live in small
towns and villages. It was argued that relationships are long-lasting with tighter bonds
with family members and close contacts. People have less control and initiative in their
relationships. Middle East, East Asia, South Asia and North Africa societies have low
RM (Thomson et al., 2018). However, RM is not only revealing at country level
changes of social context but also can vary in smaller social environments, such as a
first-year and second-year college student (Sato & Yuki, 2014).

The theoretical framework of RM overlaps with the Individualism-
Collectivism framework of Hofstede (Kito et al., 2017). Extensive research of
Thomson et al. (2018) shows that high versus low RM is significantly correlates
individualism — collectivism level of countries. Individualist countries, such as the US
and Western Europe, tend to be high RM countries at the same time. Likewise,

collectivist countries, such as Japan and China, demonstrate low RM characteristics.

1.5.1. Relational Mobility and Adaptive Tasks in Close Relationships

RM is a highly influential factor in close relationships (Kito et al., 2017).
Concerning relational processes, two polar of RM demonstrate different attitudes and
behaviors. According to the research of Oishi et al. (2015), acquisition and retention
are the most important adaptive tasks to survive in high RM societies. They indicate
that people have to improve the abilities and capacities to establish desirable relational
bonds since relationships are not predetermined by the social environment, and there
is an open market situation in which people try to attain for the best partner that they
can reach with their existing potential (Falk, Heine, Yuki & Takemura, 2009).
Retention is adaptive since the “open market” situation is applied for the partner also
(Kito et al., 2017). People in high RM are in constant relational competition, which
makes them need to self-enhance to preserve their current relationships from
dissolution and prevent a partner from being prepossessed by other advantageous

relationship alternatives (Falk et al., 2009; Kito et al., 2017).
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Oishi et al. (2015) suggest that maintaining harmony is the key adaptive task
for individuals in low RM societies. Since relationship dissolution probability is low,
people tend to keep harmony in their relationships, which are forecasted to last long
(Oishi et al., 2015). Behaviors and attitudes disturbing harmony involve social
rejection and being stuck in emotionally discomfort situation, which is not easy to exit.
Due to the fewer relationship alternatives and relative unfreedom of break up, retention
is not the primary task to do. People pay particular importance not to offend others

directly or indirectly in their acts (Yamagishi et al., 2008).

1.6. Current Study

The findings of many cross-cultural studies converge that satisfaction is
correlated by individualism. High mobility in relationships in individualist cultures
may lead people to self-enhancement and motivate people to make an active
investment in their relationships (Falk et al., 2009). Otherwise, relationship dissolution
stays as one of the major threats in the relationship. This leads that in an environment
with a more beneficial relationship alternative; it has a very high chance of ending the
current relationship (Oishi et al., 2015). On the other hand, in low relational mobility
societies, people do not feel this necessity to protect the current relationship. Relatively
lower risk of relationship dissolution reduces the motivation to spend time and effort
to enhance the current relationship. The difference in motivation to enhance
relationships entails the satisfaction level in the current relationship to differentiate.
Therefore, people in high relational mobility societies have higher relationship
satisfaction compared to low relationship societies.

The relationship flourishing -constituting meaning, relational giving, shared
goals, personal growth- can be regarded as the manifestation of the active investment
mentioned by Falk et al. (2009). Thus, it is expected that high relationship mobility
can promote relationship flourishing.

Based on the above argument and past findings, in this study, it was hypothesized
that;

Hypothesis 1: RM would be positively associated with RF.

Hypothesis 2: Interdependent self-construal would moderate the relationship

between RM and RF, so that, the link between RF and RM is expected to be stronger
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among those with low interdependent self-construal as compared to those with high
interdependent self-construal.

Before testing this hypothesis, first, a separate study was conducted to adopt the
three critical measures, the RFS the Positive-Negative Relationship Qualities (PNRQ)
and the Relational Mobility Scale (RMS) into Turkish and test their psychometric
properties. Second, the proposed hypotheses were tested with the adopted measures in
another study.

