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ABSTRACT

INVESTIGATING RELATIONSHIP MAINTENANCE FROM THE
INVESTMENT MODEL AND SOCIO-ECOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVES
AMONG DATING YOUNG ADULTS

GUNGOR, Elis
Ph.D., The Department of Psychology
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Bengi ONER-OZKAN
Co-supervisor: Prof. Dr. Nebi SUMER

October 2021, 127 pages

The purpose of the present study was to explore three relational outcomes:
relationship maintenance behaviors, shared leisure time activities, and the marriage
intention of dating young adults. The investment model was used as a theoretical
framework, and the socio-ecological perspective was taken into account, specifically
examining the role of relational mobility (RM). Firstly, a qualitative pilot study was
conducted with 42 dating young adults to develop Shared Leisure Time Activity
Scale. Their shared time activities and motivations for engaging in those activities
were explored in the pilot study. The most frequently mentioned activities included
watching movies/series/TV, traveling, and sports. In addition, the most frequently
mentioned motivations included being similar with the partner, feeling
comfortable/being yourself in the relationship, and enjoyment. A total of 321 dating

young adults participated in the main study via filling an online survey. The results
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showed that relationship satisfaction and investmen size significantly predicted
relationship maintenance, and only relationship satisfaction significantly predicted
shared leisure time activities among three investment model variables. However, all
three investment model variables, including relationship satisfaction, quality of
alternatives, and investment size, significantly predicted marriage intentions. After
controlling for the effects of the investment model variables, RM did not significantly
predict outcome variables. Still, it approached significance in predicting relationship
maintenance behaviors and shared leisure time activities. The present study
contributed to the current literature in better understanding various behaviors in the
close relationship from the perspective of person-situation interaction. The major
findings and limitations of the study were discussed, and future suggestions were

presented.

Keywords: Relationship Maintenance Behaviors, Shared Leisure Time Activities,
Marriage Intention, Investment Model, Relational Mobility



0z

GENC YETISKINLERDE ILiISKi SURDURME DAVRANISLARININ
YATIRIM MODELI VE SOSYO-EKOLOJIK PERSPEKTIFTEN INCELENMESI

GUNGOR, Elis
Doktora, Psikoloji Boliimii
Tez Yéneticisi: Prof. Dr. Bengi ONER-OZKAN
Ortak Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Nebi SUMER

Ekim 2021, 127 sayfa

Bu c¢alismanin amaci, yatirim modelini teorik bir ¢erceve olarak kullanip sosyo-
ekolojik perspektifi dikkate alp iligskisel hareketliligin roliinii inceleyerek, iliskisi
olan geng yetiskinlerin iliski silirdirme davraniglarini, paylasilan bos zaman
aktivitelerini ve evlilik niyetini olmak iizere tg iliskisel sonucu agiklamaktir.
Oncelikle Paylasilan Bos Zaman Aktivite Olgegi gelistirmek {izere 42 gen¢ yetiskin
ile nitel bir 6n galisma yapilmistir. Paylasilan bos zaman etkinlikleri ve bu etkinliklere
katilma motivasyonlar1 6n calismada arastirilmistir. En sik bahsedilen aktiviteler
film/dizi/TV izlemek, seyahat etmek ve spor yapmak olarak bulunmustur. Ayrica
partnerle benzer olma, iliskide kendini rahat hissetme/kendi gibi olma ve keyif alma
motivasyonlari da en sik belirtilen motivasyonlardir.Ana ¢alismaya iligkisi olan 321
geng yetiskin ¢evrimigi bir anket araciligiyla katilmistir. Sonuglar, ii¢ yatirim modeli
degiskeni arasindan iligki doyumu ve yatirim miktarinin iliskinin siirdiiriilmesini

anlamli olarak yordadigim1 ve sadece iliski doyumunun paylasilan bos zaman
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etkinliklerini anlamli olarak yordadigini gostermistir. Bununla birlikte, iliski
doyumu, segeneklerin niteliginin degerlendirilmesi ve yatirim miktart dahil olmak
tizere ii¢ yatirrm modeli degiskeninin timi evlilik niyetini anlamli olarak
yordamistir. Yatirim modeli degiskenlerinin etkilerini kontrol ettikten sonra, iliskisel
hareketlilik sonu¢ degiskenlerini anlamli olarak yordamamistir, fakat evlenme
niyetini anlamli olarak yordamamistir. Yine de, iliski siirdiirme davraniglarini ve
paylasilan bos zaman aktivitelerini yordamada anlamliliga yaklagmistir. Bu ¢alisma,
yakin iliskideki cesitli davranislarin kisi-durum etkilesimi perspektifinden daha iyi
anlagilmasinda mevcut literatiire katkida bulunmustur. Arastirmanin baslica bulgulari

ve sinirliliklar tartisilmis ve gelecege yonelik oneriler sunulmustur.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Iliski Siirdiirme Davranislari, Paylasilan Bos Zaman
Etkinlikleri, Evlilik Niyeti, Yatirim Modeli, Iliskisel Hareketlilik
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1. General Introduction

Relationship science is an interdisciplinary field that employs different techniques to
understand the initiation, development, maintenance, and dissolution of interpersonal
connections (Finkel, Simpson, & Eastwick, 2017). Understanding relationships is
critical since stable and high-quality relationships are the critical sources for better
health and happiness (Berscheid & Reis, 1998). The present study focuses on the
development and maintenance phases of dating relationships. It attempts to explore
factors associated with relationship maintenance behaviors, time spent on shared

leisure time activities, and the marriage intentions of dating individuals.

Previous research on relationships mainly focused on individual differences and
relational characteristics to understand why individuals maintain their relationships,
engage in shared leisure time activities, and intend to marry. The present study
attempts to understand these dynamics from a person-situation interaction

perspective.

The present study takes both relational characteristics and socio-ecological context
into consideration to explore relationship maintenance, time spent on shared leisure
time activities, and the marriage intentions of dating individuals. First, | attempt to
figure out how much of the variance in these outcome variables could be explained
by three critical relational characteristics in the investment model: relationship
satisfaction, quality of alternatives, and investment size. In addition, after controlling

for the effect of these critical relational characteristics, how much of the unexplained
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variance is explained by a socio-ecological factor, relational mobility (RM). RM
refers to “the degree to which a particular society or group provides individuals with
opportunities to choose relational partners based on personal preference” (Yuki &

Schug, 2012, p.137).

In the following sections, first, three outcome variables of the study, namely
relationship maintenance, shared leisure time activities, and marriage intention will
be described, and previous literature will be presented. Then, predictor variables,
including investment model variables, and relational mobility, will be covered, and
their relationships with the outcome variables will be explained. After that, gender
differences in outcome and predictor variables will be mentioned. Lastly, the

hypotheses and research questions of the current study will be presented.

1.2. Relationship Maintenance Behaviors

During the course of a relationship, probably the longest time and most efforts are
made to maintain a relationship, rather than starting or ending the relationship (Duck,
1988). A relationship can be initiated or terminated in one day, but maintenance
requires lifetime effort (Canary & Yum, 2015). All romantic relationships need some

maintenance; otherwise, they may deteriorate (Stafford & Canary, 1991).

Relationship maintenance has been conceptualized in different ways in the extant
literature (Stafford & Canary, 1991). However, there are four common definitions of
relationship maintenance: keeping the relationship in existence, keeping the
relationship in a specific state, keeping the relationship satisfied, and keeping the
relationship in repair (Dindia & Canary, 1993). Montgomery (1993) reconceptualized
the concept with a dialectical perspective and suggested that relationships are
constantly changing and partners make arrangements to preserve their relationship.
Therefore, researchers from a dialectical perspective preferred to use the term

“sustainment” instead of “maintenance”.



What qualifies as maintenance behavior differs in different approaches (Canary &
Zelley, 2000). However, the most frequently used definition in the literature was
offered by Stafford and Canary (1991). They described relationship maintenance as
the behaviors that partners engage in to maintain desired “relational characteristics”,
including commitment, love, and satisfaction. Numerous studies have been
conducted to categorize relationship maintenance strategies (e.g., Ayres, 1983;
Baxter & Dindia, 1990; Canary, Stafford, Hause, & Wallace, 1993; Dindia & Baxter,
1987). However, Stafford and Canary’s (1991) typology is perhaps the most
frequently used in extant research on relational maintenance (Dindia, 2000). Stafford
and Canary (1991) claimed that relationship maintenance behavior (RMB) is
operationally defined with five factors: positivity (being cheerful and staying positive
in the relationship), openness (openly discussing the issues, and using of self-
disclosure in the relationship), assurances (showing commitment, love, and loyalty),
sharing tasks (equal share of work in the relationship), and networks (use of common
associations like friends and family).

Dainton and Stafford (1993) argued that relationship maintenance can be strategic or
routine. Strategic maintenance implies that actions that aim to maintain the
relationship are intentional. However, a simple routine activity such as preparing
dinner may not be performed with the aim of maintaining the relationship but still
serves this purpose. Strategic and routine behaviors are mutually exclusive since the
same behavior can be strategic for someone, while it can be routine for others.
Dainton and Stafford (1993) found that the most frequently reported maintenance
behavior was sharing tasks that underline the importance of routine maintenance.
Dainton and Aylor (2002) suggested that when partners encounter a novel or critical
occasion, they are more likely to use strategic maintenance. On the contrary, when
there is no uncertainty in the relationship, they are more likely to use routine
maintenance. In addition, some behaviors that were used strategically can also be

routinized over time (Dindia, 2000).

Recently, Stafford (2011) criticized their previous work (Canary & Stafford, 1992;

Stafford & Canary, 1991) and suggested a revised relationship maintenance scale that

3



measures strategic and routine relationship maintenance. The proposed Relational
Maintenance Behavior Measure (RMBM) included seven factors: positivity,
assurances, understanding, self-disclosure, relationship talk, sharing tasks, and
social networks. Four of the five maintenance strategies remained the same. At the
same time, the openness factor splits into two as self-disclosure and relationship talk,
and a new strategy, understanding, is identified in the new typology. Stafford (2011)
asserted that the newly developed scale explains more variance in relational features
than the previous one. In addition, she revised some of the items from the previous
measure to overcome the psychometric limitations of the measure, especially with

double-barreled items and quantity assessment.

1.3. Relationship Maintenance and Related Variables

Previous studies examined a number of factors associated with relationship
maintenance, including relationship type, relationship length, attachment styles,
individual differences, culture, and relational characteristics. In comparing four
different relationship groups, including dating, seriously dating, engaged, and
married individuals, Stafford and Canary (1991) found significant differences in
some maintenance strategies, including assurances, openness, and networks. For
example, they found that seriously dating and married individuals used assurances
more than dating and engaged participants. Furthermore, seriously dating participants
used openness more than both dating and married individuals. Lastly, married
individuals reported more use of social networks than seriously dating individuals.
However, Dainton and Stafford (1993) compared married and dating partners and did
not find major differences in relationship maintenance strategies between these two

groups.

