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ABSTRACT

RELATIONSHIP SATISFACTION, RELATIONAL EQUITY, PERCEIVED
PARTNER RESPONSIVENESS AND EMOTION REGULATION DIFFICULTIES
IN EMERGING ADULTHOOD: A DYADIC ANALYSIS

YILDIZ, Cagla Berrak
M.S., The Department of Educational Sciences, Guidance and Psychological
Counseling
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Zeynep SUMER

August 2024, 143 pages

The current study uses a hypothetical model to investigate the mediating role of
emotion regulation difficulties in the association of relational equity and perceived
partner responsiveness to romantic relationship satisfaction at a dyadic level. Actor-
Partner Interdependence Mediation Model (APIMeM) was carried out to investigate

how individuals influence both their own and their partners' outcomes.

One-hundred-forty-six heterosexual couples (N=292) who met the inclusion criteria
of being emerging adults (18-29 years old), not being married, and having been in a
romantic relationship for at least six months were included in the study. A convenience
sampling method was used. The Turkish adaptation forms of Relationship Assessment
Scale, Perceived Partner Responsiveness Scale, Difficulties in Emotion Regulation
Scale, and Relational Equity Scale were utilized as measuring instruments.
Additionally, information regarding the participants' personal and relationship-related

details was gathered using the Personal Information Form created by the researcher.



Results indicated that men's perceptions of relational equity and relationship
satisfaction were partially mediated by difficulties with emotion regulation. No
additional mediation effect was noted. Regarding the remaining study questions,
significant gender differences and actor and partner effects were observed. Each
finding was discussed in accordance with the literature, implications, and

recommendations were offered.

Keywords: relational equity, perceived partner responsiveness, romantic relationship

satisfaction, emerging adulthood, actor-partner interdependence mediation model
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BELIREN YETISKINLIKTE ROMANTIK ILISKI DOYUMU, ILISKISEL
ESITLIK, ALGILANAN PARTNER DUYARLILIGI VE DUYGU DUZENLEME
GUCLUKLERI: IKiLI BIR ANALIZ

YILDIZ, Cagla Berrak
Yuksek Lisans, Egitim Bilimleri, Rehberlik ve Psikolojik Danigsmanlik Bolumii
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Zeynep SUMER

Agustos 2024, 143 sayfa

Bu calisma, beliren yetiskinlerde iliskisel esitlik ve algilanan partner duyarliliginin
romantik iliski doyumu ile iligkisinde duygu diizenleme gii¢liiklerinin araci roliinii ikili
dizeyde arastirmak amaciyla hipotetik bir model sunmaktadir. Bireylerin hem
kendilerinin hem de partnerlerinin iligkiye dair ¢iktilarini nasil etkileyebileceklerine
iliskin agiklamalar getirebilmek arastirmanin amaglarindan biri olup bu sebeple Aktor-
Partner Kargiliklt Bagimlilik Aracilik Modelinden (APIMeM)
faydalanilmistir. Beliren yetiskin (18-29 yas) olma, evli olmama ve en az 6 aydir
romantik bir iliskide bulunma sartlarin1 karsilayan 146 heteroseksiiel cift (N=292)
calismaya dahil edilmistir. Orneklemin olusturulmas: sirasinda elverisli (uygun)
ornekleme yontemi kullanilmistir. Olgme araci olarak ise katilimcilara iliski
Degerlendirme Olgegi, Algilanan Partner Duyarliign Olgegi, Duygu Diizenleme
Giicliigii Olgegi ve Iliskisel Esitlik Olgeginin Tiirkce formlar1 uygulanmistir. Ayrica,
kisisel ve iliskisel 6zelliklere iligkin veriler arastirmaci tarafindan olusturulan Kisisel

Bilgi Formu kullanilarak elde edilmistir.

Vi



Bulgular, duygu diizenleme gii¢liikklerinin sadece erkeklerin esitlik algilarinin iliski
doyumlarina olan etkisine kismen aracilik ettigini ortaya koymustur. Arastirmada
baska bir aracilik etkisi gézlenmemistir. Diger arastirma sorularina iliskin olarak,
cesitli aktor ve partner etkileriyle birlikte belirgin cinsiyet farkliliklar1 gozlenmis; her

bir bulgu literatiire uygun olarak tartisilmis, ¢ikarimlar ve oneriler sunulmustur.

Anahtar Kelimeler: iliskisel esitlik, algilanan partner duyarliligi, romantik iliski

doyumu, beliren yetiskinlik, aktor-partner karsilikli bagimlilik aracilik modeli
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1. Background to the Study

“We seem to know far too much about how love starts,
and recklessly little about how it might continue.”

Alain de Botton, The Course of Love (2017, pp. 21)

Being in loving, encouraging, and supportive relationships is necessary for mental
wellness (Kane et al., 2007). People, who are born with the innate ability to identify
and satisfy their own needs by arranging the surroundings and themselves (Das, 2020),
are expected to consider their fulfillment also in the establishment of romantic
relationships, which are characterized by concern for and sensitivity to the needs of
their partner (Alonso-Ferres et al., 2021).

For an extended period, scholars have long explored how an individual's inner or
exterior arrangements can manifest themselves and the mechanisms through which
close relationships are established and maintained. Self-regulation skills (e.g., Vater
& Schroder—-Abé, 2015), communication skills (e.g. Carlson et al., 2020; Yoo et al.,
2014), conflict resolution (e.g., Gordon & Chen, 2016), the balance of power in the
relationship (e.g., Aydin, 2017), closeness to the partner (e.g., Yoo et al., 2014),
interpersonal support (e.g., Cramer, 2004), one's own attachment patterns (e.g.
McCarty & Maughan, 2010; Fournier et al., 2011), values (e.g., Leikas et al., 2018),
and expectations from the relationship (e.g., Vannier & O’Sullivan, 2017) are some of
the important factors addressed. The degree of fulfillment that partners experience in
a relationship is determined by their subjective evaluation of such different aspects of



the relationship. It is also related to a relationship’s stability (Rusbult et al., 1998), and
partners’ level of commitment (Rusbult et al., 1998). Therefore, as it affects the
continuity of the relationship, investigations of the mechanisms related to satisfaction

are of core importance.

Although every age group is worthy of consideration in line with the scope outlined,
emerging adults, who are attempting identity exploration and setting expectations for
their own, life and relationships (Arnett & Mitra, 2018), require particular attention.
In addition to exploring and experimenting, people seek ways to establish enduring
relationships including people other than family members during this stage of life
(Arnett, 2015), which is characterized as a time of discovery and transition (Douglass,
2007). The relationships formed or the lessons acquired from their experiences
accompany life’s later phases - since they could contribute to their identity, which
emerging adults are attempting to define through a strong sense of self-focus (Shelley
et al., 2020). Thus, comprehending the features of the relationships formed during this
time, considering the factors that render them fulfilling, and figuring out the drives can
help not only understand the individual's current situation but also provide insight into
the future and facilitate implementation.

Due to the emerging adulthood period's self-focused nature, the individual focuses not
only on building genuine and long-lasting relationships but also on understanding their
position in the world (Arnett, 2000 In relationships they also try to decide what they
expect, what they tend to tolerate, what they will set boundaries against, how they cope
with things, which principles they have, and accordingly maturing the relevant skills
(Shulman & Connolly, 2013). Feeling supported by significant others who might
remain with them for a long time is also especially important for individuals going
through this stressful process of identity construction and searching for answers
(Zimmermann & Iwanski, 2014). All of this suggests that the satisfaction of a romantic
relationship should not be based on only the need for romantic intimacy and support;
the emergence of associations related to one's own identity, skills, and boundaries is
additionally considered to be significant in terms of developmental characteristics.

Inconsistencies in any of the domains concerned, either on a personal or relational le-



vel, might lead to unfavorable emotions. Relationships are not always consistently
fulfilling due to the potential conflicts (Flynn et al., 2017). Dysfunctional patterns that
the individual carries from previous experiences (McCarthy & Maughan, 2010),
having experiences that contradict their beliefs about themselves (Letzring & Noftle,
2010), not having expectations met (Vannier & O’Sullivan, 2017), not receiving
soothing support from the surrounding environment may result in unsatisfying
relationships (Candel & Turliuc, 2021). Relationship dynamics theories concentrating

on distinct aspects are utilized to offer proper explanations.

As a theoretical attempt to explain the dynamics, social exchange theories focus on the
fair distribution of the various components of one's relationship and include many sub-
theories. One of them, equity theory, focuses on the perception of fairness in a person's
relationship with their partner and tries to explain satisfaction in regard. It contends
that dissatisfaction in relationships can be explained by disparities that arise when the
partners' perceived giving and receiving are out of balance (Van Yperen & Buunk,
1990). As such, the individual anticipates receiving what they believe they deserve in
the relationship and the satisfaction level is negatively impacted when they perceive
themselves as being in a considerably more favorable or disadvantaged position
(Hatfield & Rapson, 2011).

There have been criticisms of the exchange notion and competing theories regarding
relationship outcomes and individuals’ evaluation processes. Even equity theory itself,
when applied to romantic relationships, highlights that expected rewards are assessed
from an emotional and relational standpoint rather than economic, and it places a
higher priority on establishing a balance between giving and receiving while
accounting for interpersonal feelings of like, love, and cohesiveness (Hatfield et al.,
1979). Furthermore, Clark and Mills (1979) introduced the concept of a communal
relationship in opposition to the idea of exchange. They emphasized that the desire to
consider the welfare of a partner and the drive to fulfill this desire take precedence
over pragmatic considerations in close relationships. According to this perspective, it
is an individual's responsibility to give consideration to the needs of the other person

in a close relationship and to be sensitive to those needs as an inherent part of the re-



lationship (Clark et al., 1998). The concept of perceived partner responsiveness, which
encompasses the components of feeling understood, validated, and supported by the
partner (Reis et al., 2004), is accordingly in a position that is expected from the
relationship and promotes thriving (Feeney & Collins, 2015). The current study
attempts to explain relationship satisfaction within the framework of two important
concepts: relational equity and perceived partner responsiveness.

In previous studies, these two variables were independently associated with
satisfaction. For instance, studies by Utne et al. (1984) and Van Yperen and Buunk
(1990) have demonstrated a direct correlation between relationship satisfaction and
the perception of equity. Van Yperen and Buunk (1990) also investigated gender
differences and found that women view themselves as being at a disadvantage. A
contrasting outcome was noted in a 1984 investigation by Michaels et al. (Michaels et
al., 1984). The study's findings indicate that women have a more advantageous

position in relationships.

Gender disparities have also been explored in the majority of research that examined
equity in romantic relationships, and it can be claimed that it manifests itself as more
of an issue for women. For instance, a study by Bellani et al. (2018) demonstrates that

women who feel inferior to others make greater efforts to maintain stable relationships.

A similar conclusion was found by Yum et al. (2015) that women who believe they
are in a disadvantageous position strive more to improve it. For women residing in the
West, this was the case; nevertheless, it was not observed for women whose traditional
roles have greater significance. Equity has been defined by researchers as a Western
ideal because of this. Therefore, it may be generally concluded that the perception of
equity is a bigger issue for women in romantic relationships and shows more
variability among them. It has been explained through gender roles in research.
Traditional gender roles are also at the forefront not only in the equity between partners
in a relationship but also in the communication based on social support (Matud et al.,
2003). Romantic relationships were also assumed to be the inevitable domain in that

this influence would manifest itself.



For instance, it has been indicated that women are more proactive in approaching and
requesting support from their partners. Specifically securely attached women exhibit
support-seeking behaviors in moments of anxiety (Simpson et al, 1992). Research on
the importance of perceived support from romantic partners, which is just as
significant as the actual support (Lemay & Clark, 2015), has considered the concept
of perceived partner responsiveness. Studies have demonstrated that it is associated
with satisfaction in relationships irrespective of gender (Candel & Turliuc, 2021;
Pagani et al., 2019; Sasaki & Overall, 2020).

The underlying mechanisms may be questioned in light of the detrimental effects on
partners of not perceiving their partner as responsive or their relationships as
unequal. Studies indicate that perceived partner responsiveness and equity are
consistently connected to other feelings, which are both positive and negative, that
arise during the relationship or the ways individuals express them. Emotions, which
can be characterized as the individual’s primitive response forms (Strasser, 1970) that
arise based on subjective experiences and cognition (Brenner, 1974), shape the
reactions to situations and mobilize individuals (Brown, 1976), have the power to
influence social behaviors and also decision-making processes (Averill, 1980). So,
while examining people's romantic experiences and their fulfillment in this experience,
it seems important not to ignore their emotions related to relational dynamics.
Accordingly, people are happier and more satisfied in relationships where equity is
achieved (Utne et al., 1984; Van Yperen & Buunk, 1990), while stress, anger, and
depressive feelings accompany relationships where this is not the case (Sprecher,
1986; Utne et al., 1984). Moreover, relational equity was also found to be related to
women disclosing their feelings, and gender differences appeared to be salient at this
point (Larson et al., 1998). In addition, expressing or suppressing emotions was further
examined in relation to perceived partner responsiveness. People who perceived their
partners as more responsive tended to disclose their feelings to them more, whereas
perceived less responsiveness was associated with suppression of emotions (Ruan et
al., 2020). The inability to manage one's emotions can lead to hostile or withdrawn
behavior in the relationship, which lowers satisfaction. Conversely, honest and open

communication and expression of feelings foster a more responsive perception of one's



partner and increased satisfaction (Pagani et al., 2019). Here, it can be argued that
having the ability to regulate emotions might play an instrumental part as a resilience

source in relationships’ challenging circumstances (Troy & Mauss, 2011).

According to Gratz and Roemer (2004), emotion regulation means having the ability
to understand and accept the emotion, having clarity, controlling impulsive actions
accordingly, acting in accordance with the purposes of the individual about the
situation, and having strategic sources to be able to do all these. A deficiency in any
of these components may be linked to communication issues, issues with the partner,
and ultimately detrimental effects on relationship satisfaction (Bradburry & Shaffer,
2012). Therefore, while investigating how people's perceptions of relational equity
and their partners' responsiveness may be associated with relationship satisfaction, it
appears important to investigate how the ability or inability to regulate the experienced
emotions might play a role in that association. It was concluded to conduct the current
study using dyadic data due to the interdependent nature of relationships, potential
gender disparities regarding variables, and the value of examining the impact of one's

perceptions about the dynamics on partner experience.

1.2. Purpose of the Study

This study aims to investigate the mediating role of emotion regulation difficulties in
the association of relational equity and perceived partner responsiveness to romantic
relationship satisfaction at a dyadic level. The data collected from heterosexual
couples were used in this study, which also aims to investigate possible actor and
partner effects in the relationship between romantic relationship satisfaction and

related variables.

1.3. Research Question and Hypotheses

The key focus of this research is to answer the following research question: “What is
the mediating role of emotion regulation difficulties in the association of relational
equity and perceived partner responsiveness to romantic relationship satisfaction in

emerging adulthood?”.
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Figure 1.1. Hypothesized Model for the Current Study

The hypothesized model's schematic representation is shown in Figure 1.1. The
following is a list of the hypotheses that address the research question and take the
actor, partner, and mediator's effects into account. The term "actor effect"” in the current
research refers to how the characteristics of an individual affect their own, whereas the
term "partner effect” refers to how an individual’s outcome variable is affected by their
partner’s variables (Cook & Kenny, 2005). The hypotheses addressing the research
question can be listed as follows:

H1: Women’s and men’s relational equity will be positively associated with their own

and their partners’ romantic relationship satisfaction.

H2: Women’s and men’s relational equity will be negatively associated with their own

emotion regulation difficulties.

H3: Emotion regulation difficulties of both women and men will mediate the

relationship between relational equity and romantic relationship satisfaction.

H4: Women’s and men’s perceived partner responsiveness will be positively

associated with their own and their partners’ romantic relationship satisfaction.



H5: Women’s and men’s perceived partner responsiveness will be negatively

associated with their own emotion regulation difficulties.

H6: Emotion regulation difficulties of both women and men will mediate the
relationship between perceived partner responsiveness and romantic relationship

satisfaction.

1.4. Significance of the Study

It is widely acknowledged that the satisfaction of each partner's emotional needs
defines the nature of relationships (Butler, 2011; Luginbuehl & Schoebi, 2018); this is
seen even in the attempts to apply the exchange notion characterized by pragmatic
considerations to romantic partnerships (Hatfield et al., 1985). It is evident from the
literature that perceiving the romantic partner as responsive is a circumstance that has
an impact on how satisfied people are in the relationship (Candel & Turliuc, 2021) as
well as how they express their feelings, and communicate with each other (Ruan et al.,
2020). Nevertheless, not enough research has been done to figure out how this
association can arise. Thus, the purpose of this study was to investigate how emotion
regulation difficulties relate to perceived partner responsiveness and satisfaction. The
current research appears to be significant as it attempts to shed light on the extent to
which partner responsiveness and satisfaction are related to emotions, which are key
to partner communication. Apart from the fundamental need for support, it is also
recognized that individuals nowadays prioritize their own personal fulfillment; and

individualization becomes increasingly apparent.

The idea of how individual investments in the relationship, alternative options, and the
satisfaction that individuals derive from current relationships affect relationship con-
tinuity is currently more on the agenda within exchange theories (e.g. Rusbult et al.,
1998). On the other hand, studies on the concept of evaluating one's sense of fairness
and equity in a relationship and an individual's earnings in response to their
investments -which is, in fact, the core of the idea of exchange- have been overlooked
in the expansion of theory. The studies were outdated, conducted mainly with married
couples, or are about merely power equity (e.g., Aydin, 2017; Felmlee, 1994). This

research was carried out with the idea that it is important to investigate the importance



of individuals' self-preservation while considering relational balance in their
relationships, particularly in emerging adulthood (Arnett, 2015), where embracing
independence and self-discovery is just as important as nurturing relationships. The
study is important in terms of providing insight into how caring for both the

relationship and self might manifest themselves in relationships.

Since emotions were found to be consistently related to the perception of relational
equity, as in perceived responsiveness, the question of how the relationship between
satisfaction and equity can be related through the regulation of these emotions was
also aimed to be answered. In an effort to improve relationship satisfaction, it is
anticipated that the results will not only identify an association and add to the body of
relationship research but also improve interventions trying to enhance self-regulation
abilities in relationships by offering a new perspective on its connection to the
dynamics. Ultimately, employing the actor-partner interdependence model, it is aimed
to demonstrate how partners influence one another, how they help one another develop
coping and regulatory abilities, and how this influences one another's level of
satisfaction. It is anticipated that it will add to the body of knowledge on relationship
satisfaction by explaining the associations and by serving as a base for interventions

focusing on couple communication and individual features.

1.5. Definitions of Terms

This section provides definitions for the terms used in the study.

Equity is defined in the context of this study as both individuals in the relationship
benefiting fairly from it (Hatfield, & Traupmann, 1981). Relational equity is the belief
that people believe their relationships are mutually beneficial and that their
investments in their relationships are justified (Sabatelli & Cecil-Pigo, 1985).

Perceived partner responsiveness refers to an individual's perception of their partner's
genuine concern for them and support for the core aspects of their identity (Reis et al.,
2004; Ruan, et al., 2019).



Romantic relationship satisfaction is an individual's assessment of the romantic
relationship and its degree of favorable emotions for the person (Keizer, 2014;
Rusbult, 1980).

Emotion regulation is the ability to manage one's emotions, including how to feel and

express them, in a way that serves the individual's goals (Eisenberg et al., 2000; Gross,
2001).
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

In this chapter, after providing an overview of romantic relationships and romantic
relationship satisfaction in emerging adulthood, the theoretical background and
empirical findings are presented for the other variables of the study: namely relational
equity, perceived partner responsiveness, and emotion regulation difficulties.

Afterward, a general summary of the literature review is given.

2.1. Emerging Adulthood and Romantic Relationships

Emerging adulthood, “the age of identity explorations, instability, self-focusing,
feeling in-between and possibilities” according to Arnett (2015, pp. 9), is a time of
numerous alternative routes and also a transition to adulthood. Identity exploration is
a crucial aspect of this period. To develop a strong sense of who they are, people go
through a process of discovery and exploration of themselves (Shelley et al., 2020) in
many different areas of life, such as romantic relationships, worldviews, or work
(Arnett, 2015). They advance in an enhanced comprehension of who they are, their
abilities, beliefs, and values, as well as a knowledge of how to integrate into society
and how to shape relationships as a result of exploring various options (Arnett & Mitra,
2018).

Therefore, possibilities, which relate to the sense of optimism and willingness to new
opportunities, are one of the primary concerns of emerging adulthood. The desire to
try new things and get to know oneself goes hand in hand with the belief that one has
the power to influence their own future and make important life decisions. There are
many decisions that could be taken at this time, possibly more than at any other point

in life (Galanaki & Leontopoulou, 2017). It is also a period of instability due to cons-
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tant transformation and change, including adjustments in individuals' intimate
relationships, life tasks, and work opportunities (Arnett & Mitra, 2018; Shelley et al.,
2020). When predicting the near future and adjusting to changes, emerging adults
frequently feel unsure and unpredictable. It also takes longer to get used to the new

roles associated with being an adult.

Since the person views themselves as neither entirely adult nor totally adolescent, a
feeling of in-betweenness is a typical experience (Nelson et al., 2004). Self-focusing,
the final critical characteristic Arnett identified (2015), describes people prioritizing
their growth and self-sufficiency throughout this period (Galanaki & Leontopoulou,
2017). Emerging adults are more able to pursue their interests, beliefs, and desires
thanks to their self-focus. Making choices related to goals and needs is another key
component of emerging adulthood (Arnett, 2015). Self-recognition and growth are
inevitable components of the process. Discovering one's desires and goals during
transitions and making decisions accordingly are among the key needs of emerging
adults. Self-focus, defined as prioritizing one's growth and independence (Galanaki &
Leontopoulou, 2017), is a characteristic of the period that makes it possible to pursue
interests, beliefs, and goals more skillfully (Arnett, 2015).

Driven by a desire to explore and also a sense of uncertainty, many discoveries in areas
such as identity, emotions, sexuality, morality, values, academic achievement, career,
etc. (Santrock, 2017) take shape in emerging adulthood even though they first take
place in adolescence (Atak & Cok, 2010). People learn from their explorations as a
part of this period's most unique characteristic, identity exploration, and then apply the
knowledge to a range of situations encountered in adulthood. The enduring nature of
the experiences of this period and their impact on the rest of life are both stressed
(Arnett, 2015). Social environment and close relationships also constitute an important
part of the discoveries (Fincham & Cui, 2010). In the relationships they establish in
this period, individuals are in the process of learning about themselves and are self-
focused (Arnett, 2015), and on the other hand, they can make decisions that will affect
their future, such as marriage decision, choosing the person they will continue their
lives (Fincham & Cui, 2010).
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Although close relationships are important for all age periods in terms of providing a
sense of security (Deci & Ryan, 2000), especially romantic relationships seem to be
not only an important part of emerging adulthood but a crucial developmental task
(Furman & Collibee, 2014). The enduring nature of experiences that affect future
periods is also apparent. The important question across this age range is "What kind
of person do | want to continue my life with?" rather than "Whom do | want to be with
right now to feel happy?” (Arnett, 2000). Making such prospective decisions earlier,
there is a wide range of possibilities to take into account based on their personal
romantic experiences. The potential variety of romantic experiences that people in this
age group have increased as a result of the rise in marriage age that came with the
societal change in the last fifty years and adolescents developing romantic

relationships earlier (Rauer et al., 2013).

The tendency of emerging adults to focus on themselves is additionally evident while
they are considering their partner alternatives and initiating and maintaining
relationships, all of which contribute to the formation of their self-definition.
Protecting oneself from being rejected and failed, presenting oneself strategically
according to their goals, and acting by evaluating life options constitute the basis of
the initiations of this period, including romantic relationships. Their intensity often
decreases as the relationship progresses and deepens. In the case of romantic
relationships, the goal is often to have a mutually beneficial and pleasant cooperative
relationship with a romantic partner (Clark & Beck, 2011), although it is known that
there are emerging adults who do not prefer it (Backmeyer & Cromwell, 2018), and
when beginning a relationship, attempts are made to achieve this goal and partners are
made up of people with this potential (Clark & Beck, 2011).

In short, exploration of self and possibilities, a sense of in-betweenness, and instability
during discoveries are key characteristics of emerging adulthood. Individuals during
this period are mostly in need of establishing relationships that can be carried through
to later stages of life while also concentrating on their needs, and discovering who they
are. The literature has addressed the variables influencing relationship satisfaction in
this “winding road”- as Arnett (2015) stated.
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The next sub-heading presents related studies after a brief explanation of the concept
of relationship satisfaction.

2.1.2. Romantic Relationship Satisfaction on Emerging Adulthood

Romantic relationship satisfaction is an individual's assessment of their relationship,
which takes into account people's perspectives and experiences (Keizer, 2014). This
definition encompasses one's perceptions of the extent to which their romantic
relationship satisfies their desires and expectations (Ta, 2017). The concept is
generally expressed in combination with positive emotions, a desirable feeling or

attraction experienced towards a partnership (Rusbult, 1983).