In chapter two, adaptation of RFS and adaptation of PNRQ and, in chapter three,
adaptation of RMS will be elucidated. Afterwards, the second study in which the main

hypothesizes were tested will be presented in the same chapter.
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CHAPTER 2

ADAPTATION OF THE RELATIONSHIP FLOURISHING AND
POSITIVE/NEGATIVE RELATIONSHIP QUALITY MEASURES INTO
TURKISH

2.1. Aim of the Study
2.1.1. Relationship Flourishing Scale

RF offers relationship scholar a new dimension of high-quality relationships.
According to Fincham and Beach (2010), the concept refers to the features which make
a relationship growing, strong, resilient, and emotionally vital. RF concept is
significant to increase the resilience of families and to revive “numbed” relationships.
For the development of positive relationship science, RF is essential in terms of
preventing relationship termination and improving healthy relationships.

Fowers et al. (2016) note that RFS aims to assess the richness and depth of
relationships which cannot be assessed with satisfaction measures. RFS has been
developed as a complementary tool to be commonly used satisfaction-based
relationship quality measurement tools. The measure focuses on observable actions
and features of relationships instead of an individual’s inner experience.

In developing RFS, Fowers et al. (2016) started with 80 items in six domains.
After the first elimination, the item pool was reduced to 42 items. Experts reviewed
these items and eliminated 12 items from the pool. Afterwards, cognitive interviews
which enable to examine the clarity and meaningfulness of the items were conducted
and 21 items left for further analyses. Psychometric evaluation of the remaining items
resulted in a 12-item measure, which is the final version of RFS. In the beginning,
meaning, personal growth, goal sharing, relational giving beginning, personal
expressiveness and engagement dimensions were expected to represent in RFS.
However, the items related to personal expressiveness and engagement were

eliminated in the process of test construction.
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The present study aims to adopt the RFS to Turkish and test its psychometric
quality. Thus, the RFS will also be used in testing the main hypotheses in this master’s
thesis to offer a novel adopted measurement tool to Turkish relationship researchers.
To test the validity of the Relationship Flourishing Scale (RFS), the Positive-Negative
Relationship Quality (PNRQ), the Relationship Happiness Questionnaire (RHQ) and
the Inclusion of Other in the Self (I0OS) were used for validity purposes. The PNRQ
measures positive and negative relationship quality separately in two domains. The
RHQ assesses relationship satisfaction. The 10S measures the feeling of closeness
with an item asking participants schematic representations of themselves and their
partner. It was expected that the relationship flourishing would be positively correlated
with relationship satisfaction, feeling of closeness and the positive relationship quality

and negatively correlated with negative dimension of the PNRQ.

2.1.2. Positive Negative Relationship Quality

Relationship quality was mostly studied from a unidimensional conceptual
perspective (Fincham & Rogge, 2010). However, people may feel both positive and
negative emotions independently about a relationship (Rogge et al., 2016). In
accordance with this approach, Fincham and Linfield (1997) developed the Positive
and Negative Qualities in Marriage Scale (PN-QIMS). Then, Mattson et al. (2013)
developed the Positive—Negative Semantic Differential (PN-SMD) as claiming that
the PN-SMD can capture Rogge et al. (2016) attempted to develop the PNRQ using
Item Response Theory (IRT) optimization method to have a measure with higher
precision and power.

Four positive and four negative adjectives were selected out of of 20 positive
and 20 negative initially existing items (Rogge et al., 2016). The measure is validated
by the Couple Satisfaction Index (Funk & Rogge, 2007) and The Communication
Warning Signs Scale (Stanley & Markman, 1997).

Rogge et al. (2016) argue that the PNRQ enables the identification of
indifferent and ambivalent relationships that are unnoticed in traditional dichotomic
measures. Accordingly, four categories emerged as follows: satisfied (high in

positivity, low in negativity), dissatisfied (low in positivity, high in negativity),
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indifferent (low in positivity, low in negativity) and ambivalent (high in positivity,
high in negativity).
This study aims to adapt PNRQ to Turkish.