Another variable that was examined in the past literature is relationship length. It is
expected that the longer the relationship, the more opportunities individuals have to
develop strategies to maintain their relationship. Still, it was found that the
relationship length was negatively related to the number of strategies married couples

reported (Dindia & Baxter, 1987). Dainton and Aylor (2002) argued that this negative
4



association found in studies implies that maintenance behavior tends to be routinized

over time, not reported as maintenance by individuals who have longer relationships.

A few studies evaluated the relationship between individual differences and
maintenance behaviors such as attachment styles (Simon & Baxter, 1993) and self-
efficacy in romantic relationships (Weiser & Weigel, 2016). They found that securely
attached individuals and individuals high in self-efficacy in romantic relationships

tend to use more maintenance behavior.

Culture also affects the choice of maintenance behaviors, among other individual
characteristics. Yum and Canary (2003) argued that individuals from collectivist
cultures are expected to use more RMB than individuals from individualistic cultures
since collectivists tend to consider their self as relational, while individualists
consider their self as separate. However, their findings were just the opposite of their
expectations, such that individuals from the United States reported higher use of
relationship maintenance strategies than individuals from Korea. Korean
relationships seem to be more stable yet less rewarding (Yum & Canary, 2003).
Individuals in non-Western countries seem to have different expectations and norms
concerning their relationships (Yum & Li, 2007). Yum and Canary (2003) asserted
that Koreans are more likely to take their relationships for granted than Americans.
For this reason, they are less likely to exert effort to maintain their relationships.

Studies on relationship maintenance using a Turkish sample are very limited. Torun
(2005) has shown that both the self-reported and perceived use of relationship
maintenance predicts marital satisfaction. Following her study, Ak¢abozan-Kayabol
(2017) found that appreciation in the relationship and perception of relational equity
explains the relationship between self-reported use of maintenance behaviors and
marital satisfaction. The present study aims to explore the role of relational
characteristics and socio-ecological context, specifically the role of relational
mobility (RM) in relationship maintenance behavior.



1.4. Relational Mobility

The traditional framework of cultural theory fails to explain such paradoxical
findings; therefore, the concept of relational mobility was offered to explain cultural
differences (Kito, Yuki, & Thomson, 2017). RM refers to the extent to which a
particular social environment provides individuals to initiate and terminate their
interpersonal relationships based on their personal preferences. In high RM contexts,
individuals have more freedom to form new relationships and terminate old ones,
while in low RM contexts, individuals have fewer opportunities (Yuki & Schug,
2012). High RM contexts are “open market” for romantic relationships, and someone
can steal one’s desirable partner, so maintenance behaviors are more critical (Falk,

Heine, Yuki, & Takemura, 2009).

Previous research has indicated that maintenance activities are strongly associated
with relational characteristics such as commitment, satisfaction, liking, and control
mutuality (Stafford, Dainton, & Haas, 2000). Studies on RMB have concentrated on
relational characteristics and individual differences to understand why and how
people maintain their relationships (e.g., Stafford & Canary, 1991; Weigel & Ballard-
Reisch, 1999a). However, the present research will examine relational characteristics
and consider the effects of socio-ecological contexts, such as RM, to understand
individuals” RMB.

The following section will introduce previous literature on the second outcome

variable of the present study, shared leisure time activities.

1.5. Shared Leisure Time Activities

Leisure time is defined as the time free of responsibilities such as work or home
(Russell, 1996). Partners’ shared leisure time activities are strong predictors of
relationship stability because such activities strengthen their bond by providing
enjoyable interaction (Hill, 1988). In addition, Betcher (1987) argued that when



couples spend more time and engage in more activities together, their sense of

identity as a couple may strengthen.

It has been suggested that couples consider spending time together as an essential
maintenance behavior regardless of the activity (Baxter & Dindia, 1990). However,
some studies have shown that merely spending time together does not bring marital
satisfaction (e.g., Orthner, 1975; Reissman, Aron, & Bergen, 1993). Crawford,
Crawford, Houts, Huston, and George (2002) argued that not merely sharing time
together but the interaction between couples during leisure time determines
satisfaction. Orthner (1975) examined the differential effects of three types of
activities, including individual, parallel, and joint leisure activities, on marital
satisfaction. Individual leisure activities are the ones that are done without the partner,
and parallel leisure activities are the ones that are done together but require no
interaction. Finally, joint leisure activities are the ones that are done together with the
partner and require high levels of interaction. He found that individual leisure has a
negative correlation with relationship satisfaction. Moreover, parallel activities have
a moderate positive effect, while joint activities have a more substantial positive
effect on relationship satisfaction. Moreover, Reissman and colleagues (1993)
compared couples who engaged in pleasant activities with those engaged in exciting
activities and concluded that the shared leisure time activity needs to be exciting to

enhance a relationship.

The study of shared leisure time gained importance due to decreased relationship
quality after the early years of a relationship, and such activities were suggested to
solve the problem (Aron, Norman, & Aron, 2001). According to the self-expansion
model, individuals increase their potential by forming relationships and including
these relationships in the self (Aron & Aron, 1986). This self-expansion rate is higher
at the beginning of relationships; after a while, it decreases rapidly, which in turn
causes a decline in relationship satisfaction (Aron et al., 2001). According to the self-
expansion model, novel and exciting activities will boost satisfaction later in the
relationship (Aron, Norman, Aron, McKenna, & Heyman, 2000). Harasymchuk,

Cloutie, Peetz, and Lebreton (2017) showed that engaging in novel and fun activities
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is critical, especially when couples face relational boredom. Girme, Overall, and
Faingataa (2014) have shown both cross-sectionally and longitudinally that shared
leisure time activities that provide more relationship satisfaction, involvement, less
stress, and greater closeness are associated with higher relationship quality. Also,
they emphasized the importance of the interdependence nature of such activities.
They showed that shared leisure time activities contribute to relationship quality
above and beyond other maintenance efforts, emphasizing the unique role of such

activities.

Although most studies suggested engaging in more joint activities to enhance the
relationship, Johnson, Zabriskie, and Hill (2006) suggested that more is not always
good for relationships; rather, satisfaction with leisure time is more predictive of
relationship satisfaction than frequency. It has been shown that when wives engage
in activities that only their husbands enjoy, their relationship satisfaction significantly
decreases (Crawford et al., 2002). Shared time activities enhance relationship

satisfaction if both couples enjoy the activity.

Although individuals seem busier nowadays than before, it has been found that the
percentage of time spent increased over the past four decades, which emphasizes the
importance of joint activities in relationships (Voorpostel, Van der Lippe, &
Gershuny, 2010). Most studies on shared time activities are conducted with married
couples (e.g., Crawford et al., 2002; Hill, 1988; Johnson et al., 2006), and they
examined the relationship between shared leisure time activities and marital
satisfaction. Kalmijn and Bernasco (2001) compared married and cohabitating
couples, and they demonstrated that married couples are more eager to develop a joint
lifestyle using shared activities than cohabiting couples. The present study will
examine dating individuals’ joint leisure time activities who received less attention
in the extant literature. To the best of our knowledge, no previous research examined
joint leisure activities in a Turkish sample. Therefore, one of the present research
aims is to develop a measure covering an extensive range of shared leisure time
activities using a qualitative method. Additionally, it aimed to examine the

antecedents of time spent on leisure activities that were not explored in the extant
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literature. Three investment model variables and RM are used to predict time spent

on shared leisure time activities of dating individuals.

Besides RMB and shared leisure time activities, marriage intention is an essential
indicator of dating individuals’ relationship quality, which will be explored in the

next section.

1.6. Marriage Intention

For dating couples, the decision to marry is one of the most critical and difficult
decisions that will affect an individual’s whole life. Intentions, attitudes, and
expectations regarding this decision have an essential effect on the person’s marriage
decision (Gizel, 2020). This study focuses on the marriage intentions of dating young
adults since intention seems to be the best predictor of human behavior (Ajzen &
Fishbein, 1974). Marriage intention is described as one’s plans or expectations to
marry in the future (Christensen, 2014). Marriage intention has not been adequately
examined as a separate construct in relationship science literature (Park & Rosen,
2013). Studies on marriage intentions are limited, so marriage expectations are
studied as a proxy variable in some studies (e.g., Manning & Smock, 2002).

Marriage is perceived as a critical step in the transition to adulthood (Gassanov,
Nicholson, & Koch-Turner, 2008). In a family-based society, being married and
being a parent are considered as the most important signs of maturity; thus, they are
at the top of the hierarchy of values in such societies (Atak, Tatli, Cokamay,
Biiyiikpabuscu, & Cok, 2016). Therefore, considering marriage as a desirable adult
status motivate individuals to get married. Furthermore, if culture ascribes higher
status to married individuals, the rate of marriage intention increases (DePaulo &
Morris, 2005).

Despite the increased divorce rates and decreased marriage rates, marriage is still a
valued status in Turkey. The crude marriage decreased from 7.71 %o to 5.84 %o in the

last five years, from 2015 to 2020 (TUIK, 2021). The mean age of first marriage was



23.7 for women, and 27 for men in 2010, whereas it increased to 25.1 for women and
27.9 for men in 2020 (TUIK, 2021). Despite the decrease in the marriage rate and
increase in marriage age, the marital union has always continued to constitute an
important place in Turkish society (Erkol, Sahin, & Avci, 2021). In a study conducted
with 931 university students, 87% reported thinking of getting married in the future
(Bener & Giinay, 2013). Ugar (2021) suggested that 25-26 ages represent the period
in which marriage expectations of the society are satisfied.

Studies examining marriage intentions generally used cohabitants as samples (e.g.,
Brown, 2000; Gassanov et al., 2008; Manning, Longmore, & Giordano, 2007; Wiik,
Bernhardt, & Noack, 2010). In today’s world, cohabitation has become a common
union type (Guzzo, 2009). Cohabitation can be preferred to marriage when partners’
possibility of marrying is limited for several reasons, including insecurity and
economic disadvantage (Kasearu, 2010). However, rather than being a substitute for
marriage, cohabitation is mainly seen as a step before marriage, in which partners
make less commitment (Stanley, Whitton,& Markman, 2004). Although cohabitation
is prevalent in European countries, it is almost nonexistent in Turkey (Engin,
Hiirman, & Harvey, 2020).

Although there are many different reasons to get married, in Western societies, love
is considered to be the main reason (Wiik et al., 2010). Individuals get married
because of love, and when they fall out of love, they tend to get divorced (Halat &
Hovardaoglu, 2010). In a sample of cohabitators aged 25 to 35 from Sweden and
Norway, Wiik and colleagues (2010) have shown that being more satisfied with the
relationship and more committed increases the likelihood of intending to marry.
Brown (2004) asserted that greater commitment, higher stability of the relationship,
and family pressures motivate cohabitators to marry. Brown (2000) argued that
although socioeconomic variables affect marriage intentions, relationship assessment
seems more predictive of marriage. The present study aims to explore whether
relationship satisfaction, quality of alternatives, and investment size predict the

marriage intention of young adults.
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Kalmijn (1998) argued that marriage market conditions also influence marriage
decisions. However, past studies have left unexamined the effect of socio-ecological
conditions on the marriage intention of individuals. Therefore, the present study
attempts to understand whether relational mobility, as a critical socio-ecological
construct, predicts unique variance in marriage intentions after controlling for the

three relational characteristics.