This positive state of being fulfilled, which is felt depending on the subjective
experiences of the person in the relationship, is closely linked to different factors
affecting life such as mental and physical health (Graham et al., 2011) and is known
to affect the general well-being of the person (Demirtas & Tezer, 2012). So, despite
considering that satisfaction is a large aspect of a relationship that has been addressed
using many different concepts in such different age ranges in the close relationships
literature, the satisfaction of romantic relationships during emerging adulthood and
associated variables are covered in this section. Romantic competence is one of the
concepts that are frequently investigated concurrently. This also means that they have
the opportunity to grow over time or develop "romantic competence," as Norona et al.
(2017) stated, in their relationships. Although romantic competence is not a concept
specific to adolescents and is important for the functioning of romantic relationships
in all life stages, its foundations are shaped in emerging adulthood. This concept,
which is closely related to relationship satisfaction, security, and functioning, consists
of three basic components: insight, mutuality, and emotion regulation. Insight consists
of being aware of the reasons for and consequences of one's behavior and having the
ability to draw lessons from the past. Considering one's own needs, drives, and the
impact of one's actions on others is also included in the definition. Mutuality is the
capacity to fulfill one's own needs while ensuring favorable results for both people

involved in a relationship.
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Emotion regulation comprises being aware of one's emotional state, expressing
emotions in healthy ways, tolerating challenging emotions, and sustaining a balanced
state of mind. These three basic components, self-awareness, reciprocity in the
relationship, and the ability to regulate emotions, are vital for maintaining romantic
competence (Davila et al., 2017). This concept is one of the commonly investigated
concepts in the literature on emerging adulthood romantic relationship satisfaction,
which is consistent with its importance in romantic functioning (Davila et al., 2017)
and romantic relationships’ being essential as emerging adults’ social development
(Furman & Collibee, 2014). Satisfying relationships formed in this period might pave
the way for an endurance of secure and fulfilling relationship experiences, while
unpleasant and painful relationships may reinforce insecure attachment patterns by

creating a sense of insecurity (Godbout et al., 2017).

Several variables that appear to be connected to emerging adult features have been
studied in relation to romantic relationship satisfaction. Whitton and Kuryluk (2012)
discovered a negative correlation between depressive symptoms and relationship
satisfaction, with a stronger correlation in women. They also highlighted that feeling
committed had an impact on this relationship in men and consequently, men who show
little commitment in their relationships also have a lower correlation between
depressive symptoms and satisfaction. Demirli Yildiz et al. (2017) demonstrated a
moderately negative correlation between relationship satisfaction and having an
anxious attachment style. Low satisfaction has also been associated with avoidance,

emotional cutoff, and intimacy-related anxiety (Norona, Welsh, 2016).

According to Beckmeyer and Cromwel (2018)l, individuals who have a desire for a
romantic relationship and who are in it, possibly due to the support they experience,
express feeling less alone and having higher levels of overall well-being. At this point,
it's crucial to feel supported by your romantic partner. Yet, Candel (2022) found that
excessive levels of entitlement, or the high expectation that needs will be met by the
romantic partner, lower relationship satisfaction. Vannier and O'Sullivan also showed
in their 2017 study that the failure of the relationship to meet expectations negatively

affects relationship satisfaction.
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Studies that supported the research model were discovered following the evaluation of
the findings. Romantic relationship satisfaction in emerging adulthood was also
examined with the variables of insecure attachment (Godbout et al., 2017; Stackert,
Bursik, 2003), relationship violence (Godbout et al., 2017), relationship conflict
(Sagkal, Ozdemir, 2019), dysfunctional relationship beliefs (Stackert, Bursik, 2003),
and dysfunctional individuation (Ran Zhang & Chen, 2023) and a negative
relationship was found between them. Romantic beliefs such as believing that love
will overcome everything or believing in the existence of a soul mate (Vannier,
O’Sullivan, 2017), dyadic coping behaviors (Eyisoylu & Erdem, 2023), and
similarities in text-based communication (Ohadi et al., 2018) were found to be
positively related to relationship satisfaction in this period. In addition, high
relationship satisfaction and quality are also positively related to the general life

satisfaction of emerging adults (Eryllmaz & Dogan, 2013).

This study is based on equity theory, which is one of the theories trying to explain the
issue of satisfaction. Along with the explanation of the theory, relational equity,
perceived partner responsiveness, and emotion regulation were discussed in detail in

the following sections.

2.3. Equity Theory

The previous section provided a discussion of the profound importance of
relationships, particularly romantic ones, in the lives of individuals. This circumstance
has intensified research on the nature of relationships and sparked scholarly interest.
There are many theories and empirical studies in the academic literature on how

romantic relationships begin, continue, and ultimately end.

2.3.1. Social Exchange Theories: The Position of Equity Theory
For many years, it has been addressed in a variety of sources what causes a decision

to start a relationship (such as Clark, et al., 2011; Eastwick et al. 2011; Ireland, et al.,
2011), what motivates and an impact on that decision (such as Appel, et al., 2015;
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Guldner, et al., 1995; McNulty, et al., 2008) and what dynamics and processes result
in a relationship ending (such as Le et al., 2010; Sprecher, et al., 2014; VVanderDrift,
etal., 2013).

One theory that has advanced concepts for comprehending relationship dynamics is
equity theory. The foundations, which constitute an important part of social exchange
theories, are based on economic and political factors (Adams, 1963; Hatfield &
Rapson, 2011) and support a balanced and fair distribution of what is given to the

relationship and what is received in return (Adams, 1965).

At this point, it seems important to elaborate on the basic principles of social exchange
theory to understand equity theory more comprehensively. As a social exchange
theorist, Homans (1958) claims that the notion of exchange can be used to explain
interactions with others. He proposes that people act in social manners with the hopes
of getting benefits and avoiding costs- what social exchange theory is fundamentally
about. To preserve an equilibrium between what they offer and get in social
connections, he underlines that people structure their behavior upon the reciprocity
principle: ““I will give you something because | expect that you will return my gift in
due time or when necessary (for instance in the case of help).”” (Komter, 2007, p.
100). In this context, social exchange theory emphasizes the significance of rewards
as interpersonal activity motivators, such as company, approval, or substance gains
(Homans, 1958). This point of view leads to the notion that any relationship in which
there can be an exchange can be analyzed within the framework of this theory (Adams,
1963). In his 1958 study, which focused on small group communication in general,
Homans explained the social exchange theory through in-group communication, norm
formation, cohesiveness, and the power of people in the group to influence each other.
Accordingly, the greater the cohesiveness in small groups, the greater the power of
individuals to influence each other, and the faster norms are formed within the group
(Back, 1950).

The formation of norms in relationships and communication leads to the establishment

of a balance in the relationship, also the stabilization of the behavior of people, and the
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fixing of dynamics. However, this is not suggested to be seen as an ideal or a situation
that can be observed at any time (Blau, 1964). The person is expected to behave in a
way to provides what is best for him/her under the current circumstances. Although
the state of equilibrium continues as long as distributive justice, which means that the
gains/rewards are proportional to the investments/costs (Adams, 1965), continues,
cognitive dissonance will reappear when the perceived cost is thought to be more than
the benefit received, will result in a feeling of distress (Hegtvedt, 1990) and the person

will take action to compensate for it (Homans, 1958).

Another exchange theorist, Blau (1964) contributed an additional viewpoint to
Homans' ideas and the use of distributive justice; and emphasized the vagueness of the
criteria used to identify the previously indicated condition of equilibrium, the
perception of reward, and the perception of cost: He contends that people do not
establish a reward-cost balance for themselves using generalized criteria but rather rely
on their values, expectations, and the established social norms of the culture in which
they live. As a study showing the importance of accepted social norms and the impact
of social comparisons, Keith and Schafer (1987) emphasized the importance of the
concept of relative deprivation.

According to Adams' definition of relative deprivation (1965) it is a belief that one's
situation is less fortunate compared to others; in contrast to the concept of relative
gratification, which means feeling that one is more fortunate than others. In their study,
Keith and Schafer (198) revealed that psychological well-being is more negatively
impacted by situations where a person feels inferior to others due to social comparisons

than by relationships that fail to measure up to their individual expectations.

In line with the foregoing, Adams (1963, 1965), the author of the first articles on equity
theory in the 1960s, approached the principles in the context of the employee-employer
relationship. He presented a study within the scope of inequalities by evaluating the
work, training, and labor of the employee as costs and the wage as a reward. In this
study, self-assessment of oneself in comparison with other employees, which is called

social comparison, was also discussed and how employees can compensate for perce-
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ived negative workplace deficiencies (such as providing on-the-job training and
making efforts to increase salaries) was handled. At this point, Festinger's (1957)
theory of cognitive dissonance was applied, and the employees' compensation efforts
were explained in terms of it. The theory claims that people want to be in a state of
balance and consistency in their thoughts, beliefs, or attitudes. Accordingly, in any
situation that would disrupt the state of equilibrium, people make efforts to reduce or
eliminate the existing inconsistency (Festinger, 1957). This circumstance causes a
discrepancy for both those who believe they receive less than what they give (those
who underbenefit) and those who believe they receive more than what they give (those
who overbenefit) (Adams, 1963).

Condensing the previous work, Walster et al. (1973) defined four propositions of
equity theory:

a. The goal of each individual is to maximize their outcomes, where outcomes
are defined as benefits minus expenses.

b. b.1. By developing recognized mechanisms for "equitably” dividing rewards
and costs across attendees, groups can increase their overall reward. Members
will therefore create equity mechanisms and make an effort to persuade
members to embrace and follow them.

b.2. Individuals in groups will typically be rewarded for treating others fairly,
and generally punished (had their costs rise up) for treating others unfairly.

c. Individuals become irritated when they find themselves taking part in unfair
partnerships. People experience more distress when the connection is more
unequal.

d. Once individuals acknowledge they are in an unequal relationship, they
attempt to restore equity in the relationship and eradicate their discomfort,
which can take two forms: Restoring actual equity or restoring psychological
equity. In order to achieve actual equity, the person has to act and behave in a
way that changes the situation, whereas in order to achieve psychological
equity, the person has to change the way they think about their situation and
misrepresent the actual things that happened (Hatfield & Rapson, 2011). In

situations where equity cannot be restored, people who are in a situation of
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inequity in their favor (overbenefitted) will feel guilty and people who are in a
situation of inequity against them (underbenefitting) will feel angry (Hatfield,
Traupmann, 1981). Besides, people in equitable relationships feel more
satisfied with their relationships (Hatfield & Rapson, 2011).

Due to the elaboration offered, social exchange and equity theories appear to be
inseparable by explaining how people perceive the fair distribution of benefits and
costs and how they try to make adjustments when that distribution is not fulfilled; since
the analysis of the distribution of rewards and its consequences seem to be the primary
goal of exchange theorists (Leventhal, 1980).

However, the social exchange theory includes equity theory as a sub-theory and it has
grown over time as new ideas that theorists consider important and various sub-
theories have been incorporated. The interdependence theory and the investment

model are the two most common of these.

Interdependence theory provides a framework for examining romantic relationships
and includes essential terms and ideas needed to comprehend these dynamics. The
primary ideas of the theory center on how partners in romantic relationships relate to
and influence one another. In addition to equity and benefit-cost balance, which are
conceived as "outcome™ in the context of this theory; "dependence,” which refers to
how much a person depends on their partner to achieve desired results, is also regarded
as critical. Furthermore, "comparison level" specifies the results a person anticipates
from a relationship, whereas "comparison level for alternatives"” refers to evaluations
of the present relationship as compared to alternative possibilities (Kelley, 1984;
Rusbult & Buunk, 1993).

The Investment Model of Rusbult, which also has several important phrases and ideas
at its foundation, is an effective structure for comprehending the dynamics of romantic
connections (Rusbult et al., 2011). According to the model, people assess the romantic
relationship based on three main considerations: satisfaction, alternatives, and
investments. First, when considering both the benefits and costs of a relationship,
"satisfaction” refers to the overall pleasure a person experiences as a result of the

relationship.
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Second, "alternatives" refer to chances one perceives to satisfy desires and objectives
unrelated to their present relationship. If appealing alternatives are available, loyalty
to the current partnership may suffer. The term "investments" also refers to the material
and emotional resources that each party has brought to the partnership, which would
be diminished or devalued if the relationship terminated (Rusbult et al., 1998; Rusbult
etal., 2011).

2.3.2. Equity Theory and Romantic Relationships

Social exchange theories, which can be handled in every context of relationship and
communication and are found effective in investigating formal relationships (Sprecher
& Shehan, 1993), have also been studied in the field of romantic relationships. It is
important to consider how equity theory defines "intimate relationships" to understand
how its principles become established in such types of interactions. Important theorists
in the area of intimate/romantic relationships, Hatfield et al. (1979) defined what an

"intimate relationship™ entails as follows:

First of all, the love and liking that the parties in the relationship feel for each other is
necessary for the communication to be considered close. The characteristics of close
relationships that follow this "precondition” are usually shaped by the concept of
exchange and the comparison of intimate relationships with more casual interactions,
according to equity theorists’ conceptualization. They therefore can be described as
relationships where the information exchanged is more personal, connected to past
experiences, values, and vulnerable and strong sides. They are also anticipated to last

longer than casual relationships (Hatfield et al., 1979).

As can be deduced from the foundations of the theory, people are more willing to
invest for their intimate relationships and the variety of investments made for the
relationship as well as the substitutability of the expected returns is high. Although
there are various resources that people can invest in, it may not be necessary to use all
of the resources for investment in a relationship. Turner et al. (1971) categorize the
resources that can be used in interpersonal relationships into six: love, status,

information, money, goods, and services.
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In close relationships, most or all of these resources can be utilized, whereas casual
relationships usually involve investment from a single resource. Similarly, in close
relationships, the return is not expected to be received exactly and in the same resource

form, whereas in casual relationships, a similar expectation of return is in question.

According to an example given by Hatfield et al., (1979)., an exchange with someone
who is in a relationship only for academic reasons can be based only on lecture notes,
whereas a person who asks for a loan from his/her partner in a close relationship can
repay this debt in money, only with a thank you or a dinner. Leaving aside the question
of how much satisfaction the partner will get from different kinds of paybacks,
intimate relationships open up space for the use of different sources of exchange.
Furthermore, there are studies showing that the type of resource is also important (e.g.,
Lloyd et al., 1982). In casual relationships, the status that people provide to each other
Is considered more valuable, while in close relationships, love and information sharing
become more important. Finally, a strong cohesiveness and a “we” perception are at
the forefront when it comes to intimate relationships. Individuals perceive and identify
as a single entity with their partner, increasing the likelihood of identification. The
unity of the couple, combined with the fact that the resources used can be quite diverse
and the complexity in the substitutability of the resources exchanged, measures
perceptions of equity and fairness in close relationships more complex than in more
formal ones (Hatfield et al., 1979). The equity theory recognizes this complexity and
provides particular hypotheses to address it in the setting of intimate relationships that
go beyond the outcome maximization idea (Hatfield et al., 1979; Walster et al., 1978).

These hypotheses are (a) that if they believe the relationship is equal, men and women
in relationships are more inclined to stay together and get married, (b) that a man or
woman will feel discomfort if he/she feels that he/she is getting more (overbenefitted)
or less (underbenefitted) than he/she deserves in the relationship and that the greater
the inequity, the greater the discomfort, and (c) that equal relationships are more
satisfying than relationships in which partners feel over-benefitted or under-benefitted,
(d) sexual satisfaction is higher in close relationships perceived to be equal than in

relationships perceived to be over-benefitted or under-benefitted, (e) there are some
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important crisis moments for intimates such as moving into the same house, the birth
of the first child, loss of job and such moments may shake the perception of equity,
and (f) relationships perceived to be equal are stable relationships (Hatfield et al.,
1985; Hatfield & Traupmann, 1981).

Including the mentioned hypotheses, and despite the difficulty of measuring equity in
intimate connections due to their complexity, attempts are made to investigate equity
with several variables using global measures (Van Yperen & Buunk, 1990). The

research studies are presented in the following section.

2.3.3. Research on Romantic Relationships within the Framework of Equity
Theory

The concept of equity has been addressed together with various variables in the
literature. Depending on the scope of this study, in this section, studies that include
variables such as satisfaction, also commitment and stability, which are concepts

related to satisfaction (Rusbult et al., 1998), are presented.

In their research on married people, Utne et al. (1984) discovered that spouses are
happier in relationships where equity is ensured; over-benefitting is associated with
discomfort and under-benefitting is associated with stress. Similarly, in their
longitudinal study conducted in 1990 with married individuals, Van Yperen and
Buunk focused on the relationship between equity and satisfaction and showed that
satisfaction is higher in relationships that people think are fair. On the other hand, they
revealed that under-benefited people have less satisfaction and that women are
generally in this position, while men are more often concerned with ensuring equality

in the relationship.

Sprecher is a significant researcher who has examined satisfaction in her research and
examined equity with emotions. For instance, it was proposed that individuals who are
in close relationships, regardless of gender, feel emotions according to their perception
of equity in the connection in her 1986 study done with university students, 63.1% of

whom were women. The findings indicated that anger is more severe in men who feel
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under-benefitted in the relation, whereas in women, feelings take the shape of sorrow,
frustration, and depression. Regardless of whether there was under-benefitting or over-
benefitting, it was shown that positive emotions like contentment, joy, and respect

were negatively connected in instances where there was inequity.

According to a different work of hers from 2001 (a), with a sample consisting of dating
couples who are undergraduate students, individuals who believe they are
underbenefited are less satisfied, but people who believe they are over-benefitted do
not substantially correlate over-benefitting with satisfaction. The relationship phases
were also examined in this study, and it was discovered that being under-benefitted in
the initial phase was a significant predictor of commitment for women and satisfaction
for men. It was also discovered that in the later stages of the relationship, when it came
to relationship quality, the perceived degree of reward was more significant than the
perception of equity, especially for women, and this additionally performed a role in
satisfaction. Additionally, equity has been investigated using a sample of sixty-six
married couples and evaluated in terms of intimacy (Larson et al., 1998). This study
showed that decreased intimacy was linked to inequity for women but not for men. It
was also shown that women's equity and willingness to express their ideas, emotions,
and opinions to their partners were related. Women's intimacy was also positively
correlated with both romantic alignment and self-confidence. Intimacy components
such as autonomy, feeling of unity, conflict resolution, and emotional closeness

between partners were not shown to be associated with equity in either gender.

Considering the foregoing studies, it appears that gender differences have been taken
into account when it comes to romantic relationships and equity. Another one of the
studies addressing the differences is Michaels et al.'s (1984) with exclusively dating
university students. The researchers found that women are generally more favorable
in relationships and claimed that this finding contradicts the perception that men

generally get more benefits.

In addition, as a finding that draws attention to the importance of restoring equity,

increasing the relationship outcomings of those in disadvantaged positions has a posi-
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tive role on satisfaction by helping to restore equity, while as the relationship
outcomings of those in advantaged positions increase, satisfaction decreases as the

equity and balance is disrupted.

Another research was conducted by Joyner in 2009. In this longitudinal study, Joyner
divided couples into married or cohabiting couples and engaged or unengaged couples
and revealed gender and marital status differences. Accordingly, the perception of
equity may play a justification role at the point of separation in married couples, and
feeling disadvantaged while there is satisfaction in the relationship is not a reason for
ending the marriage. For cohabiting couples, it was found that being engaged or not
being engaged was determinant in the equity and dissolution relationship: In engaged
couples, the fact that the woman feels disadvantaged is a reason for separation, while
in unengaged couples, the disadvantaged position of the man causes separation. This
is explained by the fact that the increase in the duration of the relationship in
unengaged couples reduces the role of the woman's disadvantaged position and its

effect on relationship stability.

Yum et al. (2015), on the other hand, addressed the effect of culture and gender roles
as well as gender in their investigation. In this context, they worked with a sample of
mostly dating relationships from Malaysia, Singapore, and the United States and
focused on relationship maintenance. Relational maintenance refers to what is done to
make the relationship functional, stable, and satisfying, and is related to other variables

such as commitment, satisfaction, and love (Canary et al., 2002; Yum et al., 2015).

In order to analyze these strategies to maintain relationships, three countries were
evaluated under two separate headings: survival values and self-expression values
While the US and Malaysia are more individualistic and focused on self-expression

ideals, Singapore is more traditional and focused on survival values. As a result of the
research, it was revealed that self-expression societies have more relationship
maintenance efforts and use more related strategies, and it was observed that
individuals in these societies use the strategies more frequently when they perceive

relational equity.
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Accordingly, equity was considered a "Western standard" within the scope of
relationship maintenance strategies. While no gender differences were observed in
countries other than the United States, women in the United States were found to be
more inclined to use maintenance strategies, which was explained by the influence of
traditional gender roles in other countries and the fact that women in the United States,
as a self-expression society, paid more attention to relational exchanges. A similar
study was conducted by Bellani et al. (2018) and addressed different cultures. Working
with married couples from the United States and West Germany, the researchers
focused on marital stability and dissolution variables. Based on the results, in West
Germany, wives in under-benefited positions behave in a way to maintain marital
stability, which can be explained by traditional gender role dominance, while in the
United States, low marital stability was observed if wives were under-benefited. They
also examined the risk of divorce when wife-husband salaries are equal and found that
the risk of divorce increases for couples in the United States if the wife’s under-
benefitting is observed in the case of salary equity, while marital stability is preserved
in West Germany. By comparing two different cultures, how traditional gender roles
and behavior in accordance with these roles affect the stability of the marriage, which
is related to marital satisfaction (Yucel, 2016), is revealed.

As evidenced by these two separate studies with married and unmarried couples,
gender roles and cultural distinctions play a significant role in understanding how
people see gender equity and the differences between men and women in intimate
relationships. In support of the findings of the studies, Donaghue and Fallon, in their
2003 study in which they examined the relationship between gender-role, equity, and
relationship satisfaction stated that people who adopted traditional roles did not attach
much importance to equity in their relationships, and that they regarded possible
inequity situations as natural processes due to gender differences. Equity was found to
be significantly related to relationships in which people do not stereotype themselves

according to gender roles.

Conversely, there is research that has demonstrated equity does not significantly affect

relationship satisfaction as well as the ones that examine which variables may in fact
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significantly contribute to satisfaction. For instance, Michaels et al.’s (1984) study
stated above demonstrated that people's perceptions about their outcomes from a
relationship play a greater role in satisfaction than their perceptions of equity.
Likewise, Cate et al. (1985) demonstrated the perceived degree of rewards is a more

significant predictor than the overall perception of equity in the relationship.

The level of rewards was found to be a significant predictor of stable relationships,
which was explained by the significance of prioritizing partner needs and responding
in accordance with those requirements at certain times rather than acting in accordance
with static equity standards. The result appears to be noteworthy in light of the
significant correlation between satisfaction, commitment, and stability (Rusbult et al.,
1998).

In their investigation of the connection between the perception of equity and
satisfaction, Medvene et al. (2000) discovered that the sense of unity in the relationship
has a greater impact on satisfaction. Accordingly, high levels of inclusivity in a
relationship have an impact on satisfaction apart from perceived equity. No gender

differences are also claimed in this circumstance.

As is apparent, the majority of research found that partners' perceptions of equity play
a key role in romantic relationships and that many factors that may be connected were
taken into consideration. There was no substantial correlation between relationship
satisfaction and equity in some studies, and a couple of them provided explanations
for several factors other than equity that were involved. Also remarkable is the preva-
lence of foreign literature in illuminating the connection between the variables under
discussion. The only study that examines the idea of equity in Turkiye is Ak¢abozan-
Kayabol and Hatipoglu Siimer’s (2020) investigation of married couples' relationship
maintenance behavior while controlling for feelings of equity and expressions of
appreciation. Her research demonstrated that relationship maintenance behaviors and
marital satisfaction were mediated by perceptions of equity for partners and for
themselves. The association between satisfaction with relationships and self and

partner-maintenance behaviors was also mediated by perceived appreciation.
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It can be observed that research generally addressed gender disparities, gathered data
from individuals in long-term, committed, and mostly married couples, and
concentrated on factors including relationship maintenance, commitment, stability,

and satisfaction.

2.4. Perceived Partner Responsiveness

The idea of maximizing one’s outcomes in communication has been explained in
terms of the selfish nature of human beings by some social exchange theorists (Van
Yperen & Buunk, 1990). It was explained in the previous section that the theorists who
applied equity theory to the field of romantic relationships put forward more
distinctive hypotheses in this sense. Clark and Mills are also two important theorists
who argue that the exchange notion is valid only for formal relationships and cannot
be validated for intimates (Clark & Mills, 1993; Reis & Shaver, 1988). They define
intimate kinds of relationships as communal relationships. The term describes
partnerships where members feel obligated to address the needs of their communal
partners and where benefits are provided without restriction in response to those needs
(Clark & Mills, 1979).

Both parties involved in these relationships are motivated to support the welfare of
their partner, and family relationships, close friendships, and romantic relationships
are examples of such connections (Lemay Jr. et al., 2023). They are characterized by
the supportive listening of the individual who listens and the discloser's sense of being
understood and supported (Reis & Shaver, 1988). According to Clark and Mills
(1979), qualities like empathy, responsiveness, and consideration for the partner create

a distinction between communal and exchange interactions.

One of the major differences is seen in the perception of benefits given and received
and the motivation for providing benefits to the other. In communal relationships, the
motivation for giving to the other is not to get something in return, but to respond to
the other's needs and a case of exchange does not exist (Clark & Mills, 1979). It is

assumed that each partner is sensitive to the needs of the other and mutual responsive-
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ness is the norm (Clark & Mills, 1979; Pruitt, 1972). Instead of the exchange notion
that means maximizing the outputs and expecting to get back in return for giving, in
such relationships the communal rule is followed: both partners have a concern for the
well-being of the other, have the motivation to benefit when needed, and behave in
accordance. It is argued that following this rule in relationships is more ideal than
pursuing exchanges. It is emphasized at this time how vital it is for partners to

recognize one another's needs as well as their own and reach a shared agreement.