2.2. Method
2.2.1. Participants and Procedure

Following to recive ethical approval for the study from the institutional human
subjects committee, participants who had a romantic relationship for at least six
months or longer period were invited to participate in an online survey using the
SONA system of METU. Initially, 335 participants completed the measures.
Participants who completed the survey less than 120 seconds were removed from the
data set, leaving for 290 participants for further analyses in this study.

The range of relationship duration varied from six months to 238 months (M =
23.34, SD = 23.98). Because the sample mainly consisted of the university students,
285 participants were single, but in a long-term relationship, four participants were
married, and one participant did not report his relationship type. Age of the participants
ranged from 18 to 44 (M =21.71, SD = 2.43). There were 190 (65.5%) women and 99
(34.1%) men in the sample. One participant did not report his/her gender. The
participants were given a 0.5 bonus point to be added to their course credit from this

study.

2.2.2. Materials

2.2.2.1. Relationship Flourishing Scale (RFS). To measure RF, Relationship
Flourishing Scale (RFS) has been developed by Fowers et al. (2016). The measure
constitutes of 12 items in four domains as follows: meaning (e.g., “When making
important decisions, I think about whether it will be good for our relationship.”),
relational giving (e.g., “It is worth it to share my most personal thoughts with my
partner.”), goal sharing (e.g., “I have more success in my important goals because of

my partner’s help.”) and personal growth (e.g., “We look for activities that help us to
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grow as a couple.”). Participants rated a 5-point Likert Scale (1=strongly disagree to

5= strongly agree). (See Appendix B)

2.2.2.2. Positive-Negative Relationship Quality Scale (PNRQ). The PNRQ
has been developed by Rogge et al. (2016) to assess the positive and negative qualities
of relationships. In this measure, these dimensions are measured as two different
dimensions as differently from other satisfaction-based relationship quality measures.

99 <¢ 99 ¢

Items related to positive quality are “enjoyable”, “pleasant”,“strong”, and “alive”. On
the other hand, items of negative dimensions are “bad”, “miserable”, “empty”, and
“lifeless”. Relationships are classified through these two dimensions in four categories
as follows: satisfied (high positive and low negative qualities), dissatistied (low
positive and high negative qualities), indifferent (low positive and negative qualities)
and ambivalent (high positive and negative qualities) relationships. Participants were
asked to rate these items in the 7-points Likert scale (“1-Not at all” to “7-Extremely”).
In this study, two factors explained 45% and 19.5% of the total variance. Cronbach’s

alpha of PNRQ was .816 (see Appendix B for the complete list of items). (See
Appendix C)

2.2.2.3. Relationship Happiness Questionnaire (RHQ). RHQ has been
developed by Fletcher, Fitness and Balmpied (1990) to measure relationship
satisfaction. RHQ consists of six items which are directly questioning the inner
experience of participants related to relationship satisfaction (e.g., “How much do you
love your partner?””). The scale was adapted to Turkish by Tutarel-Kislak (2002) as
“Iliskilerde Mutluluk Olgegi (IMO)”. Participants rated items in the 7-point Likert
scale (“1-Not at all” to “7-Extremely”). Cronbach’s alpha value in Tutarel-Kiglak’s
(2002) adaptation study is .80. In the current study, Cronbach’s alpha value was .84
(see Appendix D for the complete list of items).
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2.2.2.4. Inclusion of the other in the Self Scale (I0S). IOS is a one-item scale
has been developed by Aron, Aron and Smollan (1992) to assess the closeness of
respondent to the partner. Respondents were asked to choose the best schematic
representation of their relationships among five options. Representations indicate
different overlapping degrees of the schema of the self and a schema of other. IOS was
positively correlated with RFS, PRQ and RHQ, negatively correlated with NRQ (see
Appendix E for the item).

2.3. Results

First, data were cleared, and then Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was
conducted. Pattern matrix and scree plot indicated two factors as distinct from the
original 4-factors model RFS. The structure matrix was corroborative.