Up to this point, three outcome variables, including RMB, shared leisure time
activities, and marriage intention, are reviewed. Potential research questions and
expectations on the variables are discussed. In the following sections, predictor
variables of the study, including three investment model variables, RM, and their
relationships with outcome variables, will be mentioned. Lastly, gender differences

in both outcome and predictor variables will be explored.

1.7. Investment Model Variables

The investment model is grounded in interdependence theory which assumes that
individuals initiate and maintain their relationships based on rewards and costs
(Kelley & Thibaut, 1978). One compares outputs (benefits of the relationship) and
inputs (contributions in the relationship) to expectations. Rewards can be support or
intimacy received from the partner, money, sex, while costs can be given support and
intimacy or kindness (Dainton & Zelley, 2006). The expectations derive from one’s
comparison level. The decision to remain in the relationship or leave the relationship
is assumed to depend on comparison level and comparison levels for alternatives.
Comparison level may change due to previous relationship experience (Rusbult,
Arriage, & Agnew, 2001). In addition to these, it can constantly change in line with
the individual’s new experiences, relationships and it generally tends to increase over
time (Hovardaoglu, 1996). Comparison for alternatives is related to gains that can be
made from alternative relationships, including family members, friends, being with

someone else, or being alone (Rusbult, Martz, & Agnew, 1998).
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The investment model employs the constructs of interdependence theory and attempts
to predict the persistence of relationships (Rusbult, 1980; 1983). The core concept in
the investment model is commitment, which refers to the feelings of attachment and
desire to remain in the relationship. According to investment theory, three concepts
determine commitment in a relationship, including relationship satisfaction, quality
of other alternatives, and investment size. Relationship satisfaction results from
comparing rewards and outcomes in the relationship, which is called comparison
level in interdependence theory. Quality of alternatives is related to outcomes that
can be made in other relationships called comparison level for alternatives in
interdependence theory. Investment is a new construct not covered in
interdependence theory (Etcheverry, Le, Wu, & Wei, 2013). Rusbult (1980, 1983)
stated that there are two types of investments in the relationship: intrinsic and
extrinsic investments. Intrinsic investments can be time investments, emotional
efforts in the relationship, and self-disclosure, while extrinsic investments can include
material investments, mutual friends, shared activities, and memories. Rusbult (1980)
suggested that the magnitude of investment in the relationship determines the stability
of the relationship along with relationship outcomes and outcomes for alternatives.
Higher levels of satisfaction and investment and lower quality of alternatives are
positively associated with relationship commitment (Rusbult, 1983).

In addition to predicting commitment in the relationship, the investment model
determines individuals’ stay/leave decisions in their relationships (Rusbult, 1983).
For example, Rusbult (1983) compared stayers and leavers. She found that rewards,
satisfaction, and investment size increased over time for stayers, and costs rose
slightly, while the quality of alternatives declined. On the other hand, rewards did not
increase very much for leavers; satisfaction, commitment, and investment size
declined, while costs increased significantly, and the quality of alternatives greatly
improved. In a Turkish sample, Biiyiiksahin (2005) showed that relationship

satisfaction and investments in the relationship predict the relationship's future.

12



1.8. The Relationship between Investment Model Variables and Outcome
Variables of the Present Study

The first component of the investment model, relationship satisfaction, is probably
the most studied relational concept in the relationship science literature. It refers to
the positive and negative feelings experienced in the relationship (Rusbult et al.,
1998). It is a barometer of the relationship’s well-being (Karney & Bradbury, 1995).
Relationship satisfaction is a crucial component in determining various relationship
outcomes (Le & Agnew, 2003).

Studies have shown that satisfied partners tend to engage in more relationship
maintenance behaviors than less satisfied ones (e.g., Dainton & Aylor, 2002; Stafford
& Canary, 1991). Dainton, Stafford, and Canary (1994) found that all five
relationship maintenance strategies are positively correlated with relationship
satisfaction. Furthermore, Stafford and Canary (1991) have shown that 56% of the
variance in relationship satisfaction can be explained by maintenance behavior.
Positivity and assurances were the best predictors of relationship satisfaction
(Dainton et al., 1994). A meta-analysis by Ogolsky and Bowers (2013) has shown
that positivity and assurances show a strong correlation with relationship satisfaction,
and openness, networks, and tasks show moderate correlation. Across 35 studies, a
significant and positive correlation was demonstrated between maintenance

behaviors and relationship satisfaction.

Engaging in shared leisure time, especially those that demand higher communication,
was also significantly associated with relationship satisfaction (Holman & Jacquart,
1988). Orthner and Mancini (1991) argued that studies that examined the relationship
between joint activities and marital satisfaction have consistently demonstrated this
association. Due to the self-expansion model, as self-expansion decreases in the
relationship over time, shared time activities can be a protective factor for relationship
satisfaction (Aron et al., 2001). In addition, when individuals are satisfied with their
relationships, they tend to be more future-oriented (Biiyiiksahin & Hovardaoglu,
2007), and tend to have higher marriage intentions (Wiik et al., 2010).
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The second component of the investment model, quality of alternatives, refers to the
extent to which an individual’s requirements can be met in alternative relationships,
including other romantic involvements, family, friends, herself/ himself (Rusbult et
al., 1998). If an individual’s alternatives are inferior, that person is more likely to
persist in the current relationship. Therefore, as the quality of alternatives decreases,
the probability of engaging in relationship maintenance behavior increases. Knowles
(2002) argued that alternatives are highly associated with leisure time spent with the
partner. When alternatives are more rewarding, an individual can prefer spending
more time with alternatives (friends, family, herself/himself) than her/his partner. In
addition, although not previously studied in the literature, alternatives are likely to

lower the intention to marry.

The third variable of the investment model, investment size, refers to the magnitude
and significance of resources attached to the relationship (Rusbult et al., 1998).
Rusbult (1980) states that investment size contributes to the stability of a relationship.
As the size of investment increases, the relationship cost of ending the relationship
increases (Rusbult et al., 1998). Relationship maintenance behavior can be
considered as a form of investment. Individuals display relationship maintenance
behavior, especially when they do not want to give up their investments in the
relationship (Rusbult, Zembrodt, & Gunn, 1982). Also, they are expected to engage
in more shared time activities together. Lastly, when partners are heavily invested in

their relationship, they are more likely to have marriage plans.

In sum, when individuals are satisfied with their relationship, lack alternatives, and
are heavily invested in their relationships, they have a stronger intention to stay
together (Rusbult et al., 2011). In addition, these couples are more likely to spend
higher leisure time with their partners. Lastly, higher levels of satisfaction,
commitment, desire to maintain the relationship, and lower quality of alternatives are
positively associated with positive attitudes toward marriage (Riggio & Weiser,
2008). Up to this point, the relationship between relational characteristics and
outcome variables is discussed. Next, the effect of the individual’s environment will

be explored considering a socio-ecological factor, RM.
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Previous researchers attempted to understand the differences in how individuals
think, feel, and behave in terms of cultural effects, but a group of researchers (e.g.,
Oishi & Graham, 2010; Yuki & Schug, 2012) took a different approach and examined
the role of social ecology to explain these differences. The socio-ecological
perspective focuses on how physical, societal, and interpersonal relationships affect
individuals’ emotions, cognitions, and actions and how they affect their environment
(Oishi & Graham, 2010). A socio-ecological variable that has recently attracted many

relationship researchers’ attention is relational mobility (Yuki & Schug, 2012).

Relational mobility (RM) refers to the number of opportunities to meet with new
individuals when needed in a given society or social context (Yuki et al., 2007).
Individuals in high RM contexts have many chances to form new relationships. In
contrast, individuals in low RM contexts have relatively fewer chances to form
relationships, and they are more likely to be embedded in their existing social
relationships. It is vital to note that high RM does not necessarily require individuals
to move between relationships frequently; instead, it refers to opportunities to form
new relationships. Hence, despite the chances of meeting with new individuals in a
high RM context, one may prefer to remain in the existing relationship if s/he is
satisfied with her/his relationship. RM does not refer to a personal characteristic, but
it describes a socio-ecological characteristic surrounding each member of the given
society (Schug, Yuki, Horikawa, & Takemura, 2009).

In high RM social environments, relationships represent a personal preference, while
in low RM environments, relationships tend to be more externally determined and
more obligatory (Yuki & Schug, 2012). The level of RM can differ across countries,
cultural regions, or even between individuals in the same region (Oishi, Schug, Yuki,
& Axt, 2015). Given that the degree of RM in society affects how individual members
form and maintain their relationships (Oishi et al., 2015), it is critical to understand
the interplay between RM and the outcome variables of the current study.
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1.9. The Relationship between Relational Mobility and Outcome Variables of
the Present Study

The level of RM in a society primarily affects strategies and “adaptive tasks” in that
social context (Yamagishi, Hashimoto, & Schug, 2008). On the one hand, the primary
adaptive task in high RM environments is acquiring new relationships and
maintaining the beneficial ones. On the other hand, in low RM environments, the
adaptive task is to maintain harmony and avoid damaging existing relationships
(Oishi et al., 2015).

Yamagishi (1998) theorized that individuals tend to be less committed in their
relationships in high RM societies than in low RM societies because it is more
adaptive in an environment with limited opportunities to form new relationships. In
a high RM society like the US, when individuals are in a committed relationship, they
pay an opportunity cost since there might be more available superior alternatives
(Schug et al., 2009).

Frank (1988) suggested that relationships naturally possess a commitment problem,
which refers to the struggle between staying with the current partner and searching
for more attractive alternatives. Love and passion serve as solutions to commitment
problems. Yamada, Kito, and Yuki (2017) proposed that the level of RM in a society
affects the intensity of passion people feel toward their partners. They suggested that
passion is functional in high RM societies because passion lowers the risk of the
partner being stolen by someone else. The authors found cultural differences in
intensity of passion between Americans and Japanese, and RM partially explained

these differences.

Retention of the current relationship is essential in high RM contexts due to the
possibility of a partner being stolen by someone else (Falk et al., 2009). Although
individuals have plenty of options in such contexts, the same applies to their partners,
so they should put an effort to maintain their relationships. On the other hand, both

partners have fewer alternatives in low RM societies, so the main issue is maintaining
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the existing dynamics of the current relationship issue rather than the retention of the

relationship.

Studies on RM focused on a few behaviors that can maintain relationships, including
self-disclosure and social support. In high RM societies, self-disclosure and social
support are protective factors for the relationship (Kito et al., 2017). In high RM
contexts, individuals can make more effort to protect their partner from stealing by
others. In contrast, individuals can make less effort to maintain their relationships in
low RM contexts because they take their partners for granted due to limited
alternatives. Additionally, partners in high RM contexts are expected to engage in
more shared leisure time activities, and they are expected to have higher marriage
intentions than partners in low RM societies.