Following the communal rule may be difficult if what one person considers necessary
Is not significant to another, or if there are not enough resources to meet needs. It could
therefore lead the person to have doubts about the other partner's motivations.
Exchanges can now be taken into consideration to ensure fairness in relationships.
Although this might maintain the relationship, it diminishes satisfaction and does not
result in the restoration of a solid mutual relationship (Mills & Clark, 2001). Thus,
having expectations from the partner is not denied also in communal relationships. In
such relationships, since both partners care about the well-being of the other, the belief
that the close romantic relationship should be fair by nature and the trust in the partner
in this regard is dominant (Grote & Clark, 1989). At the point where trust decreases,
as mentioned above, the exchange notion becomes more influential (Mills & Clark,
2001). Multiple other explanations have been proposed to explain this complicated

framework related to romantic intimacy.

One of these is the relational orientation view. According to Milardo and Murstein
(1979), the degree of reciprocity expected from one's partner refers to one's exchange
orientation. Therefore, individuals’ behaviors can be considered on a continuum. If

the exchange orientation is high, the person expects to receive the full return of what

he/she gives from the same source.

It is also believed that equity exists outside of exchange and communal standards and
can be taken into account for both. It follows that motivation is crucial to attaining it.
According to Grote and Clark (1989), numeric equivalency without regard for needs

is more in keeping with the exchange norm, whereas equity that is performed by part-
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ners in respect of each other's needs is more in line with the communal norm. The
researchers employed the example of married couples' family visits to provide a more
tangible illustration of their claim. They stated that although it is more consistent with
the exchange norm to observe an equal number of visits for each partner's family, it is
more consistent with the communal norm to come to an agreement and schedule them
while accounting for the needs of the family and the necessity of meeting with them.
In a similar line, there are arguments that the notion of need itself can be a principle of
justice and that this is the case in relationships in which caregiving is considered-
according to this idea, the principle of equity works in favor of the person in need at
that particular time (Steil & Makowski, 1989).

These ideas can be expanded further, and although researchers' perspectives may
differ, there is a shared understanding of the significance of needs and the essential
role relationships have in meeting them. The literature frequently indicates that close
relationships are characterized by satisfying the requirements for support, care, love,
and being loved (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Ben-Ari & Lavee, 2007; Kane et al.,
2007; Lemay Jr et al., 2023).

The extent to which the partner satisfies emotional needs is therefore an issue stated
in the literature. One key idea that has been raised and discussed in this context is
perceived partner responsiveness. It refers to people’s belief that the important aspects
of their self are supported by their partner. These parts can be quite diverse, such as
one's characteristics, feelings, goals, and needs. Mutual responsiveness to one another
in these areas is seen as the basis of close relationships, and people desire to feel
supported by their partner's behaviors, valued, emotionally connected to the other, and
acknowledged (Reis et al., 2004). Gadassi et al. (2016) proposed that this concept
might function as the primary structuring component for relationships and considering
that the idea is frequently examined in important areas of romantic relationships, this
proposal might make sense. When the literature is examined, it gets noticeable that
studies have focused on romantic intimacy (Alonso-Ferres et al., 2021; Debrot et al.,
2012; Ruan et al., 2020,), relationship satisfaction (Candel & Turliuc, 2021; Pagani et
al., 2019; Sasaki & Overall, 2020), emotions (Alonso-Ferres et al., 2021; Candel &
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Turliuc, 2021; Ruan et al., 2020), and attachment (Knapp et al., 2016). Perceived
partner responsiveness has also been used to address variables related to
communication and conflict resolution (Pagani et al., 2019; Sasaki & Overall, 2020),
as well as rejection sensitivity (Richter & Schoebi, 2021) and self-improvement
(Overall et al., 2010), which also related to the emerging adulthood developmental
features.

Moreover, the fact that the concept is based on perception and focuses on a person's
"belief" that they are supported and their "feelings" about it is reasonably chosen.
Studies seem to concentrate on subjective reports, and research emphasizes the
significance of partners' subjective experiences of responsiveness. Compared with
actual events, subjective impressions appear to be more important and closely related
to personality. For instance, it has been shown that in circumstances where getting
support is expected, the impression of support availability—in the absence of concrete
evidence of the quantity and quality of support offered—is helpful for individuals
(Reis etal., 2004). As intimate relationships are highly influenced by personal patterns,
expectations, and desires, motivated cognition, which means thinking in a manner
consistent with one's own desired outcomes (Lemay & Clark, 2015), should be taken
into account in the comprehension of perceived partner responsiveness (Lemay &
Clark, 2015; Reis et al., 2004).

Considering the significance of an individual's own perception, it is more
comprehensive to incorporate the subjective experiences of individuals in romantic
relationships and the effects these experiences have on their partners. The influence of
both partners on common relationship outcomes is also worth consideration. At this
point, research on dyads is crucial because of the way individuals interact with one
another and influence each other's experiences. Despite this importance, not many

studies have looked at the effects of actors on their partners (Sasaki & Overall, 2020).
However, through reviewing the literature on perceived partner responsiveness, it can

be seen that the number of dyadic studies is remarkable. The following sub-heading

presents studies both at the dyadic and individual levels respectively.

31



2.4.1. Research on Romantic Relationships and Perceived Partner
Responsiveness

To start with, the relational variables investigated via dyadic data include relationship
stability and intimacy in addition to relationship satisfaction. Related research is also
present at the individual level. Since such relationship dynamics are profoundly linked
to satisfaction and relationship functioning (Dandurand & Lafontaine, 2013; Rusbult

et al., 1998), studies on these concepts are also reviewed.

Relationship stability was studied together with perceived caregiving responsiveness
in a large sample of 6385 couples (Knapp et al., 2016). All couples were heterosexual
and married or living together. As a result of the study, it was observed that couples
who thought that their relationship was not stable also had low perceptions of care

from their partners.

Debrot et al. (2012) showed in their study with 102 couples that there is a relationship
between intimacy and perceived partner responsiveness. It has also been shown that
intimacy and one's own responsiveness are positively related and that this relationship
remains valid even when one considers how responsive one perceives his/her partner
and oneself to be. Moreover, the individual's sense of intimacy was observed to be
associated with the partner's responsive behaviors, regardless of whether they were
perceived as such. It has also been shown that when one's partner perceives one as
responsive, feelings of intimacy rise. In other words, the responsive behaviors of both
partners towards one another reinforce their mutual sense of intimacy and perceived

responsiveness.

Another study on intimacy was conducted by van Lankveld et al. in 2021 at the
individual level. This study found a high correlation between partner responsiveness
and reported intimacy in a large sample of 7692 women and 2501 men (of whom
85.3% and 90.2% were heterosexual). Sexual desire was another study variable that
was linked to intimacy and perceived relationship responsiveness. It was shown that
intimacy and partner responsiveness together had a stronger explanatory power for
sexual desire than intimacy by itself. In other words, sexual desire is highest when the
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person feels close to his/her partner and the partner exhibits responsive
behaviors. With intimacy, people may also face the risk of hurting and offending each
other. In a study with 187 married individuals, Tagkire¢ and Solmazer (2023)
investigated the relationship between forgiveness and perceived partner
responsiveness as well as the mediating effects of interpersonal emotion control
techniques such as co-brooding and co-reappraisal. The findings of this study indicate
that forgiveness and perceived partner responsiveness are positively correlated, with
co-reappraisal acting as a partial mediator in this relationship. This suggests that in
married couples, perceiving the partner as responsive plays a role in its relationship
with forgiveness by facilitating constructive reconsideration of the situation together.

A few studies have examined satisfaction and one of them is the 2021 study by Candel
and Turliuc. In addition to relationship satisfaction and perceived partner
responsiveness, they also investigated self-disclosure behavior and relational
entitlement. 99 couples were assessed for seven days as part of the study. The level of
expectation that one's partner can meet one's needs within the boundaries of the study
was defined as relational entitlement. This study revealed an association between
perceived partner responsiveness and relationship satisfaction for both men and
women. Furthermore, relationship satisfaction was shown to be lower in men who had
high expectations of their partners (excessive sense of relational entitlement) and low
and moderate levels of perceived responsiveness. On the other hand, excessive
entitlement and satisfaction were not shown to be related when high partner
responsiveness was perceived. When perceived partner responsiveness is high, there
is a negative and significant correlation between satisfaction and not believing that one
deserves to get benefits (restricted sense of relational entitlement). Low and moderate
levels of perceived partner responsiveness did not moderate a relationship between the

two variables.

For women, there was no significant relationship between entitlement types and
satisfaction moderated by perceived partner responsiveness. Self-disclosure, the other
variable of the study, was found to have a positive relationship with relationship

satisfaction for men (Candel & Turliuc, 2021). The relationship between self-disclo-
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sure and well-being was also investigated in an individual-level study (Dogruyol,
2023) and it was found that the individual's own self-disclosure level was positively

related to his/her well-being via perceived partner responsiveness.

Pagani et al. (2019) conducted another dyadic study examining the relationship
between satisfaction and perceived partner responsiveness. In the study involving 55
married couples, explicit communication in times of stress, perceived partner
responsiveness, and satisfaction variables were examined. As a result of the study, it
was shown that openly discussing stressful events with the partner, regardless of
gender, is associated with an increase in perceived partner responsiveness in the dyadic
coping framework and this may increase relationship satisfaction.In 2020, Sasaki and
Overall carried out daily and longitudinal studies with two samples: 161 couples in
one sample and 152 couples in the other. They investigated the relationship between
the negative direct behavior of the actors and the partner's withdrawal as a response,
the perceived responsiveness of the partner, and relationship satisfaction. The study
found that the partner's withdrawal from communication in response to the actor's
hostile, critical behavior is linked to a decline in relationship satisfaction and a
decrease in the perception of the partner's responsiveness. A similar picture emerges
when partner withdrawal is low and negative direct behavior is high: low relationship
satisfaction and low perceived partner responsiveness. The negative association
between the actor’s negative direct behavior and partner withdrawal with perceived
partner responsiveness was found both at the level of daily interactions and in repeated

measures every three months for a year.

Another research regarding partner communication presented the findings of three
studies, of which the second (127 couples, including one same-sex couple) and the
third (200 heterosexual couples) involved couples. The first study was at the individual
level, conducted with 340 individuals (Alonso-Ferres et al., 2021). According to all
studies conducted at the individual and dyadic levels, experiencing powerlessness
increases the amount of emotional repression and decreases the emotional expression
during interactions, with perceived partner responsiveness’ acting as a moderator. As

aresult, individuals who believe their partners are responsive do not exhibit the associ-
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ation between power and emotional suppression. The third study, however, went
beyond this finding and demonstrated that, when faced with communication issues,
those who felt powerless reacted to their partners by being loyal and quieter. Similarly,

when partners are perceived as responsive, this relationship does not emerge.

Ruan et al. also published a study on emotions and emotion expression in 2020. 146
participants were split into three groups for this individual-level, experimental study:
high-responsive, low-responsive, and control. The control group was asked
relationship-related questions without any connection to responsiveness, the low-
responsive group was asked questions leading to they would not view their partners as
that responsive, and the high-responsive group was asked questions that reinforced
their perceived responsiveness. They were then placed in a stressful scenario and
instructed to give a presentation in order for experts to evaluate it. Among the
participants who sent an email expressing their feelings to their partners, those in the
high-responsive condition used more expressions of anxiety and were more open to
asking for support; this was less in the low-responsive and control groups and there
was no significant difference between the last two. It can be concluded from this study
that when partners are thought to be responsive, there is a greater likelihood of

emotional expression.

As previously stated, individual differences should be taken into consideration when
it comes to perceptions. Support-seeking and expressive behaviors were examined
alongside attachment styles in a study (Simpson et al., 1992) on personal variables
related to emotional expression, requesting support, and demonstrating support. It was
found that in securely attached women, support-seeking behaviors increased as anxiety

increased.

On the other hand, a contrary pattern was shown among avoidant women: support-
seeking behaviors declined as anxiety arose. It was shown that men who were securely
attached provided greater support and men who were avoidantly attached provided
less help when their partner's anxiety increased. Men’s support for their partners may

be attributed to the partner's emotional condition rather than the actions or attempts of
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the female partner to seek support. In other words, men were more likely to exhibit
helpful behaviors when they were aware of their partner's emotional state rather than
behavioral efforts to solicit support. Avoidant attachment was also shown to be
associated with a decrease in perceived responsiveness from one's partner, regardless

of gender.

The relationship between this attachment style and perceived intimacy was also
significant and negative. Conversely, anxious attachment is positively related to both

perceived partner responsiveness and perceived intimacy (van Lankveld et al., 2021).

Self-esteem is another personal variable that is addressed together with perceived
partner responsiveness in the literature. A dyadic study conducted in 2016 (Knapp et
al., 2016), which was mentioned above, showed that self-esteem and perceived
responsiveness of men and women were positively correlated based on data obtained
from 6385 couples. This was explained in the study by the effect of self esteem on how
one perceives caregiving from the partner, the ability to exhibit care-seeking

behaviors, and the ability to interpret positive perceptions about oneself.

Richter and Schoebi similarly carried out a study on rejection sensitivity in 2021. This
study involved 75 heterosexual couples and focused on how perceived partner
responsiveness related to the idea of rejection sensitivity—which is defined as the
propensity for expecting to be rejected and overreacting to it. According to the study,
feeling rejected led to the perception that one's partner is less responsive, and rejection
experiences were found to be negatively associated with perceived partner
responsiveness regardless of gender. However, higher rejection sensitivity of women
results in their partners feeling more rejection on a daily basis. Men do not have a

partner effect on women at this point.

The aforementioned study findings make it clear that perceived partner responsiveness
has a significant relationship with relationship dynamics, the capacity for self-
expression, notably emotional expression, and factors concerning internal dynamics in

the literature.
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The next section addresses the mediator of the study, emotion regulation difficulties,
focusing on emotion regulation, the problems encountered, and how this issue has been

treated in the literature within the framework of romantic relationships.

2.5. Emotion Regulation

The function and significance of perceptions of equity and partner responsiveness in
romantic relationships are covered in the preceding sections. Among the studies in the
literature was also an investigation into how these perceptions may be related to
emotions and how they are expressed. Along with this, perceptions and expectations
also have a role in the regulation of emotions, which includes both experiencing and
expressing them (Gross, 2015). For this reason, emotion regulation and the difficulties

encountered in this process were taken as the mediator of the current research.

Although the definition and analysis of the word emotion can be quite confusing
(Awverill, 1980), many attempts have been made to define it, as it is often used casually
in the daily lives of individuals (Averill, 1980) and seems to be very much intertwined
with everyday life (Matthews et al., 2021). In its broadest sense, emotion is an indivi-
dual's primal reaction to circumstances they are exposed to (Strasser, 1970). It is a
combination of either conscious or unconscious thoughts along with pleasant or
unpleasant sensations (Brenner, 1974) that form as a result of the individuals’
assessments of their own internal states or different environmental stimuli (Bowlby,
1983). They serve to provoke a response from the individual (Strasser, 1970) and guide
them toward adaptive responses to their subjective experiences (Lazarus, 1975). The
fundamental effect of emotions, which are actually a product of the internal processes
of the individual, on human communication is related to the way they are expressed
through behaviors (Shariff & Tracy, 2011). The concept of regulation appears to be

crucial at this point.
Emotion regulation is the process of managing an individual's emotions and the

manner in which they experience and express them (Gross, 2001). It is characterized
by an activation intended to change one's emotional state (Gross et al., 2011) and co-
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vers every step involved in the creation, maintenance, and modification of this state as
well as the incidence, severity, and duration of the connected reactions (Eisenberg et
al., 2000). The entire process is frequently tailored to the goals and desires of the
individual (Eisenberg et al., 2000) and influences feelings in a direction that one
believes will be beneficial to oneself (Gross, 2015). One of the most widely accepted
approaches concerning the regulation of emotions is Gross's model, which claims that
emotions highly involve a person's assessments of what is good and bad for them and
that the regulation is closely linked to it (2015). Prior to the regulation, Gross (2007)
proposed a view of how emotions arise and considered people's appraisals of their
environment as part of the emotion generation process. According to this model named
the “modal model of emotion”, emotions are formed through the steps and cycle of

“situation- attention- appraisal- response”.

Therefore, emotion emerges when a circumstance in the outside world or in one's
internal representations catches one's attention and makes it through one's evaluations.
The things that catch someone's attention, their interpretation of what happened, and
their values and perceptions set the stage for the construction of a response. One’s
responses, which stem from their internal filters, may alter and impact the “situation”
the people around them are faced with (Gross, 2007). In this sense, people's
mechanisms for generating emotions have an impact on one another and how they

interact.

Situation Situation Attentional Cognitive Response
selection modification deployment change modulation

A

Situation Attention  Appraisal Response

@ < L g & ®

Figure 2.1. Emotion Regulation Process Model of Gross

Note. Adapted from the Gross, J. J. (2007). Handbook of Emotion Regulation (p. 10).
The Guilford Press.
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In the “process model”, which is the model of regulation that he put forward in line
with the generation process (Gross, 2007), it is suggested that emotion regulation can

be achieved in each generation step and a regulation strategy is defined for each.

Figure 2.1 displays the related diagram. Accordingly, situation selection, situation
modification, attentional deployment, cognitive change, and response modulation
appear to be the five main strategy families. The first four are classified as antecedent-
focused, while the last one is response-focused. Antecedent-focuses involve regulation
of one's assessments before they lead to a response, whereas the last one is aimed at
regulating the response after it has occurred (Webb et al., 2012).

To explain concisely, situation selection is when a person chooses the situations he/she
will be in, decides whether to be present or not according to the emotional impact, and
acts accordingly. Situation modification is making adjustments to the situation one is
exposed to. Both involve the process' first step, which is to attempt to modify the
"situation”, that is, the environment in which they are in. In situations where this is not
an option, the individual might have control over how they focus their attention (Gross,
2007).

Attentional deployment, or refocusing attention in a different way within the context
of the moment, occurs in this instance (Gross & Barrett, 2011). Distraction and
concentration are the two fundamental strategies in this group of many methods:
Distraction is an attempt to focus on other aspects of the circumstance and emotional
state, whereas concentration is an overemphasis on the felt emotion. It should be
mentioned that rumination—which is defined as centered, recurrent concentration on
the felt emotion—increases and carries the detrimental effect of the experienced
emotion when it is related to negative emotions. Similar to this, concentrating on

pleasant emotions boosts positive affect (Thompson & Calkins, 1996).
Thus, it can be stated that emotion regulation may be accomplished not only with the

intention of decreasing negative affect but also with the aim of decreasing and

increasing both positives and negatives (Gross, 2015).
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Cognitive change refers to altering one's perception of something in order to modify
the emotional impact that it has (Gross, 2007). The strategy most frequently employed
is cognitive reappraisal, which involves reassessing the events and is regarded as one
of the most effective as it was demonstrated in a meta-analysis study (Webb et al.,
2012) and showed that this finding was also consistent with previous studies. Lastly,
in response modulation, the individual makes an effort to directly influence the
reactions to the event (physiological, behavioral, etc.) after they have occurred (Gross,
2007). Suppression is the most widely recognised strategy in this area and it refers to
restricting continuous expression of emotion. Each of these strategies can consist of
conscious attempts on the part of the individual, or they can be applied unconsciously

and automatically (Gross, 2001).

The effectiveness and adaptiveness of the use of these strategies may vary according
to the situation, the individual's purpose, the time, and the amount of use. For example,
although distraction is a strategy to disengage the person from the emotional
experience, using this strategy in situations of intense emotions can be helpful in terms
of better functioning in the long term (Sheppes et al., 2011). In addition, although
concentration assists in helping focus on and comprehend the experience, excessive
concentration of negative emotion is maladaptive (Thompson & Calkins, 1996) and

has been linked to depression (Sheppes et al., 2011).

Although some theorists who have addressed the concept of emotion regulation have
previously focused on the control of emotions and the suppression component (Garner
& Spears, 2000), the process model addresses various steps involved with the
generation of emotions as well as various strategies, as briefly mentioned above. These
strategies can be applied in multiple manners during the process and may be utilized
as beneficial or detrimental to the individual. There is no labeling of any strategy as
automatically good or automatically bad (Thompson & Calkins, 1996). In contrast to
the preceding viewpoint, it allows the individual to "choose" the strategies based on
the current situation and context (Sheppes et al., 2011) and it necessitates not just
controlling and repressing them but also comprehending and evaluating emotions, and

formulating reactions accordingly.
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The individual is therefore responsible for monitoring his or her experiences and
reacting in a manner that is aligned with his or her goals. This also requires the ability
to assess and make changes to the self and the surrounding environment (Thompson
& Calkins, 1996). Assuming this responsibility and acquiring the ability to regulate
actually starts when the individual forms their initial bond with the caregiver as an
infant. Through emotional signaling, the child learns to let the caregiver know what
they need. At this moment, the caregiver has a bigger and more significant part in
helping the child control their emotions, but over time, it is anticipated that the child
will learn self-regulation skills with the help of the provided assistance. Thus, although
self-regulation is essential, relationships with other people matter considerably,
starting with the very beginning of a person's relationships (Luginbuehl & Schoebi,
2018).

This is discussed as both intrinsic and extrinsic regulatory systems by Gross (2007).
Extrinsic processes, which are more prominent in close interactions like those between
caregivers and children, entail the emotional regulation of others while intrinsic
processes deal with self-regulation. People in the person's immediate circle continue
to be important in relieving, comforting, and calming them as they grow. A significant
component of this support also comes from romantic partners (Luginbuehl & Schoebi,
2018).

Romantic relationship partners not merely promote the regulation processes of the
person through extrinsic processes, but they are also influenced by the person’s self-
regulation. Considering that intimate relationships are constructed as emotional
systems between people (Butler, 2011), one's own emotional skills have the power to
influence one's ability to build healthy relationships with others. Apart from
comprehending, expressing, and managing one's own emotions, possessing self-
regulation abilities enables an individual to assist in the exchange of emotional systems
with their partner, develop empathy for them, and participate in their emotional
process (Cordova, 2005). Moreover, as previously stated, a person's emotional
response determines the "situation” the others around them encounter (Gross, 2007).

This results in the individual's ability to regulate their emotions and impacts the inner
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processes of their romantic partners, who are involved in the relationship with their
own expectations, capabilities, and limitations (Favero et al., 2021).

In the current context, it can be argued that relationships might suffer when at least
one partner has difficulty in recognizing, being aware of, and accepting what they feel,
having appropriate strategy resources at convenient times, being able to control
inappropriate impulses and being able to act in accordance with the situation and their
goals (Tani et al., 2015). Difficulties can be exemplified by excessively expecting
emotional support from the partner or, conversely, withholding from problem
communication through a high level of distractions and they hold the potential to cause
harm to oneself, one's partner, and the relationship (Estévez et al., 2018; Mikulincer &
Shaver, 2019).

This framework posits that intrapersonal experiences and interpersonal interactions
can be influenced by a person's emotion regulation and that this influence might extend

beyond the individual by potentially affecting partner outcomes.

2.5.1. Emotion Regulation in Romantic Relationship Literature

Reviewing the literature on romantic relationships reveals that emotion regulation is
discussed along with a variety of factors. Regulation skills, which also interact with
the internal dynamics of the person (e.g., attachment patterns; Brand&o et al., 2019;
Lewczuk et al., 2018), also have a decisive role in the person's romantic relationship

experience. Feeling intimate and committed to the partner (Jitaru & Turliuc, 2022),
satisfaction with the relationship (Bradburry & Shaffer, 2012), conflict resolution,
partners' evaluations, and criticisms of each other are among the factors investigated.
Relationship satisfaction has also been studied together with emotion regulation. For
instance, In 2017, Rick et al. conducted a correlational study between emotion
regulation and relationship satisfaction in 104 clinical couples. In the study where men
reported higher satisfaction compared to women, they also had a higher ability to act
in a goal-oriented manner during negative emotional experiences. Goal-oriented
behavior and emotional clarity were not significantly associated with relationship

satisfaction. Interestingly, emotion awareness and emotion acceptance were reported
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to be associated with lower relationship satisfaction. In addition to the importance of
this study examining the direct relationship between dimensions of emotion regulation
and romantic relationship satisfaction, the unexpected results were explained by
sample characteristics (clinical couples). The researchers suggested that this
relationship should be investigated with more representative samples for the
population.

Examining mainly the employment of reappraisal and suppression strategies of the
regulation process as well as actor-partner effects was the topic of another study
investigating regulation and satisfaction (Kardum et al., 2021). Relationship
satisfaction and self-reports of reappraisal were shown to be significantly positively
correlated. Regarding the partner effect, men's actor effects were not significant when
their partners' perceptions of their reappraisal use were taken into consideration,
however, women's reappraisal use was significantly related to satisfaction regardless
of their partners' perceptions on this matter. Put another way, although a man's
perception of his partner matters, a woman's perception of themselves is crucial. In
the case of suppression, which has a weaker effect on satisfaction than reappraisal, the
women's use of it was found to be negatively related to their satisfaction.