The analysis was run using Promax and based on eigenvalue (1). KMO-
Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant (7°(66) = 864, p < .001). In this study,
34.9% and 11.3% of the total variance were explained in two factors, which produced
a first eigenvalue (4.19) that was almost three times larger than the second eigenvalue
(1.36). In the current Turkish sample, RFS explained 45.2% of the total variance in
two factors, which were named as “Unison activities” and “First-person activities”.
The original scale is composed of 12 items, but there were 13 items with two slightly
different translations of an item at the beginning. The analysis showed that they were
indifferent. For the sake of being consistent with the original scale, we chose to remove
the 13" item and continue with the 3™ item.

To test the fitness of the original factor structure of the RFS, confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA) was carried out using Lisrel software. The analysis indicated
good fit of model (x? (48) = 129.618, p <.001, RMSEA = 0.0774, GFI = 0.928, p <
0.01). However, it was observed that the correlation between factors was very high,
from 0.668 to 0.943. The results indicated that four domains in the original structure
of the RFS were not adequately differentiated in the Turkish sample. After, the two
factors model developed in this study was examined. The analysis showed that the
model has good fit model (x?(53)=135.281,p <.001, RMSEA =0.0939, GFI=0.891,

p < 0.01). Also, the inter-factors correlations showed a significant differentiation (r
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(53) =0.524). Lastly, single dimensional model has been examined (2 (54) =199.319,
p <.001, RMSEA = 0.124, GFI = 0.820, p < 0.01). Thus, a total score was used by

combining all items.

Table 1
Results from a Factor Analysis of the Relationship Flourishing Scale

RES Ttem Component

1 2

Factor 1: First-person Activities
12. Esimin konusmaya ihtiyaci oldugunda, bunun i¢in zaman yaratirim. 79 -.19
9. Iliskimi gelistirmek icin gercekten calistyorum 77 -.09
8. Esimin basarilarini kutlamaya ¢ok dikkat ederim. 1 -.03
6. Tliskimizi giiclii kilan seyleri yapmak benim igin dogal ve kolaydur. .62 .07
4. En kigisel diisiincelerimi esimle paylasmaya deger. 54 17
5. Onemli kararlar alirken, iliskimiz i¢in iyi olup olmayacagmi diisiiniiriim. S2 .05
11. Cift olarak bizim i¢in ¢ok anlamli gelen seyler yapariz. 52 22
Factor 2: Unison Activities
3. Esim, kendi bagina yapamayacagim sekilde gelismem i¢in bana yardimet -.29 .86
oldu.
1. Esimin yardimindan dolay1 dnemli hedeflerimde daha fazla basar1 elde -.02 79
ediyorum
7. Esimle konusmak, olaylar1 yeni bir agidan gérmemi saglar. .16 .54
10. Esim, benim i¢in énemli olan seylere ilgi gosterir. 24 51
2. Cift olarak gelismemize yardimct olan faaliyetler arariz. 27 48

Note. N = 290. The extraction method was principal component analysis with an oblique (Promax
with Kaiser Normalization) rotation. Factor loadings above .30 are in bold. Adapted from
“Enhancing Relationship Quality Measurement: The Development of the Relationship Flourishing
Scale” by B. J. Fowers, J. P. Laurenceau, R. D. Penfield, L. M. Cohen, S. F. Lang, M. B. Owenz
and E. Pasipandoya, 2016, Journal of Family Psychology, 30(8), p.997-1007,
(https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000263). Copyright by the American Psychological Association.

Cronbach’s alpha of the RFS (M = 4.13, SD= .43) was .818. The highest
Cronbach’s alpha value revealed in the condition of the third item was deleted. On the
other hand, the lowest Cronbach’s alpha level revealed in the condition of the 10th or
11th items were deleted. Cronbach’s alpha level changed between .825 and .799. Since
there was not any significant difference in Cronbach’s alpha levels, none of the items

was deleted.
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EFA was conducted on the items of the PNRQ. The PNRQ consists of two
factors which were highly related in the original scale. The results of the analysis
revealed that the original two factors model perfectly fit in the Turkish sample (see
Table 2). EFA was performed using Promax and based on eigenvalue (1). KMO-
Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant (32 (28) = 894.609, p < .001). Factor] and
2 explained 45% and 19.5% of the total variance, respectively. The first eigenvalue
was 3.6 and the second eigenvalue was 1.6. Scree plot indicated two factors. Pattern
matrix showed the same two-dimensional structure as positive and negative
relationship qualities domains in the original model. Enjoyable, pleasant, strong, and
alive items loaded one factor and bad, miserable, empty, and lifeless items loaded the
second factor. The result in the structure matrix was consistent with the pattern matrix.