RM is a relatively new concept; therefore, studies on the subject are limited. To our
best knowledge, no study has examined the relationship between RM and the
outcome variables of the study, nor has any study on outcome variables benefited
from a socio-ecological framework. A recent study conducted in a Turkish sample
adapted Relational Mobility Scale (Cakir, 2020). It demonstrated the psychometric
quality of the scale but failed to find a significant correlation between relationship
flourishing and RM. This study was conducted using undergraduate students. The
present study will attempt to show the effects of RM among couples with more
established relationships. The present study will contribute to the related research
arena by showing the necessity of studying social ecology, which was ignored for
two decades (Li, Hamamura, & Adams, 2015). It is expected that individuals in high
RM contexts will increase their maintenance efforts, allocate more leisure time to
spend with their partners, and will be more eager to get married to retain their current

partner.

17



1.10. Gender Differences in Outcome and Predictor Variables

The present study will also explore the differences between men and women in the
outcome and predictor variables. For relationship maintenance, although a few
studies found no difference between men and women (e.g., Ayres, 1983; Baxter &
Dindia, 1990), most of the studies in the literature demonstrated that women are more
likely to use maintenance strategies than men (e.g., Dainton & Stafford, 1993; Dindia,
1989; Stafford & Canary, 1991). Ragsdale (1996) suggested that women and men
agree on what constitutes relationship maintenance behavior, but they seem to differ
in the frequency of behavior’s use. Women both enact and perceive RMB higher than
men (Ogolsky & Bowers, 2013).

For the shared leisure time, it has been found that the amount of leisure time women
spend with their husbands is higher than the time husbands share with their wives,
but this difference has become smaller due to individualization (Voorpostel et al.,
2010). The preference for the activities can also differ for men and women due to

gender role socialization (Crawford et al., 2002).

Past studies examining gender differences in marital attitudes have shown that
women favor marriage more than men (Sassler & Schoen 1999). In addition, in a
Turkish sample, Sakalli-Ugurlu (2003) showed that women are more focused on the
relationship's future than men. Still, some studies found no gender difference in

marriage intention (e.g., Liefbroer & de Jong Gierveld, 1993).

Considering differences in investment model variables, studies conducted in Turkey
and the USA consistently indicated that men perceived significantly better
alternatives, whereas women were significantly more satisfied and invested in their
relationships (Biiyiiksahin, Hasta & Hovardaoglu, 2005, Hasta & Biiyiiksahin, 2006,
Rusbult et al., 1998, Le & Agnew, 2003).

For RM, a few studies found that women slightly perceive higher RM than men (Li,
Adams, Kurtis, & Hamamura, 2015; Zhang & Li, 2014), but other studies found no
gender difference (Lou & Li, 2017; Yuki & Maddux, 2010; Yuki et al., 2007).
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1.11. Present Study

The present study will combine the macro context with the micro context to predict
the relationship maintenance behavior, time spent on shared leisure time activities,
and the marriage intention of dating individuals. The first aim is to explore the unique
predictive power of investment model variables, namely relationship satisfaction,
quality of alternatives, and investment size on the three critical outcome variables,
relationship maintenance behavior, time spent on shared leisure time activities, and
marriage intention. The second aim is to examine the role of a socio-ecological factor,

namely RM, in predicting the outcome variables.

Specifically, the following hypotheses are postulated considering previous research

findings and conceptual arguments presented above.

Hypothesisl. (a) Higher relationship satisfaction, (b) lower quality of alternatives, (c)
larger investment size will be associated with higher relationship maintenance

behavior.

Hypothesis2. Higher perceived RM is expected to be associated with higher

relationship maintenance behavior.

Hypthesis3. (a) Higher relationship satisfaction, (b) lower quality of alternatives, (c)
larger investment size will be associated with higher time spent on shared leisure time

activities.

Hypothesis4. Higher perceived RM is expected to be associated with higher time

spent on shared leisure time activities.

Hypothesis5. (a) Higher relationship satisfaction, (b) lower quality of alternatives, (c)

larger investment size will be associated with higher marriage intention.

Hypothesis6. Higher perceived RM is expected to be positively associated with

marriage intention.
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Based on the previous studies, the present study also aims to test the following

expectations:

1. Women are expected to use more relationship maintenance behavior, spend
more time on shared leisure time activities, have higher marriage intentions.
They are also expected to have higher relationship satisfaction, higher

investment size, lower quality of alternatives, and perceive higher RM.

2. The length of the relationship is expected to be positively associated with
relationship maintenance behavior, time spent on shared leisure time
activities, and marriage intentions and negatively associated with a higher

perception of RM.

3. Higher RM is expected to be positively associated with relationship

satisfaction, quality of alternatives, and investment size.
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CHAPTER 2

PRE-STUDY: EXPLORING SHARED LEISURE TIME ACTIVITIES

2.1. Aim of the Study

The purpose of the pre-study was to develop a measure covering an extensive range
of shared leisure time activities and qualitatively explore the motivations to engage
in such activities using a qualitative method in a Turkish sample. Various measures
in the literature are used to assess the shared time activities of couples (e.g. (Girme
et al., 2014; Kalmijn & Bernasco, 2001), but no previous research was conducted
with a Turkish sample. The present study specifically aimed to investigate the

activities of the sample with the same characteristics to be used in the main study.

2.2. Method

2.2.1. Participants

A convenience sample of 42 young adults (21 men, 21 women, Mage = 28.55 years,
age range: 24-39 years) voluntarily participated in the pre-study. For the inclusion
criteria in this study, participants needed (a) to be in an ongoing romantic relationship,
(b) be unmarried, (c) to be a high school or college graduate, and (d) not be an
undergraduate student. In selecting the sample, the aim was to choose participants
with more established relationships and closer to the marriage age. Of the
participants, 34 were in a serious relationship, two were promised, and four were
engaged. Their mean relationship duration was 40.17 months (SD = 36.02). The mean

number of prior relationships was 4.52 (SD = 3.77), and their mean relationship
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satisfaction was 4.45 (SD = .49) out of 5. Participants’ level of education was high.
Twenty-four of them completed college, 17 of them completed masters, and one
participant completed a Ph.D. Detailed demographic information of the participants
is depicted in Table 2.1.

Table 2.1.

Demographic Information of the Participants

Variables Frequency Percentage (%)
Relationship Status

Serious relationship 34 81
Promised 2 4.8
Engaged 4 9.5
Other 2 4.8
Education Level

College 24 57.1
Master 17 40.5
PhD 1 2.4
Relationship length (in months) 40.17 (36.02)  3-150
Number of prior relationships 4.52 (3.77) 0-20
Relationship satisfaction (out of 5)  4.45 (.59) 3-5

2.2.2. Materials and Procedure

After getting ethical permission from the Applied Ethics Research Center of Middle
East Technical University (see Appendix A), the call for attendance to the study was
done via social media. Face-to-face interviews were held with the participants who
were eligible to inclusion criteria and agreed to participate in the study. Before
conducting the interview, participants completed an informed consent form (see
Appendix B) and a demographic information form (see Appendix C). Participants
were asked to report their gender, age, education level, relationship status, length of
their relationship, number of prior relationships, and general relationship satisfaction
to measure the general characteristics of the sample. After that, two interview
questions were asked (see Appendix C), and participants were instructed to
brainstorm and produce as many answers as possible. First, participants were asked
to list the activities they do to spend quality time with their partners. Second, they
22



were asked to explain their motivations to do such shared time activities. Seventeen
interviews were held face to face, and before the interview, they signed the informed
consent and completed the demographic form in paper-and-pencil format. Due to the
Covid-19 pandemic that emerged during the data collection process, 25 interviews
were done through online programs that enable face-to-face meetings (Zoom, Skype,
and WhatsApp). Before the online interviews, participants read the informed consent
form and completed the online demographic information using an online data
collection platform (www.surveey.com). The interview lasted an average of 10
minutes. Since the interviewer wrote down everything during the interview, she

requested participants to respond slowly.

2.3. Results

MAXQDA 12 was utilized for the analysis of the interview questions. Codes and
subcodes were created, and each answer of the participants was coded with the

appropriate code.

2.3.1. Shared-Time Activities

Forty-eight different activities listed by the participants were coded under three
general categories: indoor, outdoor, and other activities. There were 18 subcodes for
indoor activities, 20 subcodes for outdoor activities, and ten subcodes for other
activities. If the same participant mentions two different activities that belong to the
same subcode, it was coded twice for that participant, so the frequency of activities
can be greater than the sample size. Frequencies and percentages were calculated for
each code and subcode (See Table 2.2, Table 2.3, and Table 2.4). Total frequencies
of indoor and outdoor activities were found to be very close. The most frequently

mentioned three activities include watching movies/series/TV, traveling, and sports.
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Table 2.2.

Frequency and Percentage of Indoor Activities

Subcode Frequency Percentage
Watching movies/series/TV 47 9,02
Playing games 31 5,95
Preparing food 27 5,18
Chatting (e.g. opening up and finding solutions) 26 4,99
Drinking Coffee/tea/alcohol 17 3,26
Eating together 16 3,07
Home care (eg cleaning, decoration) 15 2,88
Indoor hobbies (eg painting, plant care) 14 2,69
In-home learning (eg language learning, study) 14 2,69
Reading 12 2,30
Listening/making music 10 1,92
Physical intimacy 4 0,77
Having guests over 3 0,58
Spending time on social media (e.g., following 3 0,58
accounts together, reading comments)
Spending time at home 2 0,38
Pet care 2 0,38
Parallel working 2 0,38
Personal care 1 0,19
Indoor activities (Total) 246 47,22

Table 2.3.

Frequency and Percentage of Outdoor Activities
Subcode Frequency Percentage
Traveling 32 6,14
Doing sports (e.g., walking, cycling) 32 6,14
Shopping 27 5,18
Spending time outdoors (e.g., going on a 25 4,80
picnic, spending time in the park/garden)
Meeting with friends 19 3,65
Going to cinema 19 3,65
Going to the theater 14 2,69
Eating out 13 2,50
Exploring new places 13 2,50
Going to concert 12 2,30
Outdoor hobbies (e.g., photography) 9 1,73
Communication through mobile 8 1,54
Drinking alcohol outside 5 0,96
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Table 2.3. (cont’d)

Subcode Frequency Percentage
Visiting historical places 4 0,77
Going for a drive 3 0,58
Out of home learning (e.g., learning to drive, 3 0,58
attending a workshop)

Going to the exhibition 3 0,58
Going to the opera 2 0,38
Going to an amusement park 1 0,19
Going to a party 1 0,19
Outdoor activities (Total) 245 47,02

Table 2.4.