Vater and Schroder-Abé (2015) also revealed that emotion regulation and relationship
satisfaction are related and argued suppression constitutes a risk factor for
relationships. They also used dyadic data and collected information from 137 couples
and found that suppressing and aggressively externalizing emotions is negatively
related to exhibiting functional interactions, especially during conflicts. Relationship
satisfaction is lowered by this dysfunction. The reason for the impact of suppression
in particular is explained by the fact that it prevents the individual from communicating
to their partners what they think, want, and desire and damages the transfer of
information to the partner (English et al., 2012).

In contrast to the above findings, a study conducted with 117 couples who were still

in adolescence (Todorov et al., 2023) failed to show any evidence of a correlation

between emotion regulation, difficulties related to it, and relationship satisfaction. This
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was explained by the researchers that the self-regulation skills of adolescent couples

may still be maturing and that they may have problems in making internal judgments
and reporting the difficulties they experience in regulation. These studies lead to the
conclusion that the association between relationship satisfaction and emotional
regulation skills, as well as the challenges associated with applying them and their sub-

dimensions, have been studied in the field of research.

Research also consistently demonstrates that perceived equity and inequity in romantic
relationships lead to a range of feelings, positive and negative, as was discussed in
previous sections. To provide a concise overview, individuals experience increased
happiness (Utne et al., 1984), satisfaction (Van Yperen & Buunk, 1990), and joy
(Sprecher, 1986) when they believe that the equity in their relationships is maintained,;
inversely, they experience increased stress (Utne et al., 1984), anger (for men), and
frustration and depression (for women) (Sprecher, 1986). It was also shown that
relational equity was significantly related for women in terms of expressing their
feelings to their partners (Larson et al., 1998). In light of these findings, it has been
observed that the concept of equity, which is found related to emotions and emotional
expression, has not been directly addressed together with emotion regulation in the
romantic relationship literature. However, in various research fields, studies in which
they were investigated together were found. In their 2016 study, Martinez-ifiigo and
Totterdell examined the role of the perceived cost-benefit balance between employees
and customers, i.e. distributive justice, in the relationship between emotional
exhaustion and emotion regulation. It was found that distributive justice mediates this
relationship. The finding of this study implies that the sense of equity is a factor that
helps employees manage their emotions, lessens their emotional exhaustion, and helps

to explain how emotion regulation affects their well-being.

In the literature, there are also studies examining the relationship between perceived
partner responsiveness and the individual's emotional interaction. The importance of
perceiving the partner as responsive, especially at the points of expressing, disclosing,
or suppressing emotions, is emphasized. Accordingly, as the perceived partner

responsiveness increases, emotional expressions to the partner increase, and suppres-
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sion is used less (Ruan et al., 2020). It has also been observed that when a person
expresses his/her own negative emotions through hostility and his/her partner responds
with withdrawal behavior, the person's perception of the partner's responsiveness
decreases (Sasaki, Overall, 2020). This demonstrates how regulation affects the
partner and, in turn, the relationship. Self-regulation issues led to a negative response
from the partner, which harmed the individual's own perception of their connection.

Another investigation (Todorov et al., 2023) also found an association between
withdrawal behavior and difficulty regulating emotions. According to the findings of
this study, which involved 117 adolescent couples, the individual who struggles with
regulating their emotions tends to withdraw more when resolving conflicts, which is
also related to a decline in relationship satisfaction. Open expressions with the partner
during times of stressful conflict have also been shown to be related to perceived
partner responsiveness and, conversely, to increase relationship satisfaction (Pagani et
al., 2019). It is also indicated that feeling supported leads to less use of emotion
suppression strategies for regulation, which in turn has a more positive impact on
overall health. In other words, perceived support may serve as an antecedent for the
adaptive use of emotion regulation strategies (Lopez et al., 2024).

In light of the above-described findings, it is also worthwhile to investigate the
potential association between emotion regulation processes and an individual's
perception of support in the romantic relationship domain of their life, as well as the

potential impact of this correlation on relationship satisfaction.

2.6. Summary of the Literature Review

Satisfaction, as a desired feature in romantic relationships (Jitaru & Turliuc, 2022),
has been extensively researched using a variety of factors, and numerous theories for
how to provide it have been proposed. Exchange and communal relationship notions
are two of them.

This study aims to investigate the relationship between satisfaction in relationships
and two important characteristics described within the framework of these theories:

equity and perceived partner responsiveness.
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It is anticipated that it will also help to disclose the mechanisms influencing the
romantic relationships of emerging adults. Since it is a time when people develop
relationships with substantial potential for endurance while acquiring abilities that
might last (Douglass, 2007; Shelley et al., 2020), this stage of life might be considered
crucial for investigating the dynamics of satisfaction. Future experiences may be
influenced by the connections made during emerging adulthood or by the insights
acquired. The literature shows that romantic competence, which is seen as an
important acquisition for the functioning of relationships, begins to be shaped in this
period (Davila et al., 2017).

Developing healthy relationships also appears to rely on emotions and being able to
self-regulate them. According to Gross' perspective (2007), the process of emotion
generation and regulation, which is influenced by the events in one's environment, the
attention one pays to these events and the way one perceives them, affects the way the
individual establishes and maintains relationships. Therefore, and as far as studies have
shown, satisfaction with a romantic relationship is also influenced by one's own

emotion regulation skills.

Perceived relational equity and perceived partner responsiveness were also found to
be consistently related to satisfaction. The extent to which a person is satisfied with
his/her relationship was found to be related to perceiving the relationship as fair
(Sprecher, 2001) and the partner as responsive (Candel & Turliuc, 2021; Pagani et al.,
2019). These variables were likewise consistently related to the occurrence of various
positive and negative emotions and the expression or suppression of them (Ruan et al.,
2020; Sasaki & Overall, 2020; Sprecher, 1986; Utne et al., 1984). A research model
was presented in response to the question of how the ability/disability to regulate these
emotions plays a role in the relationship between relational equity and perceived
partner responsiveness with satisfaction. Furthermore, it was noted that the majority
of the studies concentrated on the main strategies of regulation, such as suppression
(e.g., Pagani et al., 2019; Ruan et al., 2020). In theory, on the other hand, in addition
to possessing the aforementioned strategic resources, a considerable amount of

emphasis has been placed on aspects like identifying, clarifying, and accepting emoti-
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ons; controlling the impulses that occur from them, and acting purposefully (Gratz &
Roemer, 2004). So, regulation was investigated broadly in this study to be able to

encompass these aspects.

Existing research on all the variables included in the model provides evidence that
although the concepts are based on the subjective experiences of individuals, they have
the power to influence their partners as well as themselves. In terms of methodology,
a considerable amount of literature has acknowledged this matter and carried out
studies at the dyad level rather than the individual level (e.g., Candel & Turliuc, 2021,
Joyner, 2009; Pagani et al., 2019; Sprecher, 2001). It was deemed reasonable to

conduct the current study using dyadic data as well.

In conclusion, following a review of pertinent theories, research findings, and
methodology, the purpose of this study was to investigate how difficulties regulating
emotions function as a mediator in the association between perceived partner
responsiveness and relational equity with relationship satisfaction of emerging adult

couples' romantic relationships.
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CHAPTER 3

METHOD

This chapter includes the methodology of the research. Under this heading, the
research design, information about the participants, the instruments used with their
psychometric features, the details of the data collection process, the operational
descriptions of the variables, how the analytic process was carried out, and the

limitations of the study in all relevant subheadings are presented respectively.

3.1. Design of the Study

Before explaining the research design, it is first worth mentioning the purpose of the
study. The study aims to investigate the mediating role of emotion regulation
difficulties in the association of relational equity and perceived partner responsiveness
to romantic relationship satisfaction at a dyadic level. To assess how partners of
heterosexual couples influence themselves and each other as well as the mediating role
of emotion regulation difficulties, the Actor Partner Interdependence Mediation Model
(APIMeM; Kenny & Ledermann, 2010) was implemented. All the parameters and the
corresponding associations were combined into a single model. Without manipulating
any, the primary goal of the developed model was to demonstrate the relationships
among the dependent, independent, and mediator variables. This makes the study a
correlational study, which is a type of quantitative research methodology (Fraenkel et
al., 2012).

3.2. Participants

It was intended to reach couples in emerging adulthood in line with the aim of the
study. The inclusion criteria were to be between the ages of 18-29, in a heterosexual
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romantic relationship for at least six months, and not being married. After excluding
individuals who did not meet these conditions or whose partners did not participate in
the study, 146 couples (N = 292) who were reached through the convenience sampling

method and an online survey participated in the study.

Participants' responses to the initial study questions about age, gender, education, work
status, and length of relationship are presented below. As shown in Table 3.1, the ages
of the participants ranged between 19-29 and the mean age was 25.54 (SD =
2.18). The mean age for women was 25 (SD = 2.08) while 26.1 for men (SD = 2.15).

Among women, 19 (13%) were high school, 7 (4.8%) were two-year, 99 (67.8%) were
bachelor’s, 19 (13%) were master’s, and 2 (1.4%) were doctoral graduates. For men,
20 (13.7%) were high school, 14 (9.6%) were two-year, 91 (62.3%) were bachelor’s,
20 (13.7%) were master’s, and 1 (.7%) were doctoral graduates. 87 women and 58
men were continuing their education, 10 women (11.5%) were two-year degree, 26
(29.9%) were bachelor’s, 48 (55.2%) were master’s, and 3 (3.4%) were doctoral

students.

Also, 6 (10.3%) men were two-year, 24 (41.%) were bachelor’s, 21 (36.2%) were

master’s, and 7 (12.1%) were doctoral students.

Regarding working status, 95 women (65.1%) were working and 51 (34.9) were not.
Of men, 120 (82.2%) were working while 26 (17.8%) were not.

Table 3.1. Demographic and Relation Characteristics of the Participants

Women Men
(N =146) (N =146)
% f %
Age 19 1 g - -
20 1 g 1 g
21 6 41 5 3.4
22 9 6.2 3 2.1
23 14 96 6 4.1
24 28 192 14 96
25 29 199 31 21.2
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Table 3.1. (continued)

Age 26 24 164 21 144
27 19 13 22 151
28 5 34 18 123
29 10 68 25 17.1
Education High school graduate 19 13 20 137
Two-Year degree 7 48 14 96
Bachelor degree 99 67.8 91 623
Master’s degree 19 13 20 137
Ph.D. 2 14 1 T
Status of those Two-Year degree 10 115 6 10.3
still in education ~ Bachelor degree 26 299 24 414
Master’s degree 48 552 21 36.2
Ph.D. 3 34 7 12.1
Work status Working 95 65.1 120 82.2
Not working 51 349 26 178
Relationship type Flirting 18 123 17 116
Committed long-term relationship 125 85.6 124 84.9
Engaged 3 21 5 3.4
Distance Long distance 38 26 37 253
Close-distance 108 74 109 74.7

Regarding the relational characteristics, questions about relationship type, distance,
and frequency of partner meetings were asked. Instances have been observed where
women and men gave different answers to these questions. Among women, 125 of
them (85.6%) answered as they were flirting, while it was flirting for 18 (12.3%) and
engaged for 3 (2.1%). Most of the women (n = 108, 74%) and men (n = 109, 74.7%)
indicated they were living close distances with their partner, while 38 women (26%)
and 37 men (25.3%) indicated they were long-distance. For frequency of meetings, 34
women (23.3%) reported they were seeing their partner every day, 63 (43.2%) every
few days, 18 (12.3%) once a week, 8 (5.5%) every few weeks, 9 (6.2%) once a month,
and 14 (9.6%) less frequently. For men, 40 of them (27.4%) reported they were seeing
their partner every day, 59 (40.4%) every few days, 15 (10.3%) once a week, 9 (6.2%)
every few weeks, 11 (7.5%) once a month, and 12 (8.2%) less frequently.

In addition, questions that would aid in understanding the degree of sharing in the
partnership were also included as relevant since the study was associated with factors

such as responsiveness, equity in the relationship, and satisfaction.
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Data were collected on how often they see each other, how one share happy or negative
feelings with a partner, how often one needs support from a partner, and how often
one share this need (Table 3.2).

As a result, 47.3% of women (n = 69) shared their unpleasant emotions with their
partner almost every time while 41.1% of them (n = 60) shared it occasionally, 7.5%
(n = 11) sometimes, 3.4% of them (n = 5) rarely, and 0.7% of them (n = 1) never. Of
men, 27.4% (n = 40) reported sharing unpleasant feelings almost every time, 47.9 (n
= 70) occasionally, 17.1% (n = 25) sometimes, 6.8% (n = 10) rarely, and 0.7% (n =1)
never.

In terms of positive emotion-sharing, 67.1% of women (n = 98) reported almost every
time, 31.5% of women (n = 46) occasionally, and 1.4% (n = 2) sometimes. Of men,
55.5% (n = 81) reported that they share almost every time, 35.6 (n = 52) occasionally,
7.5% (n = 11) sometimes, and 1.4% (n = 2) rarely.

Table 3.2. Sharing in Relationship

Women Men
(N=146) (N=146)

f % f %
Negative emotions’ sharing ~ Almost every time 69 47.3 40 27.4

Occasionally 60 411 70 479
Sometimes 11 75 25 17.1
Rarely 5 34 10 6.8
Never 1 A 1 g
Positive emotions’ sharing ~ Almost every time 98 67.1 81 555
Occasionally 46 315 52 35.6
Sometimes 2 14 11 7.5
Rarely - - 2 1.4
Never - - - -
Needing a partner’s Almost every time 44 30.1 22 15.1
emotional support Occasionally 84 575 67 45.9
Sometimes 18 301 46 315
Rarely - - 11 7.5
Never - - - -
Expressing the need for Almost every time 54 37 26 17.8
emotional support to the Occasionally 71 486 63 432
partner Sometimes 20 13.7 31 21.2
Rarely 1 v 23 15.8
Never - - 3 2.1
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Furthermore, 57.5% of women (n = 84) needed their partner’s emotional support
occasionally, while 30.1% (n = 44) almost in every instance, and 12.4% (n = 18)
sometimes. Of men, 45.9% (n = 67) needed occasionally, 15.1% (n = 22) almost every
time, 31.5% (n = 46) sometimes, and 7.5% (n = 11) rarely. Regarding expressing this
need, 37% of women (n = 54) stated that they express it almost every time, 48.6% (n
=71) occasionally, 13.7% (n = 20) sometimes, and 0.7% (n = 1) rarely. Of men, 17.8%
(n = 26) expressed almost every time, 43.2% (n =63) occasionally, 21.2% (n = 31)
sometimes, 15.8% (n = 23) rarely, and 2.1% (n = 3) never. Overall, the participant
profile comprises individuals in partnerships where the sharing of positive and
negative emotions occurs often, individuals who perceive a need for emotional support

from their partners, and individuals who express this need on a pretty regular basis.

3.3. Data Collection Instruments

For the purpose of assessing the four variables included in the model, five scales were
employed, including the Personal Information Form (Appendix- B). The other four
scales and their characteristics are explained in this section: Relationship Assessment
Scale (Hendrick, 1988; Curun, 2001; Appendix- C), Relational Equity Scale (Sabatelli,
Cecil-Pigo, 1985; Akcabozan-Kayabol, & Stmer, 2017; Appendix- D); Perceived
Partner Responsiveness Scale (Reis, & Carmichael, 2006; Tasfiliz et al., 2020;
Appendix- E); and Difficulties in Emotion Regulation Scale (Gratz, & Roemer, 2004;
Ruganci, & Gengoz, 2010; Appendix- F).

To verify the factor structure and assess their reliability for the current study, all of the
study's scales were also re-evaluated among the study sample (N = 292). Confirmatory
Factor Analysis (CFA) was used to investigate their factor structure while Cronbach's
alpha coefficient was computed to evaluate their reliability.

CFA is a statistical method that examines how effectively the scale items measure the
desired construct and it includes many indices to examine the fit (Collier, 2020). The
indices to be considered in this study were %2 (Chi-Square), CFl (Comparative Fit
Index), TLI (Tucker-Lewis Index), and RMSEA (Root-Mean-Square Error of
Approximation). Firstly, the Model Chi-Square Test quantifies the degree to which the
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observed covariance matrix and the model's generated structure diverge. Although
reporting is valued highly, it might provide challenges due to the high sample size
sensitivity and difficulty of evaluating complex models. Following this, it has been
recommended to use the less sensitive relative chi-square test (2 /df) instead (Collier,
2020); and this value was taken into account in the present study. The value should be
at least 3 (Kline, 2011) or 5 (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004) for an adequate fit.

The other most widely used index is the Comparative Fit Index (CFI). Here, the fit of
the proposed model is compared with the null/independent model, and as the value
approaches 1, the fit increases (Collier, 2020). Values above .90 are considered
acceptable (Bentler & Bonett, 1980). The Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) also compares
the hypothesized model with a null or independent baseline model and a value above

.90 is an indicator of acceptable fit.

Finally, the Root-Mean-Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), unlike the others,
measures "badness of fit" rather than "goodness”, and targets the discrepancy between
the hypothesized model and the observed one. Therefore, as the value approaches 0,
the fit improves (Collier, 2020).

3.3.1. Data Screening and Preparation for CFA

Before proceeding to the CFA and reliability analyses, the data were checked for all
scales separately using preliminary analyses in terms of sample size, missing data,
outliers, and normality (Brown, 2006). No missing data was found since the scales
were completed using Google Forms, which allowed the researcher to remove the non-
response option. Furthermore, as the suggested sample size should include at least 200
people, the sample size of 146 pairs (N = 292) was sufficient.

Z-scores were used to detect univariate outliers and Mahalanobis distances were used
for multivariate outliers. The data set had univariate and multivariate outliers for all
scales (Table 3.3). Therefore, all analyses were repeated with and without outliers, and
since the results did not change for any scale, it was decided to include the data of 292

participants in the analyses.
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For univariate and multivariate normality, skewness and kurtosis values, histograms,
and Mardia’s coefficient were employed. Skewness values less than 3 and kurtosis
values less than 20 are indicators of normality (Kline, 2011), Scoring of all scales was
found to be within this range when the current study's data were examined for each
scale separately. After examining Mardia's coefficient for each scale to check for
multivariate normality, it was found to be considerably different from the suggested
value of 3.00 (Ullman, 2007), indicating multivariate non-normality. As the Maximum
Likelihood method is inappropriate in this case, alternative approaches are suggested.
An effective substitute appears to be the bootstrapping estimation method (Kline,
2011). It was deemed appropriate to use this method in the analysis of the current

data set, which has non-normality.

Table 3.3. Outliers and Normality Information for the Scales

Relationship  Relational  Perceived Partner  Difficulties in

Assessment Equity Responsiveness Emotion
Scale Scale Scale Regulation
Scale
Number of 18 0 18 3
Univariate
Outliers
Number of 35 24 46 43
Multivariate
Outliers
Skewness -1.28 -1.21 -1.96 .32
Kurtosis 1.3 .93 471 -2.24
Mardia’s
Coefficient 70.61 47.32 258.5 243.6

3.3.2. Personal Information Form

In the Personal Information Form, information about the gender, age, education, and
occupation of the respondent was collected, as well as the duration of the relationship,
the status of being in a close/long-distance relationship, and the frequency of contact
with the partner. Finally, questions were asked about the emotions that the respondent
conveys to his/her partner, the behavior of asking for support, and the frequency of
doing so (e.g., "How often do you need emotional support from your partner?").
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3.3.3. Relationship Assessment Scale

Relationship Assessment Scale (RAS), developed by Hendrick in 1988, is a brief self-
report measure to assess the degree of relationship satisfaction. It consists of 7 items
that rate the satisfaction on a scale of 1 to 7 (where 1 indicates strongly disagree and 7
indicates strongly agree). "How well does your partner meet your needs?" and "How
good is your relationship compared to most?" are two examples of the questions
included in the scale. Items 4 and 7 are reverse-scored and the highest score that can
be obtained is 49 while the lowest is 7. Higher scores indicated greater satisfaction in
the relationship. Two studies were conducted during the development of the scale: one
for undergraduate students and the other for partners in ongoing relationships. In both
studies, it was found that the scale was single-factor and the single factor explained
46% of the variance in the first study when it explained 57% of the second. Moreover,
Cronbach's alpha value was calculated as .86 in the second study, which means a high

internal consistency.

The scale was also positively correlated with the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (r= .80, p<.
05). In addition, the relationship between the RAS and various other variables was
examined with the Love Attitudes Scale (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986), The Sexual
Attitudes Scale (Hendrick et al., 1985), a sexual attitudes instrument, two items to
measure self-confidence, the Self Disclosure Index and Opener Scale (Miller et al.,
1983), four items to measure commitment (Lund, 1985), and four items to assess

partner investments.

The RAS was found to be positively correlated with variables such as passionate (r =
.60, p<. 05 for study 1 and r = .50, p<. 05 for study 2) and altruistic love (r = .36, p<
.05 for study 1 and r = .21, p< .05 for study 2), self-confidence (r = .24, p< .05 for
study 1 and r = .27, p< .05 for study 2) and self-disclosure to the partner (r = .45, p<
.05 in study 1); while negatively correlated with game-playing love (r = .-30, p< .05
for study 1 and r = -.53, p< .05 for study 2), one of the love attitude styles.

Curun adapted the scale to Turkish (2001) in the study consisted of 70 dating couples

who were also university students, with a mean age of 21.9. Construct validity
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evidence demonstrated that the adapted scale also has a unifactorial structure like the
original scale and one factor accounted for 52% of the variance. To measure internal

consistency, Cronbach's alpha was calculated as .86.

3.3.3.1. RAS Within the Scope of the Current Study

The 7-question Relationship Assessment Scale was used to measure relationship
satisfaction in this study and confirmatory factor analysis was performed using AMOS
(AMOS, 2024) to confirm its one-factor structure. Since the data were not normally
distributed, the analysis was performed with the Bollen-Stine bootstrapping method,
and the bootstrap sample number was set to 1000 (Bollen & Stine, 1992; Cheung &
Lau, 2007). As a result of the finding that some values (CFI, RMR) were within the
appropriate ranges while others (¥2/df, RMSEA) were not (Figure 3.1), modification
indices were examined and additional covariates were added as appropriate to

strengthen the fit.

Figure 3.1. Confirmatory Factor Analysis for RAS
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The goodness of fit indices resulting from the added covariates are shown in Table 3.4.
Accordingly, it is seen that the scale has an acceptable fit with y2/df = 2.93, CFI = .98,
RMSEA = .08, and TLI =.96. Furthermore, all standardized estimates were considered
sufficient since they were above .30 and ranged between .56 and .87 (Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2007).

Table 3.4. Model Fit for RAS

y2/df CFI RMSEA TLI

| | |
Model Fit for RAS 2.932 .978 .081 959

To test the reliability of the scale for the current study, Cronbach’s alpha coefficient
was employed and calculated as .88. In other words, the scale gives reliable results for
the current study.

3.3.4. Relational Equity Scale

Sabatelli and Cecil-Pigo (1985) developed the 10-item, 5-point Likert scale (with 1
indicating strongly agree and 5 indicating strongly disagree) to measure the fairness of
the relationship for the people in the relationship by evaluating their inputs and
outputs. Examples of scale items include "All things considered, my partner and |
contribute equally to our relationship.” and "I often feel that I put more into our
relationship than | get out.”. The maximum score that can be obtained is 50 and the

minimum score is 5, while the items 2, 5, 7, and 9 are reverse scored.

Higher scores indicate greater perceived equity in the relationship. In the factor
analysis, it was found that the scale consisted of a single factor. As a measure of
reliability, the internal consistency coefficient of the original scale was calculated as
.85.

The Turkish version of the scale was adapted by Akcabozan-Kayabol and Stmer
(2017) and a study was conducted with 418 married couples aged 22-68 years. The
unidimensional structure was maintained in the adaptation study. Cronbach alpha

coefficient was found to be .87. For concurrent validity, the correlation of the scale
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with the Relationship Assessment Scale (Hendrick, 1988) was examined and a positive
significant relationship was revealed with a coefficient of .77 (p< .01).

3.3.4.1. Relational Equity Scale within the Scope of the Current Study

While the original and adaptation scale studies were conducted with married couples,
Akcabozan-Kayabol and Stimer (2017), who conducted the adaptation study, stated
that it would be important to work with different types of marriages and romantic
relationships in order to provide new evidence for the validity and reliability of the

scale.

As the Relational Equity Scale's one-factor structure was examined for the current
study using Bollen-Stine (Bollen & Stine, 1992) bootstrapping due to the non-normal
distribution of the data, a poor fit was initially discovered (y2/df = 11.01, CFI = .08,
RMSEA = .19, TLI = .74). To strengthen the fit, it was judged appropriate to utilize
the item parceling approach by grouping the items because the scale had ten items and

the modification indices had been examined.

So, the items were randomly parceled into five groups of two items each, and the CFA
was reassessed. The random parceling method is feasible due to the scale's single-

component structure.

Figure 3.2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Relational Equity Scale
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Based on the new values shown in Table 3.5 (y2/df =2, CFI=.99, RMSEA = .06, TLI
=.99), it can be said that each of the values is within the desired ranges and the model
fit is almost perfect. Also, the standardized estimates were all above .30 and fell
between .60 and .89, which is acceptable (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).

Table 3.5. Model Fit for Relational Equity Scale

x2/df CFI RMSEA TLI

| | | |
Model Fit for Relational Equity Scale 1.995 .996 .058 .988

In order to evaluate the internal consistency of the scale, Cronbach'’s alpha coefficient
was computed, and the result was .90. As a result, it may be concluded that the scale

yields reliable scores for the current study sample.