Cronbach’s alpha of the PRQ (M = 23.20, SD= 3.59) was .825. Item total
statistics were highest (.813), when the “Strong” item is deleted and lowest (.761),
when the “Pleasant” item is deleted. Cronbach’s alpha of the NRQ (M = 9.72, SD=
4.45) was .790. Item total statistics were highest (.745), when the “Empty” item is
deleted and lowest (.723), when the “Miserable” item is deleted. None of the items

was deleted.

Table 2
Results from a Factor Analysis of the Positive-Negative Relationship Quality
RFS Ttem Component
1 2

Eglenceli 91 15
Hos .83 -.04
Canli .76 -.13
Giiglii 75 .02
Bunaltici .04 82
Koti .07 .80
Bos .04 79
Cansiz -.19 .69

Note. N =290. The extraction method was principal axis factoring with an oblique (Promax
with Kaiser Normalization) rotation. Factor loadings above .30 are in bold. Adapted from
“Positive and Negative Evaluation of Relationships:

Development and Validation of the Positive—Negative Relationship Quality (PN-RQ) Scale” by
R. D. Rogge, F. D. Fincham, D. Crasta, and M. R. Maniaci, 2016, Psychological Assessment,
29(8), p. 1028-1043. (https://doi.org/10.1037/pas0000392). Copyright by the American
Psychological Association.
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To test the convergent and divergent validity of the RFS, correlations between
RF and the other measures were computed. As seen in Table 3, RF was not correlated
with any demographic variables. There was no significant gender difference in RF.
Correlations between RF and other major variables revealed that, as expected, RFS
was positively and significantly correlated with PRQ, NRQ, RHQ and IOS in the

expected directions supporting its validity.

Table 3
Correlations between RF and Other Major Variables

n M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. RFS 290 4.13 043 - 63" -47"  68™ AT -.05 .02
2. PRQ 290 5.80  0.90 - -48" 63" 43" -.08 -.04
3.NRQ 290 243 1.11 - -60"  -317 .01 .04
4. RHQ 290 5.50 0.79 - 53" -.02 .05
5.10S 290 5.05 1.44 - -.07 .08
6. Age 290 21.71 243 - .55

7 Relationship 290

Duration 23.34 2398 -

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Note: RFS: Relationship Flourishing Scale; PRQ: Positive Relationship
Quality; NRQ: Negative Relationship Quality; RHQ: Relationship Happiness
Scale; IOS: Inclusion of Others in Self Scale.

2.4. Discussion
2.4.1. Relationship Flourishing Scale

The present study aims to adopt the RFS to Turkish. Convergent, divergent and
construct validity analyses and reliability analysis were run to assess the psychometric
soundness of the scale. Results have shown that adapted RFS used as a single
dimension is a reliable and valid measure that can be used in further research in
Turkey.

In EFA, two factors emerged instead of four factors as distinct from the original

structure as developed by Fowers et al. (2016). When item loadings were evaluated,
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the first domain expresses the actor’s own actions contributing to RF. The second
domain reflected the perception of the actor about the partner’s actions or the activities
performed together. Because of this, the first domain named First-person Activities
and second domain named Unison Activities. Although EFA reveals clearly 2-factor
structure, it is recommended to use only one score of the complete scale RFS, since
theoretically, two domains did not have a sharp distinction. The results of CFA also
confirmed the single structure of the RFS. In other words, the subscales of meaning,
goal sharing, personal growth and relational giving did not differentiate in the current
sample. Cultural difference and its implications on romantic relationships might be a

reason for the incompatibility of the Turkish RFS structure with original RFS.