Frequency and Percentage of Other Activities

Subcode Frequency Percentage
Trying new tastes 7 1,34
Making plans 5 0,96
Dancing 4 0,77
Spending the night 3 0,58
Going out 3 0,58
Playing with pets 2 0,38
Preparing gifts 2 0,38
Gift-giving and receiving 2 0,38
Balloon ride 1 0,19
Commuting to work 1 0,19
Other (Total) 30 5,76

The shared time activity scale was created according to the answers given to this
question. The least frequently mentioned activities (activities with a frequency equal
to 1 and 2) were excluded from the final list. “Parallel working” and “Gift-giving and
receiving” were kept in the final form although they had low frequencies, and “Going

to the opera” was combined with “Going to the theatre ”. The final list consisted of

37 activities.
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2.3.2. Activity Motivations

The motivation question aimed to explore whether the participants will mention
relationship maintenance to do shared time activities. In line with the previous
research (Girme et al., 2014), the participants’ 134 different activity motivations
reported were coded under four different categories, including self-oriented
motivations, relationship-oriented motivations, partner-oriented motivations, and
others. There were 40 subcodes for self-oriented motivations, 55 subcodes for
relationship-oriented motivations, 33 for partner-oriented motivations, and five for
other motivations. Most of the motivations were mentioned only once, which showed
that motivations tend to be more idiosyncratic. Frequencies and percentages were
calculated for each code and subcode (See Table 2.5, Table 2.6, Table 2.7, and Table
2.8). The most frequently mentioned motivations were relationship-oriented
motivations, followed by self-oriented motivations, partner-oriented motivations, and
other motivations. The most frequently mentioned motivations included “being
similar with the partner”, “feeling comfortable/being yourself” in the relationship,

and “enjoyment”.

Table 2.5.

Frequency and Percentage of Relationship-Oriented Motivations

Subcode Frequency Percentage
Being similar 21 6,73
Being friends 8 2,56
Willingness to try different things 8 2,56
Having a good time 8 2,56
Providing satisfaction 7 2,24
Collecting memories 6 1,92
Enjoyment by both parties 6 1,92
Strengthening sharing bond 6 1,92
Strengthening the relationship/bond 5 1,60
Getting to know each other 4 1,28
Living together 4 1,28
Trusting the partner 4 1,28
Having a long-distance relationship / 4 1,28

having less chance to meet
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Table 2.5. (cont’d)

Subcode Frequency Percentage
Mutual enjoyment of individual interests 3 0,96
Not to get monotonous 3 0,96
Leaving space for each other 2 0,64
Having fun together 2 0,64
Having a sexual life 2 0,64
The happiness of both parties 2 0,64
Maintaining the relationship 2 0,64
Getting along well 2 0,64
To be side by side 2 0,64
Developing belongingness 1 0,32
Increasing commitment 1 0,32
Building a life together 1 0,32
Being a team 1 0,32
Keeping up with each other 1 0,32
Understanding each other 1 0,32
Encouraging each other 1 0,32
More satisfaction while doing the activity 1 0,32
Being able to get bored together 1 0,32
Spending time together 1 0,32
Enjoying life together 1 0,32
Acting with solidarity 1 0,32
Having empathy 1 0,32
Interacting 1 0,32
Future expectation 1 0,32
Having strong energy 1 0,32
Strengthening trust 1 0,32
Sharing the excitement 1 0,32
The desire of both parties 1 0,32
The birth of the relationship is also with the 1 0,32
activities

Increasing the quality of the relationship 1 0,32
Keeping the relationship alive 1 0,32
Having a good relationship 1 0,32
Mutual love 1 0,32
Being able to talk/discuss 1 0,32
Creating something in common 1 0,32
Creating a routine 1 0,32
Sharing responsibility 1 0,32
Having tolerance 1 0,32
Having harmony 1 0,32
Expanding our vision 1 0,32
Strengthening intimacy 1 0,32

27



Table 2.5. (cont’d)

Subcode Frequency Percentage

Doing such activities is our perception of life 1 0,32

Relationship-related motivations (Total) 144 46,15
Table 2.6.

Frequency and Percentage of Self-Oriented Motivations

Subcode Frequency Percentage
Enjoyment/pleasure 16 5,13
Feeling comfortable/Being yourself 16 5,13
Having fun 14 4,49
Love 6 1,92
Liking 4 1,28
Being happy 4 1,28
Getting bored 4 1,28
Investing in the future 3 0,96
Finding oneself 3 0,96
Being attracted to the partner/taking care of 3 0,96
the partner

Encouraging the partner 3 0,96
Being in love 2 0,64
Learning something 2 0,64
Not liking to do activities alone 2 0,64
Not having many friends 1 0,32
Putting the partner at the center of my life 1 0,32
To be a part of the partner’s life 1 0,32
Feeling peaceful 1 0,32
Asking for attention 1 0,32
To have a relationship 1 0,32
Feeling good 1 0,32
Realizing oneself 1 0,32
Expressing myself 1 0,32
Longing 1 0,32
Teaching something to the partner 1 0,32
Assimilating the partner to herself/himself 1 0,32
Prioritizing the partner 1 0,32
Witnessing the partner’s self-discovery 1 0,32
Thinking that the partner will always be in 1 0,32
Wanting the partner to be with me 1 0,32
Lack of motivation for someone new 1 0,32
Self-oriented motivations (Total) 110 35,26
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Table 2.7.

Frequency and Percentage of Partner-Oriented Motivations

Subcode Frequency Percentage
Discovering/getting to know the partner 8 2,56
To make the partner happy 5 1,60
Valuing the partner’s ideas 3 0,96
Going into action when you see the partner 2 0,64
Seeing the partner enjoy 2 0,64
Availability of the partner 2 0,64
Making the partner love me 1 0,32
Making the partner feel valued 1 0,32
Supporting the partner 1 0,32
To make the partner feel that I think of her/him 1 0,32
Feeling physical attraction 1 0,32
Having her/his in my life 1 0,32
Pleasing the partner 1 0,32
Making the partner feel special 1 0,32
Being attentive to the partner 1 0,32
Sparing time to the partner 1 0,32
To be mirrored by the partner 1 0,32
Responding to the partner’s expectation 1 0,32
Making the partner get to know me 1 0,32
Having a natural partner 1 0,32
Having a fun partner 1 0,32
Wanting the partner to have fun 1 0,32
Having a proactive partner 1 0,32
Having a different point of view with the partner 1 0,32
The partner adds color to life 1 0,32
Adapting to the partner’s life 1 0,32
Having an inspiring partner 1 0,32
Having a qualified partner 1 0,32
To feel being loved 1 0,32
Partner's encouragement 1 0,32
High tolerance of the partner 1 0,32
Time passes quickly with a partner 1 0,32
Being the partner ideal person to share occasions 1 0,32
Partner-related motivations (Total) 49 15,71
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Table 2.8.

Frequency and Percentage of Other Motivations

Subcode Frequency Percentage (%)
Being spontaneous 5 1,60
Encouragement of friends 1 0,32
Everyone accepts us as a couple 1 0,32
Believing in gender equality 1 0,32
Not being jealous 1 0,32
Other (Total) 9 2,88

Results showed that only two participants mentioned relationship maintenance as a
motivation to do shared time activities. However, most participants mentioned
satisfaction, commitment, and love, all related concepts with relationship

maintenance.

2.4. Discussion

The present study provided exploratory data on the types of shared leisure time
activities partners engage in and their motivations to engage in such activities in the
Turkish cultural context. In the present study, participants mentioned 48 activities in
total. The final shared leisure time activity list used in the main study consisted of 37

activities by excluding the least frequently mentioned activities.

Participants mentioned many common activities in response to the first question;
however, the motivation-related answers varied widely. The result might imply the
idiosyncrasy of motivations, but it is also possible that participants have difficulty
understanding the question. While asking the question, the interviewer defined
motivation to participants, but they mainly reported that they found the question
difficult and did not think about motivations before. In addition, the findings might
also imply that partners behave intuitively rather than rationally in their relationships.
Motivations were not the primary concern of this study, but investigating them can

help better understand underlying mechanisms in maintenance behaviors
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The study was the first study on partner’s shared leisure time activities in Turkey to
our best knowledge. Although the data collection process was interrupted with Covid-
19, participants reported outdoor activities as much as indoor activities, indicating
that their answers were not affected by the Covid-19 pandemic. They responded by
thinking about their shared leisure time activities in general. Since no previous studies
examined shared leisure time activities in a Turkish cultural context, this aimed to
explore these activities and develop The Shared Leisure Time Activity Scale to be

used in the main study.
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CHAPTER 3

MAIN-STUDY: INVESTIGATING RELATIONSHIP MAINTENANCE
FROM THE INVESTMENT MODEL AND SOCIO-ECOLOGICAL
PERSPECTIVES AMONG DATING YOUNG ADULTS

3.1. Aim of the Study

The main study aimed to examine relationship maintenance behavior, shared time
activities, and marriage intentions of dating individuals from the investment model
perspective within a socio-ecological framework. Predictor variables included three
indicators of the investment model: relationship satisfaction, quality of alternatives,
investment size, and a socio-ecological factor, namely, relational mobility (RM).
Gender differences in both outcome and predictor variables were also explored. The

hypotheses of the study were tested, and expectations were explored in this section.

3.2. Method

3.2.1. Participants

Inclusion criteria for participation were the same as the pilot study. Participants
needed to be (a) in an ongoing romantic relationship (in a serious relationship,
promised, or engaged), (b) unmarried, (c) a high school or college graduate, and (d)
not an undergraduate student. Potential participants who meet the inclusion criteria
were invited via social media announcements to complete an online survey. One
thousand one hundred participants accessed the survey, and 832 of them who met the
inclusion criteria proceeded to the questionnaires. Of these participants, 467 did not
fully complete the questionnaire battery. Of the participants who completed all

measures, 44 were excluded from the analyses for several reasons explained below
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in the Data Screening, Cleaning, and Preliminary Analyses section. The final sample
consisted of the remaining 321 respondents (178 women, 141 men, two respondents
chose the other option, Mage = 27.95 years, SDage = 4.05, age range: 20-40 years).
Post-hoc analyses conducted using G*Power Software (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, &
Buchner, 2007) showed that sample size was enough to achieve 99% power in a

regression model.

The majority of the participants were heterosexual (91.3%), and most of them had
high levels of education (95% of the participants completed at least some higher
education). In terms of employment status, 70.7% of the participants were employed,
and among these participants, most of them were engineers (19.6%), academicians
(9.7%), and psychologists (9.3%). In terms of the city they lived in at the time of the
data collection, most participants were from Ankara (47%) and Istanbul (15.9%).

Of the participants, 280 had a serious relationship, 17 were promised, 22 were
engaged, and two chose the other option. The mean relationship duration was 33.56
months (SD = 33.88; range = 0-312). 25.9% of the participants previously broke up
with their current partner, and the mean break-up duration was 5.84 months (SD =
14.88; range = 0-120). Participants had an average of 2.73 serious relationships (SD
= 2.44; range = 0-31), and an average of eight (SD = 14.17; range = 0-130) casual

relationships.

Detailed information about the demographic characteristics and relationship-related

characteristics of the participants are presented in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1.