3.3.5. Perceived Partner Responsiveness Scale

Reis et al. (2017) developed the scale as an 18-item self-report measure and a 9-point
Likert-type scale where 1 means “not at all true” and 9 means “completely true”, with
a focus on romantic partners. It aims to measure how people perceive their partners in
terms of validating and understanding their needs. These relationships include family,
friendship, and romantic relationships and the scale is applicable to close relationships

and partners in each of the domains.

While high scores indicate that partners in relationships are perceived to be more
sensitive to one's needs, the highest possible score is 162 and the lowest score is 18.
Although there is evidence of a two-factor structure, the scale was initially proposed
as having a two-factor structure: validity and understanding. However, according to
online research involving 2000 participants, the subscales have a very strong
correlation (r =.94) Consequently, it was acknowledged as having a single-factor
structure. The 18-item version of the scale was first presented by Reis and Carmichael
in an unpublished study in 2006, followed by 12 (Reis et al., 2011) and 3-item versions
(Gable et al., 2012). The internal consistency of the 12- and 18-item versions ranged
between .91 and .98 (Reis et al., 2018). The 18-item romantic partner version of the

scale was used in this study. "My partner sees the real me." and "My partner values
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my abilities and opinions.” are examples of some items in the scale. The convergent
validity of the scale has been assessed in several studies. The correlations revealed
significant relationships with satisfaction (r=.82, Reis et al., 2017), trust (r=.67, Reis
etal., 2017), empathy (r=.49, Reis et al., 2017), emotional support (r=.49, Reis et al.,
2017) and compassionate behaviors exhibited by the partner on a daily basis (r=.33,
Reis et al., 2014). The adaptation study of the scale was conducted by Tasfiliz et al.
(2020). In that study with two samples, exploratory factor analysis was conducted in
the first sample (695 individuals between the ages of 20-82) and confirmatory factor
analysis in the second (478 individuals between the ages of 20-87). Factor analyses
were conducted separately for family, friends, and romantic relationships. In the
romantic partner version, a single-factor structure similar to the original one emerged
and this factor explained 63.57% of the variance. Cronbach's alpha coefficient for the

combined data set was .91.

3.3.5.1. Perceived Partner Responsiveness Scale Within the Scope of the
Current Study

The scale consisting of a single dimension and 18 items was analyzed within the scope
of the study. The Bollen-Stine (Bollen & Stine, 1992) bootstrapping method was
utilized and the values found in the first analysis were outside the threshold and
insufficient for compliance (y2/df=7.87, CFI = .83, RMSEA = .15, TLI =.80). As the
number of items of the scale was more than 5, the item parceling method was applied

and the scale was divided into five parcels via random parceling.

A7

PPR_Total

Figure 3.3. Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Perceived Partner Responsiveness
Scale
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When the modification indices between parcels were examined, covariances were
created between the first parcel and the third and fourth parcels to maximize fit (Figure
3.3). Following the modifications, the goodness of fit indices were found to be in line
with the thresholds (}2/df = 2.97, CFI = .99, RMSEA = .08, TLI = .99; Table 3.6.),
and the model's fit was assessed as adequate. Standardized estimates ranging between
.82 and .96 are considerably higher than the cutoff value, .30 (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2007).

Table 3.6. Model Fit for Perceived Partner Responsiveness Scale

y2/df CFI RMSEA TLI

I | ] ]
Model Fit for RAS 2.971 .997 .082 .989

Lastly, Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was utilized to assess the scale’s reliability for
the study and it was found .97, which means the scores provided by the scale are

reliable.

3.3.6. Difficulties in Emotion Regulation Scale (DERS)

Developed by Gratz and Roemer (2004), the scale consists of 36 items measuring
emotion dysregulation that have to be ranked on a 5-point Likert-type scale (“1” means
almost never and “5” means almost always) and higher scores mean more difficulties
experienced in emotion regulation processes. Items 1, 2, 4, 6, 7, 8, 10, 17, 20, 22, 24
and 34 reverse scored. The highest score might be obtained is 180 and the lowest is
36.

Gratz and Roemer (2004) revealed that the scale has a six-factor structure measuring
six domains: lack of awareness, lack of clarity, nonacceptance, lack of strategies, lack
of impulse control, and lack of ability to behave according to goals. Each of these
dimensions covers the difficulties experienced by the person in this domain. For lack
of awareness subscale, "I care about what | am feeling”, for lack of clarity subscale, "I
know exactly how I'm feeling"”, for nonacceptance "When | am upset, | feel ashamed
with myself for feeling that way", for lack of strategies subscale, "When | am upset,

my emotions feel overwhelming.", for lack of impulse control subscale, "When | am
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upset, | become out of control." and for lack of ability to behave according to goals
subscale "When I'm upset, I have difficulty focusing on other things." can be given as
sample items. The six factors explained 55.68% of the total variance. While the
internal consistency of the entire scale was declared as .93, this value for each subscale

was greater than .80. All subscales are included in this study.

For the construct validity study of the scale, the Generalized Expectancy for Negative
Mood Regulation Scale (NMR; Catanzaro & Mearns, 1990), which measures the
person's expectations for self-regulation skills in negative mood situations, the
Acceptance and Action Questionnaire (AAQ; Hayes et al., 2004), which measures
emotional avoidance, and the Emotional Expressivity Scale (EES; Kring et al., 1994),
which measures expressivity, were examined. While there were significant negative
relationships with NMR (r= -.69, p< .01) and EES (r= -.23), the relationship was
positively significant with AAQ (r= .60, p< .01). The association between DERS and
the frequency of intimate partner abuse and self-harm was investigated as part of the
predictive validity study. Gender disparities became apparent at this point. While self-
harm frequency along with difficulties regulating emotions was significantly
correlated for males (r= .26, p< .05) as well as females (r= .20, p< .01), only men (r=
.34, p< .01) demonstrated a significant correlation between intimate partner abuse
frequency and emotion regulation difficulties. Test-retest reliability was examined to
check the reliability of the scale, and high (r =.88, p<.01) scale reliability was found
following measurements performed 4-8 weeks following the initial application.

The adaptation study of the scale was conducted by Ruganci and Gen¢6z (2010) with
a sample of 338 university students between the ages of 19-31 (M=22.6). It was
observed that the six-factor structure was also preserved in adaptation, and the total
variance explained by the factors was 62.4%. It was decided to remove the tenth item,
which had a very low correlation with the overall scale (r = .06), from the Turkish

version of the scale and to continue the analyses with 35 items.

Cronbach's alpha coefficient calculated for the overall scale was .94. The internal

consistency explained for each subscale was also high, with coefficients ranging from
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.75 to .90. The maximum score and the minimum score that can be obtained from the

measure range between 175 and 35.

A concurrent validity study was carried out using the Brief Symptom Inventory and a
significant correlation was detected between the two scales (r = .58, p <.001). For the
criterion validity study, the Brief Symptom Inventory was used again, and the people
in the highest and lowest thirty percent groups with the scores obtained from this scale
were split into two groups: high and low psychological distress. Based on the DERS
reviews of individuals in these groups, it was shown that those in the high
psychological distress group had more difficulties with emotion regulation. Test-retest
and split-half methods were utilized to assess reliability. In test-retest reliability, the
correlation between the two application scores was found to be .83 and the Guttman

split-half reliability was declared as .95.

3.3.4.1. DERS Within the Scope of the Current Study

The six-factor structure of the DERS was initially intended to be observed in this study
and the overall score was employed. Hence, it was regarded as a second-order variable,
a higher-order latent variable formed by six lower-order latent variables. Thus, second-
order confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to demonstrate the structure of latent
constructs (Thakkar, 2020). The first analysis using Bollen-Stine (Bollen & Stine,
1992) bootstrapping showed that the structure was not appropriate (y2/df = 3.5, CFI =
.78, RMSEA = .09, TLI =.77).

Item parceling method was used and the items of each subscale were parceled
randomly. The fit was again not within the desired ranges and the standardized factor
loading of the awareness subscale was .24, which was well below the cut-off value .30
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Upon reviewing additional research on the scale's
structure, it was discovered that in certain studies (Bardeen et al., 2012; Demir, 2019;
Hallion et al., 2018), the five-factor structure without awareness subscale was deemed
more suitable than the six-factor. Thus, the awareness subscale was eliminated from

the model and the fit was re-evaluated. Due to the finding that the model fits the data
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better, the awareness subscale was not included in the current study. In the final model
(Figure 3.4), the values indicated a mediocre fit (y2/df = 3.2, CFI = .94, RMSEA =
.087, TLI = .93).

The loadings of the DERS factors were found as follows: .47 for clarity, .89 for
impulse, .82 for nonacceptance, .75 for goals and .97 for strategies. Consequently, all

remaining factor values are higher than the cutoff threshold.
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Figure 3.4. Confirmatory Factor Analysis for DERS
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Table 3.7. Model Fit for DERS

x2/df CFI RMSEA TLI

| | | |
Model Fit for RAS 3.199 .943 .087 928

Subsequently, the internal consistency of the entire scale and subscales were
examined. Cronbach's alpha coefficient was .95 for the overall scale, .80 for the clarity
subscale, .85 for the impulse subscale, .89 for the non-acceptance subscale, .88 for the
goals subscale, and .88 for the strategies subscale. Considering these values, it can be

said that each subscale and the scale overall provide reliable results.

3.4. Data Collection Procedure

The required consent forms and documents were submitted to the Middle East
Technical University Human Subjects Ethics Committee and the data collection
process was initiated after obtaining the necessary ethical approval. The condition for
participation in the study was to be a heterosexual couple between the ages of 18-29,
unmarried and together for more than 6 months. Voluntary couples were asked to
complete the Google Forms questionnaire under a shared pseudonym in order to match
partners; however, they needed to complete it separately from one another in order to

maintain confidentiality and avoid influencing each other.

It is believed that by conducting the data collection online, participants will be able to
participate in flexible time slots and the process will be more efficient in terms of
management of time. Potential issues with face-to-face application also include
difficulties in finding both partners together and preventing them from seeing each

other's responses.

Google Forms link shared via Instagram, Facebook, and WhatsApp channels to reach
the participants who fit the relevant requirements. After obtaining the participant's
consent and a shared pseudonym, the instruments were answered by the participants.
This took approximately 15 minutes. The data collection process was completed in

approximately 10 months, from July 2023 to May 2024.
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3.5. Description of the Variables

In this section, the variables used in the study are defined operationally. The predictor
variables of the study were relational equity and perceived partner responsiveness
while the outcome variable was romantic relationship satisfaction. The mediator

variable of the study was the emotion regulation difficulties.

Relational equity was measured by the total score of the Relationship Equity Scale
which consists of 10 questions and has a score range of 1 (completely agree) to 5
(completely disagree). The highest score that can be obtained is 50 while the lowest
score is 10. High scores indicate that the person in the relationship has high perceptions

of equity within the relationship.

Perceived partner responsiveness was measured by the total score of the Perceived
Partner Responsiveness Scale. The scale is composed of 18 9-point Likert-type items.
The highest score that can be obtained is 162 and the lowest is 18. High scores obtained

indicate that the person views their partner as more responsive toward themselves.

Emotion regulation difficulties was measured by the total score of the Difficulties in
Emotion Regulation Scale, which consists of six subscales: difficulties in the areas of
emotion awareness, clarity, acceptance, regulation strategies, impulse control, and
acting purposefully during negative emotional experiences. The Turkish adaptation of
the scale consists of 35 items that have a score range of 1 (almost never) to 5 (almost

usually).

The maximum possible score is 175, and the lowest possible score is 35. Since the
questions belonging to the awareness subscale were removed for the current study, the
minimum score that can be obtained is 30 and the maximum score is 155. High scores
indicate an increase in the degree of difficulty experienced by people regarding

emotion regulation.

Lastly, romantic relationship satisfaction was measured by the total score obtained

from the Relationship Assessment Scale. From the 7-point Likert-type scale consisting
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of 7 questions, the highest score that can be obtained is 49 and the lowest score is 7.
High scores indicate greater satisfaction with one's relationship.

3.6. Data Analysis

The main purpose of the study was to examine relational equity and perceived partner
responsiveness as factors related to romantic relationship satisfaction and to consider
the mediator role of emotion regulation difficulties in this relationship. Furthermore,
the research was intended to be conducted with heterosexual couples while accounting
for the effects that partners have on one another. AMOS 26 was used to assess the
actor-partner interdependence mediation model (APIMeM) that was conducted in this
regard (Arbuckle, 2019).

The Actor Partner Interdependence Model (APIM) offers a statistical structure for
dyadic relationships, which depends on their interdependent nature. The phenomenon
known as interdependence occurs when one partner's feelings, thoughts, and behaviors
impact the other partner's feelings, thoughts, and behaviors. Predictions about one
partner can therefore be made based on information about a variable pertaining to the
other (Cook & Kenny, 2005). Since this case is highly relevant when it comes to close
relationships, APIM is used effectively in this setting (Campbell & Kashy, 2002).

The model's primary goal is to make sense of the ways in which one's own
characteristics affect oneself (actor effect) and one's partner's outcomes (partner effect)
(Kenny & Ledermann, 2010). Throughout the current study, this model was employed
to evaluate the effect that partners have on one another. Additionally, the mediation
effect was integrated into the model to investigate potential explanations for the
associations (APIMeM; Ledermann et al., 2011).

Prior to analysis, the data were screened, and only the couples that satisfied the
conditions were added to the study. Following that, the sample size was assessed and
any missing data were examined. The assumptions of outliers, normal distribution,
linearity, and multicollinearity were examined. Following the demographic

characteristics of the participants, confirmatory factor analyses and reliability tests of
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the Relational Equity Scale, Perceived Partner Responsiveness Scale, Difficulties in
Emotion Regulation Scale, and Relationship Assessment Scale were conducted
separately. The means, standard deviations, and maximum-minimum values in terms
of genders were computed and how the variables differed for genders was analyzed.

After that, bivariate correlations were conducted.

Finally, in order to test the main hypotheses, relevant paths were created and path
analysis was performed. SPSS Version 28 (IBM Corp., 2021) was used for reliability
testing, descriptive analyses, and bivariate correlations; AMOS 26 (Arbuckle, 2019)
was used for confirmatory factor analyses, and dyadic path analysis.

3.7. Limitations of the Study

The study has a few limitations. First, the use of convenience sampling together with
online data collection can be seen as a limitation since it restricts the results'
generalizability. The study involved couples who were reachable by the researcher,
had access to the internet, and had the time to click on the link. Consequently, there
was barely any variation in the participants' characteristics such as employment
status and educational background, which further lowers generalizability. Another
problem with collecting data online was that it was not possible to track the context in

which partners participated and whether their answers were independent of each other.

Moreover, despite the fact that the study made an effort to explain the underlying
mechanisms of relationships by considering the mediation effect since it is a

correlational research, no causal relationship could have been established.

The fact that the findings are based on self-reports was an additional limitation. Results
may be skewed if assessments are based on an individual's subjective judgments
without knowing whether the concepts discussed have the same meaning for each
participant. The distortion can also be increased by the fact that the study was carried
out with ongoing partnerships. In an ongoing relationship, there may be a tendency to
perceive the partner as more sensitive, and the relationship as more satisfying and

equal.
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This constraint explains the accumulation of high scores in the normality check.
Furthermore, the relational equity scale's questions simply highlight the imbalances in
the connection, if any. On the other hand, it is recognized that experiencing injustice
from both an advantageous and disadvantageous perspective elicits distinct emotional
responses (Sprecher, 1986; Utne et al., 1984). The fact that it is unknown whether the
participants believe they are in a better or worse situation when the connection is not
viewed as equal presents a barrier to the interpretation of the data. Interpretations of

the results should be evaluated within the mentioned limitations.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

This chapter provides the study's analysis process and findings. First, the procedure
for screening the data, conducting preliminary analyses, and preparing the data set for
testing the hypotheses are explained. Afterward, results regarding gender differences
in study variables are presented. Following the presentation of bivariate correlations,
the results pertaining to the main research question and hypotheses are explained
through the structural model analysis. An overview of the findings is presented at the

end of the chapter.

4.1. Assumptions and Preliminary Analyses

Prior to the main analysis, the data was checked for compliance with the minimum and
maximum values. The application via Google Forms prevents the generation of a score
out of the possible range and the minimum and maximum values as a result of the
analysis confirm that there is no out-of-range data entry. After this, items that needed
to be reverse coded were reverse coded and the assumptions related to path and dyadic
data analyses were examined. Then, the data set was assessed for appropriateness of
sample size, lack of missing data, outliers, normality, linearity, multicollinearity, and

lastly nonindependence and distinguishability.

To begin with, one of the requirements that needs to be assessed initially is sample
size. A common view regarding the appropriate sample size is that 200 represents the
critical value (Hoelter, 1983; Collier, 2020).

For the current study, data were collected from 292 individuals (146 heterosexual

couples) and the requirement was met. In addition, there was no missing data since the
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participants were reached via Google Forms and the researcher was able to ensure that
the participants did not proceed without answering.

An additional requirement for conducting a robust analysis is ensuring that the data set
is normally distributed and free of outliers that do not accurately reflect the population.
For this reason, univariate and multivariate outliers were initially investigated. Z-
scores were employed to detect univariate outliers, while Mahalanobis distances were

evaluated for multivariate outliers.

Standardized z-scores for each scale were calculated and the scores outside the +3.29
and -3.29 range (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007) were considered outliers. As a result, 9
univariate outliers were found in the study. Mahalanobis distances were calculated via
AMOS and it was seen that 21 observations appeared to be multivariate outliers. 8
observations were both univariate and multivariate outliers. Both including and
excluding them, the analyses were conducted twice. Since the two datasets did not

significantly differ, outliers were kept in the dataset to preserve sample variation.

WOMENEQ WOMENPPR

Figure 4.1. Histograms for Women

Univariate and multivariate normality tests were performed through skewness and
kurtosis values, histograms, and Mardia's coefficient value. As the skewness value
expresses the symmetry of the distribution and the kurtosis value indicates the
peakedness approached zero, the distribution is considered normal (Tabachnick &

Fidell, 2007). Non-normality in data, according to Kline (2011), is indicated by skew-
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ness values larger than 3 and kurtosis values greater than 20. For relationship
satisfaction, skewness was -1.28 and kurtosis was 1.3 in the current study; for
relational equity, skewness was -1.21 and kurtosis was.93; for perceived partner
responsiveness, skewness was -1.96 and kurtosis was 4.71; and for emotion regulation
difficulties, skewness was .28 and kurtosis was -.41 (see Table 3.2). So, univariate
normality was indicated by all values. Non-normality was noted when Mardia's
(1970) coefficient was assessed for multivariate normality. The reported value of 36
exceeds the 3.00 cut-off value (Ullman, 2007) by a considerable margin. Furthermore,
an analysis of the histograms (see Figure 4.1 and Figure 4.2 for histogram graphs of
genders) reveals that the participants are mostly clustered around high scores except
DERS and that non-normality is present. The bootstrapping estimation method is
recommended in this case (Kline, 2011). The analyses of the study were conducted
using the bootstrapping method in line with the suggestions of Kline (2011) and Collier
(2020).

Frequency
2 s

Figure 4.2. Histograms for Men

Linearity and multicollinearity were checked to test the straight-line connection
between variables and to check for excessively high correlations that may cause
problems. Residual plots were utilized for the linearity test and lacked a distinctive

trend. So, it was found to be satisfied (Figure 4.3). Accordingly, it is possible to address
a linear relationship (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007) between the study's independent

variables and the dependent variable, relationship satisfaction for both genders.
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Figure 4.3. Residual Plots

Multicollinearity, which is a problem that arises when the correlations among variables
are too high (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007), was tested through variance inflation factor
(VIF) and bivariate correlations. To detect the presence of this issue, the VIF values
were first evaluated. When this value is greater than 10, it indicates a problem (Kline,
2011). For the variables of this study, the highest VIF value was found to be 1.18.
When the bivariate correlations were evaluated, it was seen that the values ranged
between .03 and .68. Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) state that a value of .90 and above
indicates a problem. In this case, it is seen that multicollinearity is not a problem for

the current study.

Lastly, since the data unit consists of dyads, the assumption that observations are
independent of each other cannot be fulfilled. Being in a relationship gives both
individuals the power to affect one another, thus it is impossible to say that their

outcomes will not establish a predictable relationship.

How to assess this situation, which is defined as nonindependence (Kenny, 2006),
varies depending on the characteristics of the dyad members. If there is
distinguishability between dyad members, Pearson product-moment correlation
should be used to assess nonindependence (Kenny, 2006). In this study, this method
was utilized since the dyads consisted of heterosexual couples and could be distingu-
ished by two different genders: men and women. In this study, variables except self-
emotion regulation difficulties (r = .08, p>.05) were considered non-independent. For
the remaining variables, perceived partner responsiveness (r = .25, p<.01), relational

equity (r = .27, p< .01), and relationship satisfaction (r= .47, p< .01), significant
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relationships were found between men and women. It means that these variables are

considered to be non-independent.

4.2. Gender Differences

The study's dependent, independent, and mediator variables are presented in Table 4.1
in terms of mean, minimum, and maximum values. To evaluate whether the study
variables differed with respect to gender, t-tests were utilized. For emotion regulation
difficulties, an independent samples t-test was utilized. The mean score of women on
the emotion regulation difficulties scale was 77.05 (SD = 21.21), while the mean score
of men was 71.35 (SD = 23.71), and a significant difference was observed. Women’s
score was significantly higher than the men's (t(286.464) = 2.17, p < .05). Thus,
women have more difficulties regulating their emotions. For the other variables,
related samples t-tests were conducted. Regarding relationship satisfaction, there was
a significant difference between men (M = 42.64, SD =.52) and women (M = 41.55,
SD = 5.53; t(145) = -2.14, p <.05). Women reported less satisfaction than men. The
mean score for perceived partner responsiveness was 136.5 (SD = 22.85) for women
and 134.16 (SD = 2.43) for men. No gender difference was observed for this variable
(t(145)=.87, p >.05). There was also no significant difference between genders for
relational equity (t(145) = -.85, p >.05), with women's mean of 39.88 (SD =9.11) and
men's mean of 40.64 (SD = .71).

Table 4.1. Gender Differences

Women Men
Mean SD  Min. Max. Mean SD  Min. Max.
PPR 136.5 2285 47 162 134.16 2.43 20 162
EQ 39.88 9.11 12 50 4064 71 14 50
DER 77.05 2121 30 131 7135 2372 30 142
SAT 41.55 5.53 23 49 42.64 .52 24 49

Note. EQ = Relational Equity; PPR = Perceived Partner Responsiveness; DER =
Emotion Regulation Difficulties; SAT = Romantic Relationship Satisfaction.
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In addition to gender differences regarding the study variables, the participants were
also asked how often they share their positive/negative feelings and needs with their
partners. Moreover, the frequency of their emotional need for their partners was also
obtained (see Table 3.2.). To evaluate whether sharing positive/negative feelings,
needing a partner’s emotional support, and expressing the need for emotional support
to a partner differed with respect to gender, Wilcoxon Signed Rank Tests were
computed. The results indicated significant differences in regard to negative emotion
sharing (Z = -3.87, p < .001), positive emotion sharing (Z = -3, p< .01), needing a
partner's emotional support (Z = -5.6, p <.001), and expressing the need of emotional
support to partner (Z =-5.49, p <.001). Women reported higher sharing and emotional

needs than men in all of the dimensions.

4.3. Bivariate Correlations

In order to identify direct relationships between variables, Pearson product-moment
correlation coefficients were computed (Table 4.2). The degree of consistency and
strength of the relationship between the variables is determined by how near the
coefficient is to 1, which can range from +1 to 0 (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2017).
Correlations between variables were evaluated separately. For women, relationship
satisfaction was positively correlated with perceived partner responsiveness (r = .68,
p <.01) and relational equity (r = .45, p <.01) whereas it was negatively correlated with
emotion regulation difficulties (r = -.20, p <.05). Similarly, there was a significant
negative relationship between relational equity and emotion regulation difficulties (r
= -.21, p <.01). The relationship between perceived partner responsiveness and
emotion regulation difficulties was also significantly negative (r = -32, p
<.01). Relational equity and perceived partner responsiveness were significantly and
positively correlated (r = .30, p <.01). For men, relational equity (r = .57, p <.01) and
perceived partner responsiveness (r = .53, p <.01) were significantly and positively
correlated with relationship satisfaction. Nevertheless, as in women, there was a
significant negative correlation between emotion regulation difficulties and
relationship satisfaction (r = -.35, p <.01). Emotion regulation difficulties were also
significantly negatively correlated with relational equity (r = -.32, p <.01) and

perceived partner responsiveness (r =-.28, p <.01). When equity and perceived partner
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responsiveness were examined within each other, a positive significant relationship

was found (r = .28, p <.01).

Table 4.2. Bivariate Correlations

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
| | | | | | | | |
1. Relationship 1
Satisfaction
(Women)

2. Relationship ATF* 1
Satisfaction
(Men)

3. Emotion -20*  -13 1
Regulation

Difficulties

(Women)

4. Emotion -18* -35** .08 1
Regulation

Difficulties

(Men)

5. Relational A5F* 31k L 21%* -12 1
Equity (Women)

6. Relational 29**  b7** .03 -32%* 27** 1
Equity (Men)

7. Perceived 68**  35** -32** .09 .30** .26** 1
Partner

Responsiveness

(Women)

8. Perceived B1** 53** - 10 -28** 21*%*  28**  25%* 1
Partner

Responsiveness

(Men)

Note. *p<.05; **p<.01.