2.4.2. Positive Negative Relationship Quality

The PNRQ was adapted to Turkish to utilize as a validity measure in the RFS
adaptation study. Reliability, convergent, divergent and construct validity of PNRQ
have been tested. It is found to be reliable and valid that can be used in further research.

Two factors emerged congruently with the original scale when EFA was
executed. Items consisting of positive and negative relationship quality factors were
clearly and distinctly loaded. As expected, PRQ and NRQ were negatively related.
PRQ was positively and NRQ was negatively correlated with the relationship
flourishing, relationship happiness and closeness with romantic partner. These
correlations supported the validity of the measure in this sample. Reliability analyese

also showed that the PNRQ has satisfactory reliablility.

22



CHAPTER 3

THE ROLE OF RELATIONAL MOBILITY ON RELATIONSHIP
FLOURISHING AND ADAPTATION OF RELATIONSHIP MOBILITY
SCALE INTO TURKISH

3.1. Aim of the Study
3.1.1. Role of Relational Mobility on Relationship Flourishing

RF conceptualizes positive aspects of a high-quality relationship, which makes
a relationship strong, sentimentally alive, resilient and thriving (Fincham & Beach,
2010). Fincham and Beach (2010) argue that people who are engaged in flourishing
relationships would feel higher commitment, willingness to sacrifice, closeness, trust,
acceptance, support, respect, love and satisfaction. RF reflects a behavioral approach
describing differentiating features of good relationships.

The literature on relationship qualities in cultural context converges to the
finding that relationship quality (e.g., satisfaction, love, intimacy) are promoted by
individualistic culture. Most of the studies show that relationship satisfaction is higher
in individualistic cultures (Goodwin & Pillay, 2018; Wong & Goodwin, 2009). Fowers
et al. (2016) argue that active investment strategy of people in individualistic cultures
increases the relational well-being. RM is highly correlated with individualistic culture
(Thomson et al., 2018). As a sociocultural factor, it reflects the same characteristics
with individualism in terms of close relationships. Therefore, it was hypothesized that
high RF would be associated with higher levels of RM. Besides, Kafetsios (2018)
indicates that lower interdependent self-construal of actor affects positively
relationship satisfaction. It was hypothesized that lower interdependent self-construal
moderates the association between RF and RM.

Considering the past finding in this arena, in this study, it was hypothesized
that;

Hypothesis [: Relational mobility would be positively associated with

relationship flourishing.
23



Hypothesis II: Interdependent self-construal would moderate the relationship
between relational mobility and relationship flourishing. Thus, the association
between relational mobility and relationship flourishing is expected to be stronger

when interdependent self-construal is lower.

3.1.2. Relational Mobility Scale

Oishi et al. (2015) define RM as the degree of possible relationship alternatives
and freedom to enter a new relationship and exit from an unwanted relationship in the
current social environment. RM theory suggests that people in high RM are more
inclined to dissolve the current bond if they perceive that there are more beneficial
relationship alternatives that exist in the social environment. For the low relational
mobile societies, the situation is opposite (Kito et al., 2017). At the same time, Kito et
al. (2017) claim that high RM promotes to make an active investment into the current
relationship if it is desired. The study indicates that retention of the desired relationship
is an important task due to the “open market” situation in high RM. The fluidity of
relationships and the value of establishing relationships in this context also lead to
acquisition to be another important task. On the other hand, maintaining harmony is
much more valuable task for the people in low relational mobility, because relationship
alternatives and perceived freedom are limited (Kito et al., 2017).

Yuki et al. (2007) developed the RM scale to assess this sociocultural factor.
The measure consists of 12 items reflecting the perception of respondent about other
people’s relational freedom and opportunity in their environment. For example, in
most circumstances, it is easy for people to make new acquaintances). There are three
dimensions in the original measure; meeting new people, choosing one’s own
relationships and being bound to undesirable groups. However, it is recommended to
be used one total score as a unidimensional scale, since factor structure is not robust
in different samples.

Yuki et al. demonstrate that RM is highly correlated with 