Demographics and relationship-related characteristics of the sample

Variables Frequency Percentage Mean (SD) Range
Age 27.95 (4.05) 20-40
Gender

Female 178 55.5

Male 141 43.9

Other 2 0.6
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Table 3.1. (cont’d)

Variables Frequency Percentage Mean (SD) Range
Sexual orientation

Heterosexual 293 91.3
Homosexual 14 4.4
Bisexual 11 3.4
Other 3 0.9
Education Level

High School 4 1.2
Technical 2-year 12 3.7
Bachelor’s Degree 189 58.9
Master’s 106 33
PhD 10 3.1
Employment Status

Employed 227 70.7
Unemployed 94 29.3
Work experience (in 58.57 0-241
Reasons for

Looking for a job 52 16.2
In education 38 11.8
In internship 3 0.9
In military service 1 0.3
Occupation

Engineer 63 19.6
Academician 31 9.7
Psychologist 30 9.3
Teacher 22 6.9
Grad Student 19 5.9
Other 156 48.6
City of residence

Ankara 151 47
Istanbul 51 15.9
Antalya 15 4.7
[zmir 10 3.1
Other 94 29.3
Residential mobility 2.13(2.00) 0-12
Abroad experience

Yes 151 47.0
No 170 53.0
Who do you live with?

Family 143 43.9
Alone 95 29.6
Partner 57 17.8
Friend/friends 21 6.5
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Table 3.1. (cont’d)

Variables Frequency Percentage Mean (SD) Range
Other 7 2.2

Relationship Status

Serious relationship 280 87.2

Promised 17 5.3

Engaged 22 6.9

Other 2 0.6

Relationship duration 36.56 0-312
Have you ever had a

Yes 83 25.9

No 238 74.1

Break up length (in 5.84 (14.88) 0-120
Number of serious 2.73 (2.44) 0-31
Number of casual 8.00 (14.17) 0-130
Social media use

Instagram 294 91.6

Twitter 212 66.0

Facebook 215 67.0

LinkedIn 188 58.6

Tinder 10 3.1

Other 11 3.4

Daily time spent on 2.60 (1.75) 0-12

3.2.2. Materials

3.2.2.1. Relational Maintenance Behavior Measure (RMBM). The measurement
was initially developed by Stafford and Canary (1991), and it assesses five
relationship maintenance strategies used by individuals, including positivity,
openness, assurances, social networks, and sharing tasks. Recently, Stafford (2011)
revised the scale and suggested a 7-factor structure with 28 items. The revised
RMBM assesses the following seven factors: positivity, assurances, understanding,
self-disclosure, relationship talk, sharing tasks, and social networks (Stafford, 2011).
Although the original scale is a 7-point Likert-type scale, the midpoint was omitted
to minimize social desirability bias in the present study. The responses were rated on
a 6-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree),
and higher scores indicate higher use of RMB. In the current sample, the internal

consistency reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) of 28 items was .86. In the present study,
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the subscale scores were not used. The total score of all relationship maintenance
behaviors was used in the analyses. The scale was adapted into Turkish by
Akgabozan-Kayabol (2017). Contrary to the original scale’s seven-factor structure,
the Turkish version’s factor analysis revealed five factors explaining 69.10% of the
total variance. Since Akcabozan-Kayabol’s (2008) study revealed a different factor
structure from the original, the factor structure of RMBM was analyzed by using
principal component analysis (PCA) with varimax rotation. The results of Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin’s measure of sampling adequacy were .83, and Bartlett’s test of
sphericity was statistically significant, y2 (378) = 3128.52, p < .001, which showed
that the measure included in the analysis was factorable. The initial solution yielded
eight factors, explaining 67.98% of the variance. Based on the scree plot,
Eigenvalues, and the amount of explained variances, PCA with varimax rotation was
performed by forcing the factors into seven. The analysis revealed seven components
explaining 64.30% of the variance (see Table 3.2 for PCA results). This seven-factor
structure was similar to the original structure proposed by Stafford (2011) except that
self-disclosure and relationship talk emerged as a single factor instead of two separate
factors, and social networks split into two factors. The seven factors were labeled as
positivity, assurances, sharing tasks, openness, social networks, understanding, and
family help in parallel with the original study (see Appendix D for the complete list

of items).

Table 3.2.

Factor Loadings with Varimax rotation for Turkish form of RMBM

RMBM Items Factors

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Factor 1: Positivity

16. Partnerimle birlikteyken neseli A7
davranirim.

26. Partnerimle birlikteyken olumlu .76
davranirim.

8. Partnerimle birlikteyken 74
eglenceliyimdir.
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Table 3.2. (cont’d)

RMBM Items Factors

1 2 3 4

22. Partnerimle Dbirlikteyken iyimser .51

Factor 2: Assurances

18. Gelecekle ilgili konular hakkinda .84
partnerimle konusurum.

19. Benim i¢in ne kadar degerli 12
oldugunu partnerime sdylerim.

13. Benim i¢in ne kadar degerli .66
oldugunu partnerime davranislarimla

7. Gelecekle ilgili planlarimiz .62

hakkinda partnerimle konugurum.
Factor 3: Sharing Tasks

21. Evle ilgili sorumluluklarimi yerine .79
getiririm.

27. Sorumluluklarimdan kagmam. .79
4. Ortak sorumluluklarla ilgili kendi .65
payima diiseni yaparim.

14. Yapilmasi gereken islere yardim .65

ederim.
Factor 4: Openness

3. Korkularimi partnerimle paylasirim. .76
2. Iliskimiz hakkinda partnerimle 74
konusurum.

11. Partnerimle iliskimizin niteligi .54
hakkinda konusurum.

17. Duygularim konusunda agigimdir. 45
23. Iliskimiz hakkinda ne hissettigimi 40
partnerime sdylerim.

25. Duygularin1 benimle paylasmast 40
icin partnerimi cesaretlendiririm.

9. Diisiincelerini benimle paylagsmasi 45

icin partnerimi cesaretlendiririm.
Factor 5: Social Networks

6. Etkinliklerimize arkadaslarimizi
dahil ederim.

28. Arkadaglarimizla bir seyler
yaparim.

5. Ailelerimizle zaman gegiririm.

.89

.86

.57
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Table 3.2. (cont’d)

RMBM Items Factors

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Factor 6: Understanding

10. Partnerime kars1 anlayigliyimdir. .69

1. Partnerime kars1 affediciyimdir. .68

15. Hatali oldugumda partnerimden .60

Oziir dilerim.

20. Partnerimi yargilamam. .56
Factor 7: Family Help

24. Iliskimiz hakkinda tavsiye almak .93
icin bir aile iiyesine danisgirim.

12. fliskimiz hakkinda bir aile .92
liyesinden yardim isterim.

Cronbach’s alpha .79 g7 75 .86 .69 .56 .88
Explained variance (%) 2874 81 74 63 51 44 40

3.2.2.2. Relationship Stability Scale (RSS). The scale was developed by Rusbult
and colleagues (1998) to assess relationship satisfaction, quality of alternatives,
investment size, and commitment level. The scale was developed based on the
Investment Model. Three subscales (relationship satisfaction, quality of alternatives,
investment size) of the scale were used in the current study. Each subscale has ten
items. In the original scale, for each subscale, the first five items are rated on a 7-
point Likert type scale ranging from 1 (do not agree at all) to 7 (agree completely).
The rest five items are rated on a 9-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (do not
agree at all) to 9 (agree completely). The first five items are called facet items, while
the rest is called global items. The facet items are included to enhance the
measurement quality, but as suggested by Rusbult and colleagues (1998), both facet
and global were administered, but only global items were analyzed. A 6-point Likert-
type scale was used in the present study to be consistent with the other scales. Turkish
adaptation of the scale by Biiyiiksahin and colleagues (2005) was used. Higher scores
on each measure represent higher relationship satisfaction, higher quality of
alternatives, and higher investment size. The adapted scale’s internal consistency
reliabilities (Cronbach’s alpha) were .90 for relationship satisfaction, .84 for quality

of alternatives, and .84 for investment size. In the present study, the internal
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consistency reliabilities were .92 for relationship satisfaction, .86 for quality of
alternatives, and .83 for investment size (see Appendix E for the complete list of

items).

3.2.2.3. Relational Mobility Scale (RMS). The scale was developed by Yuki and
colleagues (2007), and it was used to evaluate the individuals’ perceptions of RM in
their immediate social environment. The scale consists of 12 items rated on a 6-point
Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). Higher
scores indicate higher relational mobility. Six items (item4, item5, item7, item9,
item12) were reversed in the scale. The items were loaded in three factors in the
original sample. The first factor reflects the opportunities to meet new people. The
second factor reflects choosing one’s relationships and groups, and the third factor
reflects the tendency to be bound to undesirable groups. The original scale’s internal
consistency reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) was .70 for the Japanese sample and .81
for the US sample. Turkish adaptation of the scale was used in the present study
(Cakar, 2020). The internal consistency reliability was .85 for the current sample.
The RMS’s Turkish adaptation (Cakir, 2020) revealed a two-factor solution
explaining 52.9% of the total variance. Since RMS does not have a consistent factor
structure in different samples, RMS’s factor structure was analyzed using principal
component analysis (PCA) with varimax rotation. The results of Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin’s measure of sampling adequacy were .85, and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was
statistically significant, y2 (66) = 1368.91, p <.001, which showed that the measure
included in the analysis was factorable. The analysis revealed two components
explaining 52.64% of the variance (see Table 3.3 for PCA results). Factor structure
for the present sample was in line with Cakir’s (2020) study, and the same labels were
used for two factors: freedom and opportunity (see Appendix F for the complete list
of items).

39



Table 3.3.

Factor Loadings with Varimax rotation for Turkish form of RMS

RMS Items

Factors

Factor 1: Opportunity

8. Yeni insanlarla tanismak ¢evremdeki insanlar igin
kolaydir.

1. Cevremdeki insanlarin bagkalarini tanimak i¢in birgok
firsatlar1 vardir.

2.Cevremdeki insanlar i¢in daha once hi¢ tanimadiklar
biriyle konugmak alisilmis bir durumdur.

4. Cevremdeki insanlarin yeni arkadasliklar kurma
firsatlar1 azdir.

3. Cevremdeki insanlar kimlerle etkilesime gireceklerini
segebilirler.

5. Cevremdeki insanlar i¢in daha 6nce hi¢ gérmedikleri
insanlarla sohbet etmek alisilmamis bir durumdur.

6. Cevremdeki insanlar su anki c¢evrelerinden
hoslanmazlarsa, bu ¢evreyi baska bir ¢evreye katilmak
Factor 2: Freedom

11. Cevremdeki insanlar su andaki iligkilerinden
memnun olmasalar bile, genellikle o kisilerle birlikte
olmaktan baska segenekleri yoktur.

12. Oradan ayrilmak isteseler bile cevremdeki insanlarin
cogunlukla sevmedikleri ¢evrede bulunmaktan baska
careleri yoktur.

9. Cevremdeki insanlar ait olduklar1 ¢evreden tamamen
memnun olmasalar da genellikle yine de orada
bulunmayn siirdiireceklerdir.