Furthermore, men’s and women’s romantic relationship satisfaction (r = .47, p <.01),
relational equity (r = .27, p < .01), and perceived partner responsiveness (r = .25, p <
.01) were positively correlated with each other. Men's perceived partner

responsiveness and women's relational equity were positively correlated (r = .21, p <
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.01). Women's perceived partner responsiveness and men's relational equity were also
found to be positively correlated (r = .26, p <.01). Besides, women's perceived partner
responsiveness (r = -.09, p>.05) and relational equity (r = -.12, p>.05) were not
significantly related to men's emotion regulation difficulties. Similarly, men's
perceived partner responsiveness (r = -.10, p>.05) and relational equity (r = -.03,
p>.05) were not significantly related to women's emotion regulation difficulties.
Men's emotion regulation difficulties had a significant negative relationship with
women's relationship satisfaction (r = -.18, p < .05) but there is no significant
relationship between women's emotion regulation difficulties and men's relationship
satisfaction (r =-.13, p>.05).

4.4. The Mediating Role of Emotion Regulation Difficulties on Romantic
Relationship Satisfaction of Emerging Adult Couples

In the study where heterosexual couples were considered as the data unit, actor and
partner effects in the relationship were also included. For this reason, the actor-partner
interdependence mediation model (APIMeM) was used. Since the principle of normal
distribution was violated, the structural model was tested using the bootstrapping
method. Relational equity and perceived partner responsiveness were considered as
predictor variables, emotion regulation difficulties as mediator variable, and
relationship satisfaction as outcome variable. Direct actor and partner effects along
with indirect actor and partner effects were investigated. For this purpose, firstly, the
saturated model was evaluated and all paths that were not significant in the first stage

were removed from the model.

Afterward, the fit indices of the final model (Figure 4.1) formed with the remaining
significant paths were examined. To briefly restate the previously described optimal
values, CFI and TLI values of .90 and above are considered acceptable (Bentler &
Bonett, 1980; Collier, 2020). The fit gets better as the RMSEA value gets closer to 0,
and values between .05 and .10 denote a mediocre fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1993; Kline,
2011). A x2 /df value less than 3 is acceptable (Kline, 2011). Considering all of the
values, the model showed a good fit to the data (x2 /df = 1.032, CFI1 =1.00, RMSEA =
.02, TLI = 1.00).
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Upon analyzing the final model through squared multiple correlations (R?), it was seen
that while men's and women's perceptions of relational equity and partner
responsiveness account for 11% of the variance in men's difficulties regulating their
emotions, they explain 4% of the variance in women’s emotion regulation difficulties.
The overall hypothesized model explained 41% of the variance in women's
relationship satisfaction and 66% of the variance in men's relationship satisfaction. To
explain the findings of the hypothesized analyses, direct and indirect actor-partner

effects were presented.

The proposed model was conducted with (B =.19, p<.01 for men’s relational equity
and B = .23, p<.001 for women’s relational equity;  =.00, p>.05 for men’s perceived
partner responsiveness and B =.18, p<.05 for women’s perceived partner
responsiveness) and without mediator (p =.24, p<.001 for men’s relational equity and
B = .23, p<.001 for women’s relational equity; p =.004, p>.05 for men’s perceived
partner responsiveness and [ =.17, p<.05 for women’s perceived partner
responsiveness). During the evaluation of relationships, coefficients between .10 and
29 were considered small, between .30 and.49 were considered medium, and between
.50 and 1.00 were considered large effects (Cohen, 1988).

Following the analyses to test the mediating effect of emotion regulation difficulties
in the final model, only one mediation effect was observed in the study: Emotion
regulation difficulties mediated the relationship between men's relational equity and
their own relationship satisfaction. The kind of mediation was examined since there
are two types of mediation: complete and partial. Complete mediation occurs when the
relationship between the variables can be established indirectly through the mediator;
partial mediation occurs when the relationship may be observed both directly and
indirectly through the mediator (Hayes, 2013). Difficulties with regulating emotions
significantly mediated the association between men's relational equity and relationship
satisfaction (§ =.04, p < .01, [CI .01, .09]). Additionally, there was a direct relationship
found (B =.18, p<.01) between men’s relational equity with relationship satisfaction.
Consequently, it might be said that emotion regulation difficulties mediated the

association partially. Actor and partner effects among predictor (relational equity and
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perceived partner responsiveness), mediator (emotion regulation difficulties) and
outcome (romantic relationship satisfaction) variables are presented below.

4.4.1. Actor Effects

According to the results, significant direct actor effects were identified among
variables. Firstly, men's relational equity had a significant actor affect on their
relationship satisfaction (f =.18, p<.01). Likewise, women's relational equity had a
significant actor effect on their own satisfaction (p = .24, p<.001). Both genders were
found more satisfied in relationships when they feel that the connection is more
equitable and fair. There was also a significant relationship for women (f =.23,
p<.001) when the actor effect of perceived partner responsiveness on relationship
satisfaction was analyzed. Women are therefore more satisfied in their relationships
when they believe their partners are responsive. For men, there was no such actor
effect. Men's relationship satisfaction was significantly associated with their
difficulties regulating their emotions ( = -.13, p<.05) in a negative way. Men who
have difficulties in managing their emotions tend to be less satisfied in relationships.
In addition, it was shown that women's emotion regulation difficulties had no

relationship with how happy they were in relationships.

Upon examining the relationship between a person's perception of equity and their
own emotion regulation difficulties, it was observed that men's greater perception of
equity had actor effect on these difficulties (B = -.33, p<.001), while women did not
experience the same consequence. On the contrary, the association of perceived
partner responsiveness with emotion regulation difficulties was only significant for
women ( =-.19, p<.05).

4.4.2. Partner Effects

No partner effect was identified except the effect of perceived partner responsiveness
on romantic relationship satisfaction. Accordingly, men's relationship satisfaction is in
accordance with women's perception of their partner's responsiveness (B = .67,

p<.001). Similarly, men's perception of their partners as responsive has a positive
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relationship with women's relationship satisfaction (p = .42, p<.001). All actor and

partner effects analyzed in the study and related values are presented in Table 4.3.

Table 4.3. Standardized Model Results Regarding Actor and Partner Effects

B SE P t

ACTOR EFFECTS
Direct effects
EQ—SAT
Women Actor Effect 24 .04 <.001*** 3.72
Men Actor Effect .18 .04 .002** 3.15
PPR—SAT
Women Actor Effect 23 .23 <.001*** 3.48
Men Actor Effect - - - -
DER—SAT
Women Actor Effect - - -
Men Actor Effect -.13 .05 .007* -2.71
EQ—DER
Women Actor Effect - - - -
Men Actor Effect -.33 .06 <.001*** -4.14
PPR—DER
Women Actor Effect -.19 .01 .03* -2.32
Men Actor Effect - - - -
Indirect effects
EQ—SAT
Women Actor Effect - - - -
Men Actor Effect .04 .02 .004** 2.27
PPR—SAT
Women Actor Effect - - - -
Men Actor Effect - - - -

PARTNER EFFECTS
Direct effects
EQ—SAT
Women Partner Effect - - - -
Men Partner Effect - - - -
PPR—SAT
Women Partner Effect .67 .01 <.001*** 11.95
Men Partner Effect A2 .01 <.001*** 6.56
DER—SAT
Women Partner Effect - - - -
Men Partner Effect - - - -

Note. EQ = Relational Equity; PPR = Perceived Partner Responsiveness; DER =
Emotion Regulation Difficulties; SAT = Romantic Relationship Satisfaction.
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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4.5. Reporting Results Based on Study Hypotheses

In line with the findings presented so far, the assessment of the hypotheses related to

the research question is presented in this section.

H1 discusses the association of relationship satisfaction and relational equity:
Women'’s and men’s relational equity will be positively associated with their own and
their partners’ romantic relationship satisfaction. Analysis of the data reveals that the
part of this hypothesis pertaining to actor effects was supported. Relationship
satisfaction was found to be correlated with both women's (B = .24, p<.001) and men's

(B = .18, p <.01) own relational equity with a small effect, but not with their partners.

H2 included actor effects pertaining to people's relational equity and difficulties with
emotion regulation: Women’s and men’s relational equity will be negatively
associated with their own emotion regulation difficulties. It could only be validated
with regard to men's direct actor effects ( = -.33, p<.001), with medium effect.

H4 discusses the association between relationship satisfaction and perceived partner
responsiveness: Women’s and men’s perceived partner responsiveness will be
positively associated with their own and their partners’ romantic relationship
satisfaction.

It was found that there was a partner effect of perceived partner responsiveness on both
women’s (fp = .42, p<.001) and men’s (p = .67, p<.001) relationship satisfaction,
indicating a medium effect on women and a large effect on men. However, only
women's perceived partner responsiveness had a relationship with their own
relationship satisfaction ( =.23, p<.001), with a small effect. Thus, H4 was partially

confirmed.

H5 addressed the relationship between perceived partner responsiveness and emotion
regulation difficulties Women’s and men’s perceived partner responsiveness will be
negatively associated with their own emotion regulation difficulties. It was confirmed

only for women's direct actor effects (p = -.19, p< .05), with a small effect.
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The mediating role of emotion regulation difficulties was assessed through H3
(Emotion regulation difficulties of both women and men will mediate the relationship
between relational equity and romantic relationship satisfaction.) and H6 (Emotion
regulation difficulties of both women and men will mediate the relationship between
perceived partner responsiveness and romantic relationship satisfaction.). According
to the findings, men's own relational equity and relationship satisfaction were partially
mediated by emotion regulation difficulties (B =.04, p<.01). As a result, H3 was only

partially supported whereas H6 was rejected.

4.6. Summary of Results

The findings provided several ideas regarding men’s and women’s relationship
satisfaction. Firstly, perceived partner responsiveness of both themselves and their
partners was associated with women's relationship satisfaction. Accordingly, ()
women's perception of their partners as responsive and (b) their partners' perception
of them as responsive were related to an increase in their relationship satisfaction.
Men's relationship satisfaction was also related to partner responsiveness perceived by
their partners. In other words, men were found to be more satisfied in their

relationships when their partners find them responsive.

Analyzing the impact of equity on satisfaction reveals that both women and men's
views on equity have significant actor effects on how satisfied they are in the
relationship. In addition to the direct relationship, there was a mediation effect for men
as well: men who feel that the relationship is equal report less difficulty controlling
their emotions, which in turn is associated with higher relationship satisfaction.
Although women's emotion regulation difficulties were negatively related to their
perception of their partners as responsive, it did not have any mediating role on their
relationship satisfaction.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

This chapter is devoted to the discussion and evaluation of the research results. In the
first section, the research question’s results are interpreted by following the literature
and related findings. Then, practical implications, and suggestions for future

researchers are given respectively.

5.1. Discussion of the Findings

The current study mainly focused on how emerging adults’ perceived partner
responsiveness and relationship equity are associated with their level of satisfaction in
their romantic relationships, via examining the mediating role of emotion regulation
difficulties in this association. It was crucial to discover how the partners affect one
another since the results rely on each individual's subjective experiences and
perceptions regarding the partnership. Thus, the Actor Partner Interdependence
Mediation Model (APIMeM) was used.

The current study represents the first attempt to elucidate how the mentioned variables
are associated with mediation. Although relationship satisfaction has been examined
separately with the research variables or related variables in many studies in romantic
relationship literature as a comprehensive and encompassing concept (Reis et al.,
2004), it is expected that the prior investigations would shed light on how the study's

findings should be interpreted.

The findings regarding mediation, actor, and partner effects were discussed in the

following three subsections.
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5.1.1. Mediating Effects

The main focus of this study was to examine the association of relational equity (H3)
and perceived partner responsiveness (H6) with emerging adults’ romantic relationship
satisfaction via the mediating role of emotion regulation difficulties. Emotion
regulation difficulties played a partial mediator role only in the effect of men's

perception of equity on relationship satisfaction.

Accordingly, men's perception of the relationship as equal helps them to have less
difficulty in emotion regulation, which in turn, increases their relationship satisfaction.
This result can be justified by the findings showing that men attach importance to
preserving equilibrium and their desired position within the relationship. In particular,
emerging adults explore and reevaluate their roles in life (Arnett, 2015). During this
time, building equal partnerships and developing their emotional awareness and
regulation skills might lead to more fulfilling relationships. By providing a secure
space for men to express themselves, equity in relationships may have encouraged
them to attempt to understand their roles with greater confidence and enabled them to
have more fulfilling relationships by making it less challenging to regulate their

emotions.

This mediating effect was not observed in women. It has been shown by the studies
that women express emotions more than men. At this point, their tendency to express
their emotions and difficulties more may have caused this to be more on the agenda
and resolved as an issue in the relationship. Thus, women's regulation difficulties did
not mediate between relational variables. On the contrary, since men are less prone to
express their emotional difficulties, they may be more affected by relationship

characteristics and mediate the associations.

A similar situation may be the case in terms of perceived partner responsiveness for
women. Emotion regulation difficulties of women could predict perceived partner
responsiveness but did not mediate the relationship with satisfaction. The findings that

women are more relational and sharing-oriented may cause their internal dynamics to

85



be evaluated by them together with the responses they receive from their partners,
rather than alone. Thus, their own emotion regulation difficulties alone may not be
sufficient to mediate relational dynamics. For men, the relationship between perceived
partner responsiveness and relationship outcomes was quite weak. It was not found to
be related to emotion regulation difficulties and relationship satisfaction, and no
mediation effect was found. The findings that men are less likely to ask for help, show
vulnerable emotions, and also prioritize their own individual well-being (Broverman
et al., 1972; Tannen, 1990) in relationship satisfaction may have led to this result.
Further discussion of this result was presented within the framework of actor and
partner effects in detail.

5.1.2. Actor Effects

The study includes hypotheses regarding romantic relationship satisfaction's potential
relationships with relational equity, perceived partner responsiveness, and difficulties
regulating emotions. Firstly, whether an individual's degree of relationship satisfaction
was related to their own perception of relational equity was examined (H1). It was
found that such an association exists for both men and women. This finding was
supported by the literature as it was pertinent to earlier research. A more satisfying
relationship can be maintained when both partners communicate in a way that upholds
their views of equity and mutuality. Similar findings were also expressed by
researchers such as Utne et al. (1984) and Van Yperen and Buunk (1990).
Furthermore, it makes sense that a relationship that is viewed as fair would be more
fulfilling given the correlation between equity and pleasant emotions, and inequity and

negative emotions (Sprecher, 1986, 2001).

It was also hypothesized that perceived partner responsiveness has an actor effect on
relationship satisfaction (H4) and was confirmed only for women. There was no such
effect of perceived partner responsiveness on relationship satisfaction for men.
Although studies on perceived partner responsiveness have found a relationship
between relationship satisfaction regardless of gender (Candel & Turliuc, 2021;

Pagani et al., 2019), the current study revealed a difference. This finding can be con-
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sistent with the views that women have higher values of closeness and intimacy, while
men have higher values of independence (Broverman et al., 1972; Tannen, 1990).
Men's relationship satisfaction may not be impacted by their partners' support in the
same way that women's is. It can be explained by the idea that the support women
receive from their partners, enhances their intimacy beliefs and thus, increases the
satisfaction they derive from the relationship. This outcome is especially noteworthy
in light of the study's other finding that men's perceptions of equity were in a positive
relationship with their relationship satisfaction: Having a balanced relationship, where
power, accountability, and support are all weighed equally, is significant for men
rather than feeling a partner's support alone. The evidence might be evaluated as a
picture that is in line with restrictive gender roles: women evaluate relationship
outcomes based on partner behaviors and relational dynamics more, whereas men
evaluate relationships in a more individualistic frame. In addition, for the study
sample, it was observed that women's sharing of emotion and support needs were
higher than that of men. Higher need sharing may be related to more effective
responsiveness. Since this was lower in men, responsiveness may have been less

related to relationship outcomes.

The normalization and reinforcement of beliefs within society may contribute to the
perpetuation of such gender disparities (Chrisler & Smith, 2004; LaFrance & Banaji,
1992). It can also be interpreted as a sign of how socially acquired biases affect
intimate interactions. Furthermore, since women’s and men’s expectations from a
relationship might differ, women's responsiveness might not be at the dimension
expected by their partner (Candel & Turliuc, 2021). Moreover, there could be
additional factors contributing to the findings, such as men's self-disclosure behaviors,
partners’ own expression styles during conflicts, and attachment style-related
alterations in perception (Dogruyol, 2023; Sasaki & Overall, 2020, van Lankveld et
al., 2021).

The actor effect of relational equity (H2) and perceived partner responsiveness (H5)

on emotion regulation difficulties was also evaluated within the scope of the study. To

address the second hypothesis, it was found that women's perceptions of equity had no
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actor effect on their difficulty with emotion regulation; however, men's difficulties
with emotion regulation was associated with an increase in their relational equity. The
interpretation of this finding should consider the research that states women have a

more expressive attitude toward their emotions and employ emotion regulation
techniques more frequently. Strategies centered on sharing and the support they
receive are especially emphasized (Nolen-Hoeksema, 2012). It is suggested that a
variety of factors, including gender norms and widely held prejudices, may make it
more difficult for men to get in touch with and express their emotions genuinely
(Barrett & Bliss-Moreau, 2009). However, being in an equal partnership -where the
benefits of the connection are neither greater nor lesser than the partner- can create a
safer atmosphere. Thus, men in such interactions can recognize, accept, express, and
regulate their emotions with the help of this safe space by using a variety of coping

mechanisms like asking for help.

On the other hand, the fifth hypothesis investigated how emotion regulation difficulties
were related to perceived partner responsiveness, and a relation was noted to be present
in women but not in men. The literature states that receiving more support at this point
helps by reducing the use of dysfunctional regulation strategies (Lopez et al., 2024),
and the finding for women can be considered to be supported by the literature. The
importance women attach to closeness and emotional support (Tannen, 1990) may also
make a difference. It was also observed in this study that women had higher rates of
sharing and emotional support needs. Feeling that they are supported by the person
they value romantically and with whom they are in a close relationship has the

potential to effectively support women's general emotion regulation skills.

The two other findings of the current study can be discussed concurrently: For women,
having an equity-based relationship with their partners does not affect their difficulties
in emotion regulation, whereas for men, an equity-based relationship is more important
and the support of their partners does not have a significant relationship with their
emotion regulation difficulties. The findings are consistent with several other studies
indicating that relational dynamics are more prominent for women while men make
more self-oriented evaluations of their emotions (Broverman et al., 1972; Tannen,
1990).
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Two values mentioned in the equity research section might also help to explain the
prominence of these aspects of men: survival and self-expression values. Yum et al.
(2015), in their research on these values, evaluated equity as a "Western standard™ and
argued that it is more decisive in countries where self-expression values are at the
forefront. In terms of gender differences, when more traditional roles are dominant,
women make more effort to maintain the relationship in case of an inequity. The two
values that form the basis of this study are analyzed in line with the views of political
scientists Ronald Inglehart and Christian Welzel (2005).

Survival values express the importance given to economic and physical security, while
self-expression values emphasize freedoms such as equality, human rights, greater
participation in politics, and subjective well-being. Researchers who divided the world
map into quadrants according to these values stated that Tirkiye is among the survival
value-oriented countries (Lin & Mancik, 2020). Traditional gender norms in nations
that prioritize survival values may lessen the significance and impact of inequity for
women as they adjust by restoring their perceptions of inequity and concentrating on
maintaining their relationships. Men may place a higher value on their own status and
well-being, and their perception of their relationships as equal may have a stronger
link to their internal dynamics, such as emotion regulation. Despite the fact that gender
norms were not measured in the current study, it can be speculated that in this process,

traditional gender roles, their normalization, and internalization appear effective.

Notably, only men's emotion regulation difficulties were associated with their own
relationship satisfaction and there was no other actor effect for men. It is possible that
men's dynamics in this area are more mirrored in relationship satisfaction as they are
socially less expressive than women when it comes to expressing their feelings (Barrett
& Bliss-Moreau, 2009).

Compared to men, women's relationship satisfaction may be more correlated with the
responses they receive from their partners rather than the challenges they face: In light
of previous studies and literature (Barrett & Bliss-Moreau, 2009; Nolen-Hoeksema,

2012), what women experience with their partner in this regard may be more important

89



in determining relationship satisfaction, even though having emotion regulation

difficulties influences their life's overall flow.

5.1.3. Partner Effects

Regarding the association between individuals' level of satisfaction in their
relationships and their partners' perceptions of relational equity (H1), there was no
partner effect for either gender. How an individual's opinions regarding equity are
represented in their relationships with their partners may be crucial when interpreting
this finding. Even though there is no other study in the literature that directly
investigates this association, it is explained in the theory that people attempt to
psychologically or actually restore the equity they perceive (Hatfield & Rapson, 2011).
Such efforts may protect the partner from the effects of the other person's
equity/inequity perceptions. As a result, individuals' perceptions might not have much

impact on how satisfied the partner is in the relationship.

The connection between partners' perceptions of an individual's responsiveness and
the individual's level of relationship satisfaction was also investigated (H4). The
hypothesis was validated for partner effects: Male partners' relationship satisfaction
rises as women consider them to be more responsive, while women's relationship
satisfaction also rises as men perceive their partners to be more responsive. There is
no research in the literature that can be considered directly related to this finding.
Nevertheless, it can be evaluated within the scope of prosocial behaviors in the
relationship. Although prosocial behaviors have the function of showing that the
person thinks and cares about the other person and making his/her life easier, it is also
stated that they have a self-serving dimension (Batson, 1987). Making the partner
happy and making him/her feel supported can reinforce the perception that he/she is a
"good partner” and increase his/her own relationship satisfaction. In addition, making
the partners feel supported may improve the relationship traits in general and have a
positive effect on the relationship satisfaction of the person. A satisfied perception of
the relationship may also lead to a responsive and caring perception of the partner. In

addition, it is also thought that perceiving the partner as responsive has the potential
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to increase communication between partners. This increased sharing may also

positively affect satisfaction.

Notably, there was no partner effect of emotion regulation difficulties on relationship
satisfaction. In light of the fact that emotions are communicated through behaviors and
expressions (Shariff & Tracy, 2011), it is possible to evaluate how people are
influenced by their partners' difficulties with emotion regulation. It is conceivable that
a strong connection between emotional regulation difficulties and the other partner's
relationship satisfaction was not observed since the sample had a high sharing rate

overall.

5.2. Implications for Practice

Mainly based on the equity theory that attempts to explain relationship dynamics and
satisfaction, the study developed a hypothetical model that allowed for the drawing of
specific findings. The study's findings are believed to have significant implications for
couple counseling. It, therefore, has considerable implications for mental health

professionals who work with emerging adult individuals and couples.

In a broader sense, couple communication encompasses the effects and changes that
partners bring about in each other in a variety of ways, as well as the sharing of
resources and information, displays of emotions, and support (Wiley, 2007). While
attempting to enhance couple communication, it is fundamental to comprehend how
each partner perceives those particular components and their influence on the
relationship. Even though each partnership is unique, it is yet important for mental
health professionals to have a general understanding of the dynamics. The results of
the current study show how different variables interplay with relationship satisfaction

and can serve as a guide.

Actor and partner effect differences among women and men should also be taken into
account in couple interventions, as they offer insight into how relationships might be
shaped within the context of the norms of society. Supposing that "they are naturally

the way they are" can, however, result in rigidity. Therefore, during interventions, it
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would be more effective to try to identify the dynamics that give rise to the differences
for each couple. It might be argued that it is essential to acknowledge and communicate
individual needs and expectations. Afterward, their perspectives on their partners' help
with responsiveness, equity, and emotion regulation, as well as how these perceptions
influence their present issues, can be included. Furthermore, it has been noted that,
though in different ways, one's own regulatory abilities and satisfaction in
relationships might be in relationship with equity and perceived partner
responsiveness. In this sense, it would be advantageous to bring up these topics in

relevant group sessions and relationship-strengthening activities.

Apart from enhancing the communication and bond between currently dating couples,
the research offers valuable insights into the significance of interventions like
disclosing pre-relationship expectations, understanding and communicating needs,
identifying resources for emotion regulation, and addressing the role of romantic

relationships in an individual's life.

5.3. Recommendations for Further Research

Recommendations for further research can be effectively derived from the constraints
of the current study. The first thing that can be recommended to be taken into account
in future research is variability, which was always considered in the interpretation of
the current results. The sample consists of couples who are educated, employed, have
a high emotional and experience-based sharing rate, and have relatively high scores,
especially for relational equity, perceived partner responsiveness, and relationship
satisfaction. Convenience sampling and online data collection techniques may have
created such circumstances, which could make it difficult to generalize the findings. It
is strongly advised that future research be done by gathering data in person from
individuals of varying ages, occupations, and educational backgrounds, and at
different stages in their relationships. Conducting longitudinal research might also be
valuable to observe changes throughout the relationship at various phases. It is
important to remain aware that the factors depend on people's subjective evaluations
of their relationships and the actions of their partners. Expressions of expectations and

barriers encountered, the extent of them, and the quality of the established
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communication all play a crucial role in this regard. While APIMeM is an effective
tool for observing how partners might affect one another, addressing partner
experiences more thoroughly in qualitative research may uncover commonalities and
lead to more thorough conclusions. Furthermore, investigations using mixed
methodologies can be carried out to provide the support of quantitative data with
qualitative data.