7. Kimlerle birlikte olacagini 6zgiirce segememek sik
rastlanan bir durumdur.

10. Cevremdeki insanlar ait olduklar1 ¢evreyi ve
olusumu kendileri segebilirler.

Cronbach’s alpha

Explained variance (%)

A7

14

73

-12

.59

-.52

47

.80

39.19

.82

.82

A7

.64

-.56

81
13.45

3.2.2.4. Shared Leisure Time Activity Scale. Thirty-seven different activities that
the participants in the pre-study listed were used in the main study. Participants
assessed how much time they spent on each activity on a 5-point scale ranging from
1 (never) to 5 (several times a day). Higher scores on the scale indicated higher time

spent on shared time activities. Participants also assessed the possibility to engage in
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each activity on a 3-point Likert-type scale (1= impossible, 2= slight possibility,
3=possible). This rating was used as a control variable because individuals may not
have an equal chance of engaging in any activity due to economic restrictions or lack
of facilities in their current city. In the present sample, the internal consistency
reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) of 37 items was .91 (see Appendix G for the complete
list of items).

3.2.2.5. Marriage Intention Scale. The researcher constructed the scale to assess
participants’ intention to marry in the present study. Eight items are rated on a 6-point
Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). Three items
were adapted from Park and Rosén’s (2013) intent to marry scale, and the researcher
wrote the other five items. High scores indicate a higher intention to marry. Three
items (item 5, item6, item 8) are reverse coded in the scale. The newly developed
scale demonstrated good reliability (Cronbach’s alpha= .91).

Since the scale is newly developed, a principal component analysis was conducted.
The results of Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin’s measure of sampling adequacy were .91, and
Bartlett’s test of sphericity was statistically significant, y° (28) = 2407.08, p < .001,
which showed that the measure included in the analysis was factorable. One factor
solution accounted for 67.32% of the total variance (see Appendix H for the complete

list of items).

3.2.2.6. Demographic Information Form. Participants were asked to report some
demographic information, including gender, age, sexual orientation, education level,
employment status, occupation, city of residence, partner’s city of residence, the
number of residence change, prior abroad experience, with whom s/he lives. They
also answered questions about their relationship, including relationship status, the
duration of their current relationship, whether they broke up with their current partner
in the past, the duration of their break up, the number of serious relationships, and
casual relationships they had in the past. Finally, they reported the social media
networks they use and their daily use of social media (see Appendix | for the complete

list of items).
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3.2.3. Procedure

The call for participating in the study was circulated via social media and e-mail
groups, targeting those who meet the study’s inclusion criteria. To make sure that
participants met the inclusion criteria, they firstly answered three filter questions.
Potential participants who answered “yes” to “Are you currently in an ongoing
romantic relationship?”, and “no” to “Are you married?”, and “Are you an
undergraduate student?”” questions proceeded to the survey. Participants completed
all study instruments online administered via Qualtrics software. Participants who
read and approved the informed consent form (see Appendix J) completed the
Demographic Information Form first. Then, they completed five different scales,
namely RMBM, RSS, RMS, Shared Leisure Time Activity Scale, and Marriage
Intention Scale, which were presented in random order. Data collection took about
three months, between 29" June 2020 and 28™ September 2020.

3.3. Results

3.3.1. Data Screening, Cleaning, and Preliminary Analyses

After downloading the data from the online survey software, all variables were
examined via SPSS for accuracy and missing values. In the present study, six
attention check items were randomly placed throughout each questionnaire (e.g.,
“Please select “slightly agree” for this question”) to verify that participants read the
items attentively. After screening for attention checks, we removed records from 30
participants who missed two or more attention checks out of six. One participant was
excluded from the analyses because although she reported not being married in filter
questions, she reported being married in the demographic form. Another participant
was excluded due to questionable data (duplicate responses across questions). In
addition, six participants older than 40 were excluded since the present study’s target
group was young adults, which falls into the ages between 18-40 (Erikson & Erikson,

1998). Standardized scores were computed for all study variables to detect univariate
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outliers; any variable having a z-score above +3.29 or below -3.29 is considered an
outlier case (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007), and five participants were excluded
accordingly. Outlier cases were found in three study variables: two outliers in RMB,
two outliers for Relationship Satisfaction, and one outlier for RM. In addition, one
multivariate outlier was also detected through Mahalanobis distance with p < .001,
so it was excluded as well. Skewness and kurtosis values for all the variables were in

acceptable ranges, representing normal distribution.

3.3.2. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations among the Study Variables

Descriptive statistics of study variables and correlations among study variables are
depicted in Table 3.4 and Table 3.5, respectively. As the main outcome variable of
the study, RMB was positively correlated with relationship satisfaction (r = .53, p <
.001), investment size (r = .15, p <.01), RM (r = .16, p < .01), time spent on shared
time activities (r = .13, p < .05), and marriage intention (r = .43, p < .001), and
negatively correlated with the quality of alternatives (r = -.28, p < .001). As for the
other outcome of the study, partial correlation coefficients were computed between
time spent on shared leisure time activities and other study variables, controlling for
the possibility of engaging in activities. Time spent on shared leisure time activities
was positively associated with RMB (r = .12, p <.05), relationship satisfaction (r =
21, p <.001), and RM (r = .13, p < .05). Lastly, intention to marry was positively
correlated with RMB (r = .43, p <.001), relationship satisfaction (r = .39, p <.001),
investment size (r = .36, p < .001), and negatively correlated with the quality of

alternatives (r = -.44, p <.001).

The relationship between relationship length and study variables was examined to
address expectations. Relationship length was only significantly and positively
correlated with investment size (r = .20, p <.001), but not with other study variables.
In addition, the correlation coefficients were examined between RM and investment
model variables. RM was only significantly positively correlated with relationship
satisfaction (r = .14, p = .01), but not with the quality of alternatives and investment

size as expected.
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Table 3.4.

Descriptive Statistics of Study Variables

Variable M SD Min Max
RMB 5.06 45 3.54 6.00
Relationship Satisfaction 5.06 .79 2.40 6.00
Quality of alternatives 3.43 1.09 1.00 6.00
Investment Size 3.37 1.06 1.00 6.00
Relational Mobility 4.24 72 2.00 6.00
Shared Time Activity 2.90 47 1.38 3.95
Marriage Intention 4.43 1.21 1.00 6.00

Note. RMB: Relationship Maintenance Behavior..

Table 3.5.

Correlations Among Study Variables

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. Relationship Length 1

2. RMB -06 1

3. Relationship -01 537 1

Satisfaction

4. Quality of alternatives .01 - - 1

5. Investment Size 207" 157 120 - 1

6. Relational Mobility .06 167 147 -02 -10 1

7. Shared-Time Activity ~ -.03 .13 217 -04 .03 137 1

8. Marriage Intention 08 437 397" 367 09 - 1

*hk

“p<.05 " p<.01, "p<.001.

Note. Correlation between shared time activity and other variables represents partial
correlations controlled for the possibility of engaging in the activity.

RMB: Relationship Maintenance Behavior.

3.3.3. Gender Differences in Study Variables

To test expectations on gender differences a series of independent t-tests were

conducted. Means and t-test results are depicted in Table 3.6. There was a significant

difference between men and women in quality of alternatives (t (317) = -2.89, p <

.01, 95% CI [-.589, -.112]), investment size (t (317) =-2.12, p < .05, 95% CI [-.484,

-.018]), RM (t (329) = 1.95, p = .05, 95% CI [.002, .318]), and marriage intention (t

(317) =2.08, p < .05, 95% CI [-.001, .315]), but the differences in RMB, relationship
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satisfaction, and time spent on shared time activities was not significant. Men reporter
significantly higher quality of alternatives (Mmen=3.63, SDmen = 1.10; Mwomen = 3.28,
SDwomen = 1.06), higher investment size (Mmen = 3.51, SDmen = 1.06; Mwomen = 3.26,
SDwomen = 1.04), while women reported higher perception of RM (Mwomen = 4.30,
SDwomen = .72, Mmen=4.15, SDmen = .70), and marriage intention (Mwomen = 4.57,
SDwomen = 1.11, Mmen=4.35, SDmen = 1.26).

Table 3.6.

Gender Differences in Study Variables

Variable Gender N M SD t p 95% CI

RMB Female 178 5.09 .44 155 122 [-.021,.177]
Male 141 501 .46
Relationship Female 178 499 .87 -171 .086 [-.326,.023]
Satisfaction
Male 141 514 .67
Quality of Female 178 328 1.06 -2.89 .004 [-.589,-.112]
Alternatives
Male 141 362 1.10
Investment Size  Female 178 3.26 104 -2.12 .035 [-.484,-.018]
Male 141 351 1.06
RM Female 178 431 .72 195 .052 [-.001,.315]
Male 141 415 .70
Shared Time Female 178 290 .48 .03  .973 [-.103,.107]
Activity
Male 141 290 .47
Marriage Female 178 457 111 209 .038 [.015,.543]
Intention
Male 141 429 1.28

Note. RMB: Relationship Maintenance Behavior, RM: Relational Mobility.

3.3.4. Hypotheses Testing

To test the hypotheses three multiple regression analyses were performed. In each
regression analysis, relationship length, gender, and possibility to engage in activities
were entered as control variables in the first step. In the second step, relationship

satisfaction, quality of alternatives, and investment size were entered into the
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equation. In the last step, RM was included in predicting three outcome variables,

RMB, time spent on leisure time activities, and marriage intention, respectively.

3.3.4.1. Predictors of Relationship Maintenance Behavior

Hierarchical multiple regression analysis was performed to test Hypothesis 1a,
Hypothesis 1b, Hypothesis 1c, and Hypothesis 2. The results of regression analysis

are presented in Table 3.7.

In the first model, control variables did not significantly predict RMB. The
investment model variables had a significant contribution in R square (R? = .31, 4R?
= .31, Finc (3, 311) = 47.29, p < .001) in the second step. The effect of relationship
satisfaction (8 = .52, p <.001, 95% CI [.239, .353]), and the effects of investment
size were significant (5 = .12, p < .05, 95% CI [.009, .095]) , whereas the effects of
quality of alternatives was not significant. Higher relationship satisfaction and higher
investmen size were associated with higher RMB, supporting Hypothesis l1a and
Hypothesis 1c, but the quality of alternatives did not significantly predict RMB.

Therefore, Hypothesis 1b was not supported.

In the last step, RM did not have a significant effect. Therefore, Hypothesis 2 was not

supported.

Table 3.7.

Regression analysis for investment model variables and RM predicting relationship
maintenance (N = 319)

B SE B t 95% ClI
Dependent Variable: RMB
Stepl
Constant 5.24 .16 31.64™ [4.916, 5.568]
Relationship Length -.01 .00 -.07 -1.15 [-.002, .001]
Gender -.08 .05 -.09 -1.61 [-.182,.018]
Opportunitytoengage o, o5 _gp -2 [-.123, .094]
in activity
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Table 3.7. (cont’d)

B SE B t 95% ClI
Dependent Variable: RMB
Step 2
Constant 3.70 23 16.12°" [3.248, 4.152]
Relationship Length -.00 00 -.09 -1.89 [-.002, .000]
Gender -.14 .04 -15  -3.127 [-.226, .051]
Opportunity to engage  -.02 .05 -.02 -32 [-.106, .076]
Relationship 230 03 52 10.175™  [.239, .353]
Quality of Alternatives -01 02 -.02 -44 [-.054, .034]
Investment Size 05 02 12 241" [-.012,.070]
Step 3
Constant 3.52 25 14.09°" [3.029, 4.012]
Relationship Length -.00 00 -.10 -2.04" [-.003, .000]
Gender -13 04 -14 -2.93 [-.218, -.043]
Opportunity to engage
in activity -.03 .05 -.02 -52 [-.115, .067]
gaet'lastf'gcntfgr']p 29 03 51 975"  [229,.345]
Quality of Alternatives -01 02 -.03 - 47 [-.055, .034]
Investment Size 06 02 13 259" [.014, .099]
RM .05 .03 .09 1.79 [-.006, .113]

*kk

“p <.05 ""p < .001.