To deepen the theoretical understanding, it is valuable to incorporate additional factors
pertaining to social exchange theory, which is a broader perspective that has several
other sub-theories, into related research. Investments in the relationship and evaluation
of alternatives are variables related to the Investment Model (Rusbult, 1980) that can
be covered. Turkish couples between 18 and 30, who had been dating for at least six
months were included in the current study. Thus, it is important to consider the impact
of developmental characteristics and culture. Given time frame is characterized by
choosing individuals’ "life partners" (Arnett, 2000) and also can be called the age of
marriage in Turkish culture. The expectations for the future, how well each
individual’s expectations and their partners’ align, and the impact of their immediate
surroundings’ perceptions can also influence how they view a romantic relationship.
Due to the individual's expectations for the relationship and their investments in it,
perceptions of certain relational factors, like equity and partner responsiveness, may
differ from reality (Lemay & Clark, 2015).

As a result, factors like future expectations, investments, and perception of alternative
possibilities can be taken into account while evaluating these variables. Hence, it is
possible to develop a working model that combines the theories to evaluate alternatives
and existing romantic partnerships in terms of individuals' expectations that evolve

with the influence of society.

Even though much research has examined investment model factors thus far (e.g.,
Young & Furman, 2013; Lemay, 2016; Vannier & O’Sullivan, 2017), a more
comprehensive view might be obtained by more effectively incorporating the impact

of perceived partner efforts and relationship equity perceptions. A person's past
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attachment experiences (Brandéo et al., 2019; Lewczuk et al., 2018), degree of self-
disclosure (Dogruyol, 2023), amount of commitment to the relationship

(Sprecher, 2001), and utilization of conflict resolution strategies (Todorov et al., 2023)
are other variables that may impact the connection between the variables in addition
to these potential social and personal impacts. They can be addressed inside the context
of forthcoming studies.

In order to investigate the effects of the views of individuals in the relationship on their
internal processes, the study additionally utilized emotion regulation difficulties into
account as a mediator. The association between men's views of equity and relationship
satisfaction was partially mediated by this variable. Even if this finding again sheds
light on the importance of gender disparities and an individual's priorities in a
relationship, emotion regulation is assumed to have a greater influence on the
relationship between the variables. The impacts of individuals on their own and their
partners' emotion regulation processes are referred to as interpersonal emotion
regulation (Lemay et al. 2024), a concept that has gained attention recently. It is
suggested that this kind of emotion regulation be included in studies involving

couples.

In conclusion, additional variables and alternative approaches could be used to build
upon this study, which offers insightful viewpoints on relationship dynamics. The
importance of conducting research in several variants is undeniable, as romantic
relationships merge with many other aspects of life and possess an abundance of

components that might impact an individual's subjective perspective.
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APPENDICES

A. INFORMED CONSENT FORM

Bu aragtirma, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Egitim Bilimleri Boliimii, Rehberlik ve
Psikolojik Danigmanlik programi yiiksek lisans Ogrencisi Cagla Berrak Yildiz
tarafindan Prof. Dr. Zeynep Hatipoglu Siimer’in danigsmanliginda yiiriitiilen bir tez
calismasidir. Bu form size arastirma kosullart hakkinda bilgi vermek icin
hazirlanmastir.

Arastirmanin amaci, beliren yetiskinlikteki bireylerin romantik iliski doyumlarinda
esitlik, algilanan partner duyarlilig1 ve duygu diizenlemenin rollerini incelemektir.

Calismaya katilabilmeniz igin
e 18-29 yaslar1 arasinda olmaniz,
e cn az 6 aydir devam eden heteroseksiiel romantik bir iliski i¢cinde bulunmaniz
ve
e partnerinizle evli olmamaniz énemlidir.

Iliskideki her iki partnerin de ¢alismaya katilmayr kabul etmesi gerekmektedir.
Katilim1 kabul ettiginiz takdirde sizden beklenen, calisma kapsamindaki sorulari
derecelendirme Olgegi ilizerinde yanitlamaniz ve kendinizle ilgili birkag agik uglu
soruya kisaca yanit vermenizdir. Romantik iliskideki her bir partnerin caligmaya
bireysel olarak katilmasi, sorulara verdikleri yanitlar1 partneriyle paylagmamasi
gerekmektedir. Partnerlerin yanitlarini eslestirebilmek i¢in anket baglangicinda sizden
partnerinizle birlikte ortak bir rumuz belirlemeniz ve ilgili alana bu rumuzu yazmaniz
istenecektir. Calismaya katilim ortalama 5-10 dakika stirmektedir.

Arastirmaya katiliminiz tamamen goniilliillik temelinde olmalidir. Ankette, sizden
kimlik veya kurum belirleyici hicbir bilgi istenmemektedir. Cevaplariniz tamamiyla
gizli tutulacak, partnerinizle paylasilmayacak ve sadece arastirmacilar tarafindan
degerlendirilecektir. ~ Katilimcilardan elde edilecek  bilgiler toplu halde
degerlendirilecek ve bilimsel yayimlarda kullanilacaktir. Sagladiginiz veriler goniillii
katilim formlarinda toplanan kimlik bilgileri ile eslestirilmeyecektir.

Anket, genel olarak kisisel rahatsizlik verecek sorular icermemektedir. Ancak, katilim
sirasinda sorulardan ya da herhangi baska bir nedenden otiirti kendinizi rahatsiz
hissederseniz cevaplama isini yarida birakmakta serbestsiniz. Bu calismaya
katildiginiz i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederiz.
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Calisma hakkinda daha fazla bilgi almak i¢in Cagla Berrak Yildiz ile iletisim
kurabilirsiniz (e-posta: ).

O Arastirmaya katilmaya onay veriyorum.

Liitfen partnerinizle ortak belirlediginiz rumuzu asagiya yaziniz. Y anitlariniz romantik
partnerinizin yanitlariyla eslestirilecegi i¢in ortak bir rumuz belirlemeniz 6nemlidir.
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B. PERSONAL INFORMATION FORM

Liitfen kendinizle ve romantik iliskinizle ilgili asagidaki sorular1 cevaplayiniz..
Yasmmz:

Cinsiyetiniz: __

En son bitirdiginiz okul:

() ilkokul

() Ortaokul

() Lise

() Yiksek okul/On lisans
() Lisans/ Universite

() Yuksek lisans

() Doktora

Ogrenciliginiz devam ediyor mu?

() Evet
() Hayir

Ogrenciyseniz su anda devam ettiginiz program:

() Lisans
() Yuksek lisans
() Doktora

Calisryor musunuz?

() Evet
() Hayir

Mevcut romantik iliskiniz ka¢ aydir devam etmekte? (ay-yil olarak giriniz).

Mevcut iliskiniz bir uzak mesafe iliskisi mi? Romantik partneriniz cografi olarak
uzakta (40 km ve daha uzakta), goriismeyi giiclestiren bir konumda yasiyorsa buna
uzak mesafe iliskisi denir.

() Evet

() Hayrr

Partnerinizle goriisme sikliginiz nedir? Size en yakin cevabi isaretleyiniz.

() Her gun
() 2-3 guinde bir
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Her hafta 1 kez
2-3 haftada bir
Ayda bir kez
Daha az

(
(
(
(

— N N

Sonucunda iiziintii/ofke/kayg1 gibi olumsuz duygular deneyimlediginiz olaylari
partnerinizle ne sikhikla paylasirsiniz?

() Neredeyse her olayda, her zaman

() Cogunlukla

() Bazen

() Nadiren

() Higbir zaman

Sonucunda sevin¢/huzur/cosku gibi olumlu duygular deneyimlediginiz olaylari
partnerinizle ne sikhikla paylasirsiniz?

() Neredeyse her olayda, her zaman

() Cogunlukla

() Bazen

() Nadiren

() Hicbir zaman

Ne siklikla partnerinizin duygusal destegine ihtiya¢c duyarsimniz?
() Neredeyse her olayda, her zaman
() Cogunlukla
() Bazen
() Nadiren
() Hicbir zaman

Partnerinizin duygusal destegine ihtiya¢c duydugunuz zamanlarda bunu ne
siklikla ifade edersiniz?

() Neredeyse her olayda, her zaman

() Cogunlukla

() Bazen

() Nadiren

() Higbir zaman
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C. SAMPLE ITEMS RELATIONSHIP ASSESSMENT SCALE

Liitfen romantik partnerinizle olan iliskinizi diisiinerek her bir ifadenin size

uygunlugunu 7 dereceli 6l¢ek tizerinde degerlendirip uygun sayiy1 isaretleyiniz.

Sevgiliniz ihtiyaclarimizi ne kadar iyi karsiliyor?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hic Cok iyi
karsilamiyor karsiliyor

Genel olarak iliskinizden ne kadar memnunsunuz?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Hic Cok
memnun memnunum
degilim

Digerleri ile karsilastirdigimizda iliskiniz ne kadar iyi?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Cok daha Cok daha
kotu lyi

Ne siklikla iliskinize hi¢c baslamamis olmayi diliyorsunuz?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hicbir Her zaman
zaman
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D. SAMPLE ITEMS FOR RELATIONAL EQUITY SCALE

Liitfen romantik partnerinizle olan iliskinizi diisiinerek asagida verilen ciimlelerin
sizin i¢in ne kadar dogru oldugunu belirtiniz. (1 = Kesinlikle Katiliyorum, 5 =

Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum).

Genellikle iliskimize verdiklerimin
aldiklarimdan daha fazla oldugunu

hissederim.

Esimle esit derecede birbirimize bagh

oldugumuzu sdyleyebilirim.

Genellikle esim tarafindan kullanildigimi

hissederim.

Esimin iliskimize olan ilgisi, benim

iliskimize olan ilgimden daha az gibidir.

Esim ve ben iligkimizdeki giicii esit olarak

paylasiriz.
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E. SAMPLE ITEMS FOR PERCEIVED PARTNER RESPONSIVENESS
SCALE

Liitfen su anki romantik partnerinizle (yani sevgiliniz ya da esinizle) ilgili asagidaki

sorular1 cevaplayiniz. (1: Hi¢ Dogru Degil, 9: Tamamen Dogru)

Partnerim ¢ogu zaman...

... nasil biri oldugumu ¢ok iyi

bilir.

... “gercek ben”1 goriir.

iyi  yonlerimi  ve
kusurlarimi, benim kendimde

gordigiim gibi gorar.

soz konusu bensem

yanilmaz.

... zay1f yonlerim de dahil her

seyimi takdir eder.
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F. SAMPLE ITEMS FOR DIFFICULTIES IN EMOTION REGULATION
SCALE

Liitfen asagida verilen ciimlelerin sizin i¢in ne kadar dogru oldugunu belirtiniz. 1:
Hemen hemen hig¢ (%0-%10) 2: Bazen (%11-%35) 3: Yaklasik yar1 yariya (%36-%65)
4: Cogu zaman (%66-%90) 5: Hemen hemen her zaman (%91-%100)

Ne hissettigim konusunda netimdir.

Ne hissettigimi dikkate alirim.

Duygularim  bana  dayanilmaz ve

kontrolsiiz gelir.

Ne hissettigim konusunda net bir fikrim

vardir.

Duygularima  bir anlam  vermekte

zorlanirim.
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H. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

BELIREN YETISKINLIKTE ROMANTIK ILISKI DOYUMU, ILISKISEL
ESITLIK, ALGILANAN PARTNER DUYARLILIGI VE DUYGU DUZENLEME
GUCLUKLERI: IKiLI BIR ANALIZ

1. GIRIS

Sevgi dolu, cesaretlendirici ve destekleyici iligkiler icinde olmak ruh sagligi igin
gereklidir (Kane vd., 2007). Cevresini ve kendisini diizenleme yoluyla ihtiyaglarini
belirleyip karsilamaya yonelik dogustan bir yetenege sahip olan insanlarin (Das,
2020), romantik iligkilerini kurarken de ihtiyaglarini g6z 6niinde bulundurmasi ve

buna gore hareket etmesi ise oldukca beklendiktir (Alonso-Ferres vd., 2021).

Akademisyenler uzun bir stiredir, bir bireyin igsel veya dissal diizenlemelerinin
iliskilerinde kendini nasil gosterebilecegini ve yakin iliskilerin hangi mekanizmalar
aracihigiyla kurulup siirdiriilebilecegini arastirmaktadir. Partnerlerin doyumlari,
iliskinin cesitli yonlerine iliskin 6znel degerlendirmeleriyle belirlenir. liski istikrar:
(Rusbult vd., 1998), partnerlerin baglilik diizeyi gibi 6nemli faktorlerle iligkilidir
(Rusbult vd., 1998). Doyumla ilgili mekanizmalarin arastirilmasi, iliskinin

devamliligina da etki etmesi sebebiyle, temel 6neme sahiptir.

Bu konuda her yas grubu dikkate alinmaya deger olsa da kimlik kesfi girisiminde
bulunan ve kendileri, yasamlar1 ve iliskileri i¢in beklentilerini sekillendiriyor olan
(Arnett ve Mitra, 2018) beliren yetiskinler 6zellikle dikkat gerektirmektedir. Bir kesif
ve gecis donemi olarak nitelendirilen (Douglass, 2007) bu yasam evresinde insanlar,
kesfetme ve denemenin yani sira aile liyeleri digindaki kisilerle de kalici iliskiler

kurmanin yollarini aramaktadir (Arnett, 2015). Beliren yetiskinlerin kimlik algilarina
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katkida bulunmasi sebebiyle (Shelley vd., 2020), bu dénemde kurulan iliskiler ve
deneyimlerden alinan dersler, hayatin diger donemlerine de etki edebilir. Bu nedenle,
bu donem iliskilerinin 6zelliklerini anlamak, onlar1 tatmin edici kilan faktorleri g6z
oniinde bulundurmak, yalnizca bireyin mevcut durumunu anlamaya yardimci olmakla

kalmaz, ayn1 zamanda gelecege dair fikir olusmasina da yardimci olur.

Beliren yetigkinlik donemindeki kisinin odagini kendine ¢evirmis olmasi nedeniyle,
birey sadece samimi ve uzun siireli iliskiler kurmaya degil (Arnett, 2000), ayni
zamanda diinyadaki ve iliskilerdeki konumunu anlamaya, onlardan ne bekledigine,
neleri tolere etme egiliminde olduguna, nelere kars1 sinir koyacagina, olaylarla nasil
basa ¢ikacagina, hangi ilkelere sahip olduguna ve bunlarla ilgili becerileri
olgunlastirmaya odaklanir (Shulman ve Connolly, 2013). Uzun siire onlara eslik
edebilecek onemli Kisiler tarafindan desteklendiklerini hissetmek de bu stresli kimlik
ingsas1 ve cevap arayisi siirecinden gecen bireyler icin o&zellikle 6nemlidir
(Zimmermann ve Iwanski, 2014). Tam bunlar, romantik bir iliskiden elde edilen
doyumun yalnizca romantik yakinlik ve destek ihtiyacina dayanmamasi gerektigini

gostermektedir.

Ancak iligkiler, potansiyel ¢atismalar nedeniyle her zaman tutarli bir sekilde tatmin
edici degildir (Flynn vd., 2017). Bireyin 6nceki deneyimlerinden tasidigi islevsiz
kaliplar (McCarthy ve Maughan, 2010), kendisi hakkindaki inanglariyla gelisen
deneyimler yasamasi (Letzring ve Noftle, 2010), beklentilerinin karsilanmamasi
(Vannier ve O'Sullivan, 2017), ¢evresinden yatistirici destek alamamasi tatmin edici
olmayan iliskilerle sonuglanabilir (Candel ve Turliuc, 2021). Bununla ilgili uygun

aciklamalar1 sunabilmek i¢in farkli teoriler ortaya atilmistir.

Iliski dinamiklerini agiklamaya yonelik bir girisim olarak sosyal miibadele kuramu,
iliskideki cesitli bilesenlerin partnerler arasinda adil dagitilmasina odaklanir ve bircok
alt-kuram barindirir. Bunlardan biri olan esitlik kurami, Kisinin partneriyle olan
iliskisindeki adalet/esitlik algisina odaklanir ve doyumu bu kapsamda
anlamlandirmaya calisir. iliskilerde tatminsizligin, partnerlerin algiladiklar1 verme-
alma dengesinin bozulmasiyla ortaya ¢ikan esitsizliklerle agiklanabilecegini iddia eder
(Van Yperen ve Buunk, 1990). Buna gore birey, iliskide hak ettigine inandig1 seyi

almay1 bekler ve kendisini partnerinden daha avantajli ya da dezavantajli bir konumda
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algiladiginda doyum diizeyi olumsuz etkilenir (Hatfield ve Rapson, 2011). Sosyal
mubadele kuramina yonelik bazi elestiriler ve zit teoriler de bulunmaktadir. Aslina
bakilirsa, romantik iliskilere uyarlandiginda, esitlik teorisinin kendisi bile, beklenen
odillerin  ekonomik olmaktan ziyade duygusal ve iliskisel bakis agisiyla
degerlendirildigini vurgulamakta ve verme-alma arasindaki dengeyi sevgi ve baglilik

duygularini hesaba katarak gézetmeye oncelik vermektedir (Hatfield vd., 1979).

Ayrica, Clark ve Mills (1979) miibadele fikrine karsi “ortak/paylasimli iliski”
kavramini ortaya atarak kisinin partnerinin refahina yonelik arzusunun ve bu arzuyu
yerine getirme dirtiisiiniin yakin iliskilerde pragmatik diisiincelerin 6niine gectigini
vurgulamislardir. Bu bakis agisina gore, yakin bir iliskide diger Kkisinin ihtiyaglarini
g6z oniinde bulundurmak ve iliskinin dogal bir pargasi olarak bu ihtiyaglara karsi
duyarli olmak bireyin sorumlulugudur (Clark ve ark., 1998). Partner tarafindan
anlasildigini, onaylandigimi ve desteklendigini hissetme bilesenlerini kapsayan
algilanan partner duyarliligi kavrami (Reis vd., 2004), bu dogrultuda iligki iginde

beklenen, istendik bir durumu yansitmaktadir (Feeney ve Collins, 2015).

Bu c¢alisma, iliski doyumunu bu iki onemli kavram cergevesinde agiklamaya
calismaktadir: iliskisel esitlik ve algilanan partner duyarliligi. Onceki ¢alismalarda, bu
iki degisken bagimsiz olarak doyumla iliskilendirilmistir. Ornegin, gesitli calismalar,
iliski doyumu ile iliskisel esitlik arasinda dogrudan bir iliski oldugunu gostermistir
(Utne vd., 1984; Van Yperen ve Buunk, 1990). Van Yperen ve Buunk (1990) ayrica
cinsiyet farkliliklarini da arastirmis ve kadinlarin kendilerini iliskide daha dezavantajli
konumda gordiiklerini tespit etmistir. Baska bir arastirmada ise tam tersi bir sonug
kaydedilmis (Michaels vd., 1984), ¢alismanin bulgulari, kadinlarin iliskilerde daha

avantajli bir konuma sahip oldugunu goéstermektedir.

Romantik iligkilerde esitligi inceleyen arastirmalarin gogunda cinsiyet esitsizlikleri de
arastirilmig ve bunun kadinlar igin daha biiyik bir sorun olarak ortaya ciktigi
gosterilmistir. Ornegin, Bellani ve arkadaslar1 (2018) tarafindan yapilan bir ¢alisma,
kendilerini digerlerinden daha dezavantajli hisseden kadmlarin istikrarli iliskiler
stirdiirmek icin daha fazla caba gosterdigini ortaya koymaktadir. Benzer bir sonug,
Yum ve arkadaglar1 (2015) tarafindan dezavantajli bir konumda olduklarina inanan

kadinlarin bunu iyilestirmek icin daha fazla ¢aba gosterdikleri seklinde ortaya
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konmustur. Geleneksel rolleri benimsemis kadinlar igin ise bu durum gozlenmemistir.
Esitlik bu nedenle arastirmacilar tarafindan bir “Bati1 ideali” olarak tanimlanmustir.
Dolayisiyla, genel olarak esitlik algisinin romantik iliskilerde kadinlar igin daha biiyiik
bir sorun oldugu ve kadinlar arasinda bulgularin daha fazla degiskenlik gosterdigi

sonucuna varilabilir.

Cinsiyet farkliliklart ve geleneksel rollerin sadece bir iliskide partnerler arasindaki
esitlikte degil, ayn1 zamanda sosyal destege dayali iletisimde de 6n planda oldugu ise
arastirmalar tarafindan gosterilmistir (Matud vd., 2003). Romantik iliskilerin de bu
etkinin kendini gosterecegi kagmilmaz bir alan oldugu soylenebilir. Ornegin,
kadinlarin eslerinden destek alma konusunda daha proaktif olduklari, 6zellikle glivenli
baglananlarin kaygilandiklarinda destek arama davranislar1 sergileyebildikleri
goriilmiistiir (Simpson vd., 1992). Saglanan asil destek kadar 6nemli olan “algilanan”
destegin 6nemi iizerine yapilan arastirmalar (Lemay ve Clark, 2015) ise, algilanan
partner duyarliligt kavramini ele almig ve cinsiyetten bagimsiz olarak bu kavramin
iliski doyumuyla baglantili oldugunu gostermistir (Candel ve Turliuc, 2021; Pagani
vd., 2019; Sasaki ve Overall, 2020).

Partnerin duyarli olarak algilanmamasi ya da iligskinin dengesinin bozuldugu algisinin
partnerleri olumsuz etkiledigi disiintildiigiinde, bunun altinda yatan mekanizmalar
arastirilmaya deger bulunmustur. Arastirmalar, bu durumlarin iliski sirasinda ortaya
c¢ikan olumlu ve olumsuz diger duygularla veya bireylerin bunlar1 ifade etme

bigimleriyle tutarli bir sekilde baglantili oldugunu gostermektedir.

Oznel deneyimlere ve bilise dayali olarak ortaya cikan, bireyin ilkel tepki bigimleri
(Strasser, 1970) olarak nitelendirilebilecek duygu kavrami (Brenner, 1974), durumlara
verilen tepkileri sekillendirmekte ve bireyleri harekete gecirmekte (Brown, 1976),
sosyal davranmiglari ve karar alma stireclerini etkilemektedir (Averill, 1980).
Dolayisiyla, insanlarin romantik deneyimlerini ve bu deneyime ait doyumlarini
incelerken, iliskisel dinamiklerle ilgili duygularmi géz ardi etmemek onemli
goriinmektedir. Buna gore, insanlar esitligin saglandig: iliskilerde daha mutlu ve
tatmin olurken (Utne vd., 1984; Van Yperen ve Buunk, 1990), bunun olmadigi
iliskilere stres, 6fke ve depresif duygular eslik etmektedir (Sprecher, 1986; Utne ve
ark., 1984). Ayrica, iliskisel esitligin kadinlarin duygularin1 agiga vurmasiyla da
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iligkili oldugu ve cinsiyet farkliliklarinin bu noktada belirginlestigi gorilmustiir
(Larson vd., 1998).

Buna ek olarak, duygularin ifade edilmesi ya da bastirilmasi algilanan partner
duyarliligr ile iliskili olarak da incelenmistir. Partnerlerini daha duyarli olarak
algilayan kisiler, duygularin1 onlara daha fazla agiklama egilimindeyken, daha az
duyarl algilanmasi duygularin bastirilmasiyla iligskilendirilmistir (Ruan vd., 2019).
Kisinin duygularin1 diizenlemekte zorlanmasi, iliskide diismancil veya ige kapanik
davraniglara yol agabilir ve bu da doyumu azaltir. Buna karsilik, acik iletisim ve
duygularin ifade edilmesi, kisinin partnerini daha duyarli algilamasini ve doyumun
artmasimi saglar (Pagani vd., 2019). Bu noktada, duygular1 diizenleme becerisine sahip
olmanin, iligkilerin zorlu kosullarinda bir dayaniklilik kaynagi olarak etkili bir rol
oynayabilecegi ileri siiriilebilir (Troy ve Mauss, 2011). Gratz ve Roemer'e (2004) gore
duygu diizenleme; duyguyu anlama ve kabul etme becerisine sahip olma, netlik,
dirtisel eylemleri yonetebilme, amaca uygun hareket etme ve tiim bunlar1 yapabilmek
igin stratejik kaynaklara sahip olma anlamina gelmektedir. Bu bilesenlerden herhangi
birindeki zorlanma, iletisim sorunlari, partnerle ilgili sorunlar ve nihayetinde iligki

doyumu tizerinde olumsuz etkilerle baglantili olabilir (Bradburry ve Shaffer, 2012).

Bu nedenle, Kisilerin algiladiklari iliskisel esitlik ve partner duyarliliginin iligki
doyumuyla nasil iligkili olabilecegini arastirirken, yasanan duygulari diizenleme
becerisinin veya bununla ilgili zorluklarin bu iliskide nasil bir rol oynayabilecegini
arastirmak da onemli gériinmektedir. Iliskilerin dogasindaki karsilikli etkilesim,
degiskenlere iliskin ortaya cikabilecek cinsiyet farkliliklar1 ve kiginin dinamiklere
iliskin algilarinin partner deneyimi iizerindeki etkisini incelemenin degerli goriilmesi

nedeniyle mevcut ¢alismanin ikili veriler kullanilarak yiiritiilmesi kararlastirilmistir.
1.1. Calismanin Amaci

Bu calisma, beliren yetiskinlerde iliskisel esitlik ve algilanan partner duyarliliginin
romantik iliski doyumu ile iliskisinde duygu diizenleme gii¢liiklerinin arac1 roliinii ikili
diizeyde aragtirmayi amaglamaktadir. Bu dogrultuda belirtilen arastirma sorusu
incelenmistir: “Beliren yetigkinlikte iliskisel esitlik ve algilanan partner duyarliliginin

iliski doyumu ile iligkisinde duygu diizenleme giicliiklerinin araci rolii nedir?”
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1.2. Cahsmanin Onemi

Iliskilerin dogasinda her bir partnerin duygusal ihtiyaglarmin karsilanmasimnin énemli
bir yeri oldugu kabul edilmekte ve bu durum, pragmatik bir goriis olarak ortaya ¢ikan
sosyal miibadele kuramlarinin romantik iliskilere uyarlanmasinda da dikkate
alinmaktadir. Literatiirde, romantik partnerin duyarli olarak algilanmasinin, kisilerin
iligkiden ne kadar tatmin olduklarinin yani sira duygularini nasil ifade ettikleri ve
birbirleriyle nasil iletisim kurduklar1 tizerinde etkisi olan bir durum oldugu agiktir.
Ancak, bu iligskinin ne sekilde gerceklesebilecegini anlamak igin yeterince ¢alisma
yapilmamistir. Bu nedenle bu c¢aligma, algilanan partner duyarliliginin duygu
diizenleme becerileri araciligiyla doyumla nasil baglantili oldugunu arastirmayi

amagclamustir.

Temel destek ihtiyacinin yani sira, giinimiizde bireylerin kendi kisisel tatminlerine
oncelik verdikleri de kabul edilmekte ve bireysellesme giderek daha belirgin hale
gelmektedir. Bireylerin iligkiye yaptiklari bireysel yatirimlarin, alternatif segeneklerin
ve mevcut iligkilerinden sagladiklart1 doyumun iliski devamliligini nasil etkiledigi

fikri, giinimiizde daha ¢ok miibadele kuramlari igerisinde giindeme gelmektedir.

Ote yandan, aslinda miibadele fikrinin &ziinii olusturan, bireyin iliskideki adalet ve
esitlik duygusu, teorinin genislemesi sirasinda gbéz ardi edilmistir. Calismalar
gincelligini yitirmis, cogunlukla evli ciftlerle yapilmis ya da sadece gii¢ esitligi ile
ilgilidir (6rnegin, Aydm, 2017; Felmlee, 1994). Bu arastirma, 6zellikle bagimsizlig
ve kendini kesfetmeyi benimsemenin iliskiler kadar nemli oldugu beliren yetiskinlik
doneminde, bireylerin iliskilerini ve kendilerini gézetme dengelerinin dnemli oldugu

diistincesiyle yiritilmiistir.

Duygularin iligkisel esitlik algisiyla da tutarli sekilde iliskili oldugu tespit
edildiginden, doyum ve esitlik arasindaki iliskinin bu duygularin diizenlenmesi

yoluyla nasil iliskilendirilebilecegi sorusunun da yanitlanmasi amaglanmustir.

Sonuglarin, iliski doyumunu artirma ¢aligmalarinda, sadece teorik katkida bulunmakla
kalmayip, aym1 zamanda dinamiklerle baglantisina yeni bir bakis agisi sunarak
iliskilerde 6z diizenleme yeteneklerini gelistirme odakli miidahaleleri de gelistirmesi

beklenmektedir.
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Ayrica aktor-partner karsilikli bagimlilik modeli kullanilarak, partnerlerin birbirlerini
nasil etkiledikleri, birbirlerinin basa ¢ikma ve diizenleme yeteneklerini
gelistirmelerine nasil yardimci olduklari ve bunun birbirlerinin doyum diizeyini nasil
etkilediginin ortaya konmasi amacglanmakta ve bdylece iliski doyumu hakkindaki

kuramsal birikime katkida bulunmasi beklenmektedir.

2. YONTEM

2.1. Orneklem

Calisma, 18-29 yas arasinda, en az alt1 aydir romantik bir iliski i¢inde olan ve evli
olmayan 146 (N=292) heterosekstiel ciftle yiriitilmiistiir. Katilimcilarin yas
ortalamasi1 25.53 (SD=2.18) olup ¢ogu lisans derecesine sahiptir (n=190, %65.07). 21'1
on lisans (%7,19), 39'u yiiksek lisans (%13,37) ve 3'i ise doktora (%1,03) mezunudur.
215 kisinin c¢alistigi orneklemde (%73.63), 77 kisi (%26.37) ise su anda
calismamaktadir. Ayrica kisilerin %85.27°si (n=249) i¢inde bulunduklar iligkiyi uzun
stireli bagh bir iliski olarak tanimlarken 2.74’i (8) flort olarak tanimlamaktadir. 35
kisi (%11.99) ise nisanl1 olduklarini ifade etmistir.

2.2. Veri Toplama Araclari

Modelde yer alan dort degiskeni 6lgmek amaciyla, Kisisel Bilgi Formu (Ek-B) da dahil
olmak iizere bes dlgek kullanilmustir: Iliski Degerlendirme Olgegi (Hendrick, 1988;
Curun, 2001) (Ek- C), iliskisel Esitlik Olgegi (Sabatelli, Cecil-Pigo, 1985; Ak¢abozan-
Kayabol ve Siimer, 2017) (Ek- D); Algilanan Partner Duyarliigi Olgegi (Reis ve
Carmichael, 2006; Tasfiliz vd, 2020) (Ek- E); ve Duygu Diizenleme Giicliigii Olcegi
(Gratz ve Roemer, 2004; Ruganci ve Gengoz, 2010) (Ek- F).

Hendrick tarafindan 1988 yilinda gelistirilen Iliski Degerlendirme Olgegi, iliski

doyumunu degerlendirmek i¢in kullanilan bir 6l¢ektir. 1 ve 7 arasinda derecelendirilen

7 maddeden olusur (1 kesinlikle katilmiyorum ve 7 kesinlikle katiliyorum anlamina
gelir). 4. ve 7. maddeler ters puanlanmakta olup alinabilecek en yiiksek puan 49, en
diisiik puan ise 7'dir. Yiiksek puanlar iliskide daha fazla doyuma isaret etmektedir. Tek
faktorli 6lcegin gelistirme galigsmasinda 6lgegin iggegerlilik katsayisi .86 olarak he-
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saplanmustir. Olgegin Tiirkge gevirisi ise Curun tarafindan (2001) iiniversite dgrencisi
olan ve flort eden 70 ¢ift ile yapilmistir. Yap1 gegerliligi kanitlari, uyarlanan 6lgegin
de orijinal 6lgek gibi tek faktorlii bir yapiya sahip oldugunu ve tek faktoriin varyansin
%52'sini agikladigini gostermistir. I¢ tutarlilign dlgmek icin Cronbach's alpha .86

olarak hesaplanmuistir.

Mliskisel Esitlik Olcegi, Sabatelli ve Cecil-Pigo (1985) tarafindan iliskideki kisilerin
alma-verme dengesini degerlendirerek iliskinin esitligini 6l¢mek i¢in gelistirilmis 10
maddeli, 5'li Likert tipi (1 kesinlikle katiliyorum ve 5 kesinlikle katilmiyorum
anlamina gelmektedir) bir olcektir. 2, 5, 7 ve 9. maddeler ters puanlanmaktadir.
Yapilan faktor analizinde dlgegin tek faktdrden olustugu tespit edilmis ve giivenirlik
katsayisi .85 olarak hesaplanmistir. Tiirkge uyarlamasi Akgabozan-Kayabol ve Stimer
(2017) tarafindan 22-68 yas aras1 418 evli cift ile yiiriitiilen bir calismada yapilmis ve
tek boyutlu yap1 korunmustur. Cronbach alfa katsayisi ise .87 olarak bulunmustur.
Mliski Degerlendirme Olgegi (Hendrick, 1988) ile korelasyonuna bakilmis ve .77
katsayisi ile pozitif yonde anlamli bir iliski ortaya ¢ikmistir (p<.01).

2017 yilinda gelistirilen Algilanan Partner Duyarliigi Olgegi (Reis vd., 2017), 18
maddelik 9’1u Likert tipi (1: hi¢ dogru degil, 9: tamamen dogru) bir dlgektir. Kisilerin
romantik iligkilerindeki onaylama ve anlama ihtiyaclarinin ne kadar karsilandigina
yonelik sorular igermektedir. Olgegin doyum (r=.82, Reis vd., 2017), empati (r=.49,
Reis vd., 2017), duygusal destek (=49, Reis vd., 2017) gibi degiskenlerle anlaml
iliskide oldugu ortaya konmustur. Olgegin uyarlama calismasi Tasfiliz vd. (2020)
tarafindan aile, arkadas ve romantik iligkiler i¢in yapilmis olup orijinaline benzer tek
faktorlii bir yap1 ortaya ¢ikmis ve bu faktdr varyansin %63,57'sini agiklamigtir.

Birlestirilmis veri seti i¢in Cronbach alfa katsayis1 .91'dir.

Duygu Diizenleme Giigliikleri Olgegi, Gratz ve Roemer (2004) tarafindan, 36
maddelik ve 5’li Likert tipi olarak gelistirilmistir. Yiiksek puanlar duygu diizenleme
siireclerinde daha fazla zorluk yasandigi anlamina gelmektedir. 1, 2, 4, 6, 7, 8, 10, 17,
20, 22, 24 ve 34. maddeler ters puanlanmaktadir. Olgek farkindalik, netlik,
kabullenmeme, stratejiler, diirtii ve hedefler olmak iizere alt1 faktérden olusmaktadir.
Alt1 faktdr toplam varyansin %55,68'ini agiklamaktadir. Olgegin tamaminin ig

tutarliligr .93 olarak aciklanirken, her bir alt 6l¢ek icin bu deger .80'den biiytiktiir.
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Olgegin uyarlama ¢alismas1 Ruganci ve Gengdz (2010) tarafindan gergeklestirilmistir.
Altr faktorlii yapinin uyarlamada da korundugu ve faktorler tarafindan agiklanan
toplam varyansin %62,4 oldugu goriilmiistiir. Olgegin geneli ile korelasyonu ¢ok
diisiik olan (r=.06) onuncu maddenin 6l¢egin Tiirk¢e versiyonundan ¢ikarilmasina ve
analizlere 35 madde ile devam edilmesine karar verilmistir. Olgegin geneli igin

hesaplanan Cronbach alfa katsayis1 .94'tiir.
2.3. islem

Gerekli belgeler Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Insan Arastirmalar1 Etik Kurulu'na
sunulup onay alindiktan sonra veri toplama siireci baslatilmistir. Calisma sartlarini
saglayan goniilli ¢iftlerden Google Forms anketini, partnerleri eslestirmek amaciyla
ortak bir takma isim altinda birbirlerinden bagimsiz doldurmalari istenmistir. Katilim
yaklasik 15 dakika siirmistiir. Veri toplama siireci Temmuz 2023'ten Mayis 2024'e
kadar yaklasik 10 ayda tamamlanmustir.

2.4. Verilerin Analizi

Analiz 6ncesinde 6rneklem biiyiikligii degerlendirilmis ve kayip veriler incelenmistir.
Aykirt degerler, normal dagilim, dogrusallik ve ¢oklu dogrusallik varsayimlari
incelenmistir. Katilimcilarin demografik ozelliklerinin agiklanmasinin ardindan,
Olgeklerin dogrulayici faktor analizleri ve giivenilirlik testleri yapilmistir. Cinsiyetlere
gore ortalama degerler, standart sapmalar, maksimum-minimum degerler hesaplanmig
ve degiskenlerin cinsiyetler agisindan nasil farklilagtigi analiz edilmistir. Daha sonra
ikili korelasyonlar yapilmistir. Son olarak arastirma sorusunu test etmek igin yol
analizi yapilmigtir. Guvenilirlik testi, betimleyici analizler, ikili korelasyonlar igin
SPSS Siiriim 28 (IBM Corp., 2021); dogrulayici faktor analizleri ve ikili yol analizi
icin AMOS 26 (Arbuckle, 2019) kullanilmistir.

2.5. Calismanin Simirhiliklari

Ilk olarak, cevrimici veri toplamayla birlikte elverisli 6rneklemenin kullanilmasi,
sonuglarin genellenebilirligini kisitladig1 i¢in bir sinirlama olarak goriilebilir. Ayrica

partnerlerin nasil bir ortamda katildiklar1 ve cevaplarinin birbirinden bagimsiz olup

137



olmadig: takip edilememistir. Calisma aracilik etkisini goz ontnde bulundurarak
iliskilerin altinda yatan mekanizmalar1 agiklamaya g¢alismis olsa da korelasyonel bir
arastirma oldugu igin, nedensel bir iliski kurulamamistir. Bulgularin subjektif

bildirimlere dayali olmas1 da bir sinirlamadir.

Degerlendirmeler, tartisilan kavramlarin her katilimer ig¢in ayni anlama gelip
gelmedigini bilmeden bir bireyin 6znel yargilarina dayaniyorsa sonuglar carpitilabilir,
Ozellikle siiregelen bir iliskiyi daha olumlu algilama egilimi s6z konusu olabilir. Son
olarak, iliskisel esitlik ol¢eginin sorulari, eger varsa, iliskideki esitsizlikleri
vurgulamaktadir. Ote yandan, esitsizligin avantajli ya da dezavantajli bir perspektiften
deneyimlenmesinin farkli duygusal tepkilere yol actig1 bilinmektedir (Sprecher, 1986;
Utne vd., 1984). Bunun ol¢iilememesi verilerin yorumlanmasinin éntinde bir engel

teskil etmektedir.
3. BULGULAR

Calismanin arastirma sorusu tek bir model araciligiyla test edilmistir. Heterosekstiel
ciftlerin veri birimi olarak ele alindig1 bu ¢alismada, kadin ve erkegin iliskide kendileri
ve birbirleri tizerindeki etkilerine de yer verilmesi sebebiyle aktor partner karsilikli
bagimlilik aracilik modeli (APIMeM) kullanilmistir. Bu amagla oncelikle doymus
model degerlendirilmis ve ilk asamada anlamli olmayan tiim yollar modelden
¢ikarilmigtir. Daha sonra, kalan anlamli yollarla olusturulan nihai modelin uyum
indeksleri incelenmis ve uyumun iyi diizeyde oldugu bulunmustur: (}2 /df = 1.032,
CFI = 0.999, RMSEA = .015, TLI = 1.00). Duygu diizenleme giigliiklerinin aracilik
etkisini test etmek icin yapilan analizlerin ardindan, duygu diizenleme giigliiklerinin
yalnizca erkeklerin iligkisel esitligi ile kendi iliski doyumlar1 arasindaki iligskiye
aracilik ettigi goriilmiistiir (B =.04, p< .01, [CI .01, .09]). Ayrica, erkeklerin iliskisel
esitligi ile iliski memnuniyeti arasinda dogrudan bir iliski (B =.18, p<.01)
bulundugundan aracilik etkisinin kismi oldugu soéylenebilir (Hayes, 2013). Boylece
H3 kismen dogrulanabilirken H6 reddedilmistir.

Diger bulgulari kisaca 6zetlemek gerekirse, iliski doyumunun hem kadinlarin ( = .24,
p<.001) hem de erkeklerin (B = .18, p <.01) kendi iliskisel esitlikleri ile iligkili oldugu,
ancak partnerlerininki ile iliskili olmadig1 bulunmustur (H1). Iliskisel esitlik ve duygu
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diizenleme gligliigii arasinda sadece erkekler i¢in dogrudan bir iliski (p = -.33, p<.001)
ortaya konmustur (H2). Kadimnlarin algiladiklari partner duyarliligi kendi iligki
doyumlar1 (B =23, p<.001) ile iliskiliyken erkeklerde boyle bir iligki
bulunmamaktadir. Partner etkilerine bakildiginda ise kadinlarin da (B = .42, p<.001)
erkeklerin de (B = .67, p<.001) iliski doyumlari, partnerlerinin algiladiklart duyarlilik
ile iligkili bulunmustur (H4). Kadinlarin algiladiklar1 partner duyarliligt duygu
diizenleme gugliklerini yordayabiliyorken (B = -.19, p < .05) erkekler icin bdyle bir

durum s6z konusu degildir (H5).
4. TARTISMA

Bu c¢alismanin ana odagi, iliskisel esitlik ve algilanan partner duyarliliginin duygu
diizenleme giicliikklerinin araciligiyla, beliren yetiskinlerin romantik iliski doyumu ile

iliskisini incelemektir.

Arastirma sonucunda, kadmlarin esitlik algilarinin duygu diizenleme giicliikleri
tizerinde bir aktor etkisi olmadigi, ancak erkeklerin esitlik goriisleri arttikca duygu
diizenleme giicliiklerinin azaldigr bulunmustur. Bu bulgunun yorumlanmasinda,
kadinlarin duygularina kars1 daha disavurumcu bir tutum sergilediklerini ve duygu
diizenleme tekniklerini daha sik kullandiklarimi belirten arastirmalar goz Oniinde
bulundurulmalidir (Nolen-Hoeksema, 2012). Toplumsal cinsiyet normlari ve yaygin
onyargilar da dahil olmak iizere cesitli faktorler ise erkeklerin duygulariyla temasa
gecmelerini ve duygularini igtenlikle ifade etmelerini daha zor hale getirebilmektedir

(Barrett ve Bliss-Moreau, 2009).

Bununla birlikte, esit bir iligki i¢inde olmak, erkekler i¢in daha giivenli bir atmosfer
yaratabilir ve bdylece, erkekler, yardim istemek gibi g¢esitli basa c¢ikma
mekanizmalarim1 kullanarak bu giivenli alanin yardimiyla duygularini taniyabilir,
kabul edebilir, ifade edebilir ve dlzenleyebilirler. Kadinlarin yakinlhiga ve duygusal
destege verdikleri 6nem, (Tannen, 1990), duygu diizenleme giigliiklerinin kadinlarda

algilanan partner duyarlilig ile iliskili olmas1 bulgusunu da destekleyebilir.

Bunlar disinda esit bir iliskide olmak iki cinsiyet i¢cin de doyumla pozitif iligkili
bulunmustur. Benzer sekilde kisinin partneri tarafindan duyarl algilaniyor olmasi da

kendi iliski doyumuyla pozitif iligkilidir. Bu noktada prososyal davraniglarin aslinda
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kisinin kendi yararmi da gozeterek yaptigi davraniglar oldugu, partneri igin
yaptiklarimin  kisinin kendisine de doyum, mutluluk gibi olumlu duygular
saglayabildigi sdylenebilir. Ote yandan, partneri duyarl algiliyor olmak ise sadece

kadinlarin iliski doyumuyla iliskilidir.

Arastirmanin asil amaci olan duygu diizenlemenin araci rolii incelendiginde ise sadece
erkeklerin kendi iligki doyumlari ve esitlik algilar1 arasindaki iligskiye kismen aracilik
ettigi goriilmiistiir. Kadinlar i¢cin herhangi bir aracilik etkisi s6z konusu degildir.
Ozellikle beliren yetiskinlikteki erkeklerin iliskide arzu ettikleri konumu korumaya
onem verdikleri, bu durumun igsel siireglerine ve bunun araciligiyla iliski ¢iktilarina

etki ettigi bu bulgu 15181nda sdylenebilir.

Bulgular genel olarak incelendiginde, kadinlar i¢in partnerleriyle esitlik temelli bir
iliskiye sahip olmak, desteklendiklerini hissetmek kadar belirleyici degilken, erkekler
i¢in esitlik temelli bir iliskinin daha 6nemli oldugu ifade edilebilir. Geleneksel cinsiyet
rolleri, kadinlarin daha iliskisel ve erkeklerin daha bagimsiz goriilmeleri, bu bulgular
desteklemektedir. Toplum icindeki stereotipik inanglarin normallestirilmesi ve
pekistirilmesi bu tiir farkliliklarin siirmesine katkida bulunabilir (LaFrance ve Banaji,
1992; Chrisler ve Smith, 2004). Bununla birlikte, bulgular, sosyal olarak edinilmis
Onyargilarin yakin etkilesimleri nasil etkilediginin ve iliskilerde kisilerin beklentilerini

ve davranislarini nasil sekillendirebildiginin bir isareti olarak yorumlanabilir.
4.1. Uygulamaya Yonelik Cikarimlar

Calismanin sonuglarmin ¢ift etkilesimi igin 6nemli etkileri olduguna inanilmaktadir.
Cift iletisimini gelistirmeye calisirken, her bir partnerin birbirleri tizerindeki etkileri,
kaynak ve bilgi paylasimlari, duygu ifadeleri ve destek bicimleri gibi Onemli
bilesenleri (Wiley, 2007) nasil algiladigint ve bunlarin iliski tizerindeki etkilerini
anlamak esastir. Her ¢ift kendine 6zgii niteliklere sahip olsa da dinamikler hakkinda
genel bir anlayisa sahip olmak ruh sagligi uzmanlar i¢in 6nemli goriinmektedir.

Calisma sonuglar1 bu noktada fikir saglamasi sebebiyle 6nemlidir.

Toplumsal cinsiyet farkliliklari, iligkilerin toplum normlart baglaminda nasil
sekillendirilebilecegine dair fikir verdigi icin ¢ift miidahalelerinde de dikkate

alinmalidir. Bu gibi farkliliklara yol acan dinamikleri ve algilart fark etmek, bu
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algilarin mevcut sorunlarini nasil etkiledigini ele almak uygulamalarda 6nemli
olacaktir. Beklentiler, ayrica kisilerin algilarin1 sekillendiren bir kavram olarak
kendisini gostermektedir. Partnerlerin bunun hakkinda iletisim kurmalarim
desteklemek, duyarhilik, esitlik ve duygu diizenleme konusunda ne Kkadar
desteklendiklerine iliskin bakis agilarini miidahalelere dahil etmek de doyumu
arttirmak adma onemlidir. Bu konularin ayrica ilgili grup oturumlarinda ve iligki
giclendirme faaliyetlerinde giindeme getirilmesi faydali olacaktir. Arastirma,
halihazirda fl6rt eden giftler arasindaki iletisim ve bagi giiglendirmenin yani sira, iligKi
oncesi beklentilerin agiklanmasi gibi miidahalelerin énemine dair degerli bilgiler

sunmaktadir,
4.3. Gelecek Calismalar I¢in Oneriler

Gelecekteki arastirmalarda dikkate alinmasi 6nerilebilecek oncelikli husus, gesitliligin
saglanmasidir. Bu ¢alismanin 6rneklemi, egitimli, ¢alisan, duygusal ve deneyime
dayali paylasim oran1 yiiksek ciftlerden olusmaktadir. Elverisli 6rnekleme ve
cevrimi¢i veri toplama tekniklerinin bu duruma sebep oldugu diisiiniilmektedir.
Gelecekteki arastirmalarin farkli yas, meslek ve egitim gegmisine sahip ve iliskilerinde
farkli donemlerde olan bireylerden yiiz yilize veri toplanarak yapilmasi tavsiye

edilmektedir.

Boylamsal arastirma yapmak da iligskinin ¢esitli asamalarindaki degisimleri
gozlemlemek agisindan degerli olabilir. Ayrica partner deneyimlerinin nitel
arastirmalarda daha ayrintili bir sekilde ele alinmasi daha kapsamli sonuglara
ulasilmasini saglayabilir. Nicel verilerin nitel verilerle desteklenmesini saglamak igin

karma yontemlerin kullanildig: arastirmalar da gerceklestirilebilir.

Kuramsal bilgiyi arttirabilmek icin, sosyal miibadele teorisinin diger alt-kuramlarina
ait degiskenleri de esitlik ve duyarlilbik gibi kavramlarla arastirmak degerli
gorinmektedir. Gelecege yonelik beklentiler, yatirimlar, alternatifler, yakin ¢evrenin
etkileri gibi faktorler ileriki ¢alismalara dahil edilebilir. Bugiine kadar pek c¢ok
arastirma iligkiye yatirim ve alternatiflerin etkisi gibi degiskenleri ele almis olsa da
(6rnegin, Lemay, 2016; Young ve Furman, 2013; Vannier ve O'Sullivan, 2017),

partnerin algilanan ¢abalarinin ve iliski esitligi algilarinin etkisinin daha etkin bir se-
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kilde dahil edilmesiyle daha kapsamli bir goriis elde edilebilir. Bu ¢aligma bulgularina
gore ayrica, duygu diizenleme giigliikleri, erkeklerin esitlik algilart ile iliski doyumlari
arasindaki iliskiye kismen aracilik etmistir. Bu bulgu, cinsiyet esitsizliklerinin ve
bireyin iliskideki onceliklerinin 6nemine bir kez daha 1sik tutsa da duygu
diizenlemenin degiskenler arasindaki iligki iizerinde daha biiyiikk bir etkiye sahip
oldugu varsayilmaktadir. Bireylerin kendilerinin ve partnerlerinin duygu diizenleme
siiregleri tizerindeki etkileri, Kisileraras1 duygu diizenleme olarak adlandirilmaktadir
(Lemay vd. 2024). Bu tir duygu diizenlemenin ciftleri igeren calismalara dahil

edilmesi onerilmektedir.
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