3.3.4.2. Predictors of Time Spent on Shared-Time Activities

Hierarchical multiple regression analysis was performed to test Hypothesis 3a,
Hypothesis 3b, Hypothesis 3c, and Hypothesis 4. The results of regression analysis
are presented in Table 3.8.

In the first model, control variables significantly predicted time spent on shared-time
activities (R?= .24, F (1, 314) = 33.82, p < .001). From the control variables only the
effects of opportunity to engage in activity was significant (5 = .49, p <.001, 95% ClI
[.408, .608]) After first step, investment model variables made significant
contribution in R square (R? = .28, 4R? = .04, Finc (3, 311) = 5.32, p <.001). The
effects of relationship satisfaction ( = .21, p < .001, 95% CI [.060, .184]), was
significant, while the e effects of quality of alternatives, and investment size were not

significant. Higher relationship satisfaction was associated with higher time spent on
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shared time activities, supporting 3a. However, quality of alternatives and investment
size did not predict time spent on shared time activities, so Hypothesis 3b, and
Hypothesis 3c were not supported. After controlling for opportunities and investment
model variables, RM did not have a significant effect, failing to support Hypothesis
4.

Table 3.8.

Regression Analysis for investment model variables and RM predicting time spent
on shared-time activities (N = 319)

B SE S t 95% ClI
Dependent Variable: Time spent on shared leisure time activities
Stepl
Constant 1.63 15 10.69°" [1.330, 1.931]
Relationship Length 00 00 -03 -51 [-.002, .001]
Gender 02 05 02 31 [-.077, .107]
Opportunity to engage b, ,
in activity 51 .05 49 9.98 [.408, .608]
Step 2
Constant 95 25 3.821™ [.461, 1.440]
Relationship Length .00 .00 -03 -.65 [-.002, .001]
Gender -02 05 -02 -34 [-.111, .078]
Opportunity to engage e
in activity .50 .05 49 9.99 [.403, .600]
Relationship -
Satisfaction 122 03 21 3.89 (060, .184]
Quality of Alternatives 2 02 05 95 [-.025, .071]
Investment Size 01 02 03 56 [-.033, .059]
Step 3
Constant 76 27 2.79™ [.223, 1.288]
Relationship Length -.00 00 -.04 -.80 [-.002, .001]
Gender -01 05 -01 -15 [-.102, .088]
Opportunity to engage e
in activity 49 .05 48 9.76 [.393, .591]
g::;t;;’;fg:]p 11 03 19 354™  [.050,.175]
Quality of Alternatives 2 02 05 92 [-.025, .070]
Investment Size 02 02 04 75 [-.029, .064]
Relational Mobility 06 03 09 1.79 [-.006, .123]

*hx

“p <.01™p <.001.
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3.3.4.3. Predictors of Marriage Intention

Hierarchical multiple regression analysis was performed to test Hypothesis 5a,
Hypothesis 5b Hypothesis 5c, and Hypothesis 6.. The results of regression analysis

are presented in Table 3.9.

In the first model control variables significantly predicted marriage intention (R =
.03, F (1, 314) = 2.99, p <.05). Only the effects of gender weas not significant( S = -
12, p <.05, 95% CI -.549, -020]). After first step investment model variables made
significant contribution in R square (R? = .35, 4R? = .33, Finc (3, 311) =50.131, p <
0.001). The effects of relationship satisfaction (5 = .30, p <.001, 95% CI[.296, .595]),
quality of alternatives (f = -.23, p < .001, 95% CI [-.368, -.136]), and investment size
(B = .27, p < .001, 95% CI [.197, .420]) were significant. Higher relationship
satisfaction, lower quality of alternatives, and higher investment size were positively
associated with marriage intention supporting Hypothesis 5a, Hypothesis 5b,
Hypothesis 5c. After controlling for relationship length, and investment model
variables, RM did not make a significant contribution in R square. Therefore,

Hypothesis 6 was not supported.

Table 3.9.

Regression Analysis for investment model variables and RM predicting marriage
intention (N = 319)

B SE B t 95% ClI
Dependent Variable: Marriage intention
Stepl
Constant 5.37 44 12.25™* [4.503, 6.227]
Relationship Length 00 00 07 1.17 [-.002, .006]
Gender -.28 13 -12 2127 [-.549, .-020]
Opportunity to engage
in activity -.24 15 -.09 -1.61 [-.523, .052]
Step 2
Constant 2.99 60 498" [1.808, 4.174]
Relationship Length 00 00 01 22 [-.431, .047]
Gender -.35 12 -15  -3.00” [-.577, .120]
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Table 3.9. (cont’d)

B SE p t 95% CI

Dependent Variable: Marriage intention

Opportunity to engage

in activity -.19 12 -.07 -1.58 [-.431, .047]
Relationship -

Satisfaction 45 .08 .30 5.85 [.296, .595]
Quality of Alternatives - 25 06 -.23 427 [-.368, -.136]
Investment Size 31 .06 27 5.44™" [.197, .420]
Relationship sk

Satisfaction 45 .08 .30 5.85 [.296, .595]
Quality of Alternatives - 25 06 -23 A7 [-.368, -.136]
Investment Size 31 06 27 5.44 [.197, .420]
Step 3

Constant 2.68 66 4.09"" [1.391, 3.974]
Relationship Length 00 00 01 12 [-.003, .004]
Gender -.33 12 -14  -2.86 [-.564, -.105]
Opportunity to engage :

in activity -21 12 -.08 -1.70 [-.448, .033]
Relationship -

Satisfaction 43 .08 .28 5.57 [.278, .582]
Quality of Alternatives .25 06 -23 -4.30"" [-.369, -.137]
Investment Size 32 06 28 5.54" [.203, .427]
Relational Mobility 09 08 06 117 [-.063, .249]

E

“p<.01""p<.001.

3.3.5. Supplementary Analysis

Correlation coefficients were computed to explore the relationship between study
variables and continuous demographic variables. Relationship maintenance behavior
was only negatively associated with age (r =-.73, p <.01). Time spent on shared time
activities was positively associated with residential mobility (r = .11, p <.05) and the
number of social media networks participants use (r = .12, p < .05). Marriage
intention was negatively associated with three demographic variables, namely
number of serious relationships (r = -.19, p < .01), number of causal relationships (r
=-.12, p <.05), and the number of social media networks participants use (r = -.23,
p <.001). Relationship satisfaction was negatively associated with age (r =-.24, p <

.001) and number of serious relationships (r = -.17, p < .01). Quality of alternatives
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was positively associated with four demographic variables, namely age (r = .14, p <
.05), number of serious relationships (r =.15, p <.01), number of causal relationships
(r =.17, p <.01), and the number of social media networks participants use (r = .27,
p <.001). Investment size was positively associated with relationship length (r = .20,
p <.001) and negatively associated with number of serious relationships (r = -.13, p
< .05), and the number of social media networks participants use (r = -.11, p < .05).
Lastly, RM was only positively associated with number of causal relationships (r =
17, p <.01).

In addition, a series of independent t-tests were conducted to examine the differences
in study variables for four categorical demographic variables. Participants reported
their city of residence and their partner’s city of residence. The researcher created a
categorical long-distance variable using this data. Participants who reported a
different city of residence with the partner were coded as “1 = long-distance”, and
participants who reported the same city of residence were coded as “2 = not long-
distance”. There was a significant difference in time spent on shared time activities
between long-distance and geographically close relationships (t (318) = 6.09, p <
001, 95% CI [.236, .461]). Participants who have long-distance relationships
reported significantly lower time spent on shared time activities (M = 2.65, SD = .48)
than participants that are geographically close (M = 3.00, SD = .44).

Furthermore, it was examined whether having abroad experience makes a difference
in study variables. There was a significant difference in relationship maintenance
behavior (t (319) =-3.19, p <.01, 95% CI [-.254, -.060]), marriage intention (t (318)
=-4.35, p <.001, 95% CI [-.834, -.314]), and quality of alternatives (t (318) = 2.47,
p < .05, 95% CI [.060, .535]) between participants with abroad experience and
participants without abroad experience. Participants with abroad experience reported
significantly lower relationship maintenance behavior (M = 4.97, SD = .47), lower
marriage intention (M = 4.13, SD = 1.25), and higher quality of alternatives (M =
3.59, SD = .99) than participants without abroad experience (Mrme = 5.13, SDrmB =
A41; MmarinT = 4.70, SDmarinT = 1.12; Moact = 3.29, SDoact = 1.15).
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Besides, participants who previously broke up with their partners were compared
with those who did not break up. The two groups showed a significant difference in
their relationship satisfaction (t (319) = -3.68, p < .001, 95% CI [-.559, -.169]).
Participants who break up previously reported significantly lower relationship
satisfaction (M = 4.79, SD = .79) than participants who have no break-up experience
(M =5.15,SD=.77).

To test whether there is a difference in study variables between heterosexuals and
non-heterosexuals sexual orientation variable was converted into a categorical
variable indicating two categories (1 = Heterosexual, 2 = Non-heterosexual). There
was a significant difference in two study variables: quality of alternatives (t (319) =
-2.29, p < .05, 95% CI [-.910, -.069]), and marriage intention (t (319) = 3.74, p <
.001, 95% CI [.416, 1.341]). Non-heterosexuals reported higher quality of
alternatives (M = 3.88, SD = .95) , and their marriage intention was lower (M = 3.63,
SD = 1.32) compared to heterosexuals (Mgait=3.39, SDagit = 1.09; Mmarint = 4.51,
SDmarint = .07).

Another categorical variable was created using age. Mehta et al. (2020) recently
suggested a new conception called “established adulthood”. The period covers the
years from age 30 to 45, and they suggest that these are the years that adults negotiate
the demands of life. In the present study, an independent t-test was conducted whether
the participants in the established adulthood period differ from their younger
counterparts in terms of study variables. The analyses showed that there was a
significant difference in two study variables: relationship maintenance behavior (t
(319) =-2.29, p < .01, 95% CI [.043, .255]), and relationship satisfaction (t (319) =
4.15, p < .001, 95% CI [205, 574]). Participants in the established adult group
reported significantly lower RMB (M = 4.95, SD = .45) and relationship satisfaction
(M =4.78, SD = .86) than their younger counterparts (Mrme = 5.10, SDrme = .44;
Mgsat = 5.17, SDRrsat = .73).
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3.4. Discussion

The primary purpose of the present study was to explore three relational outcomes,
including RMB, shared leisure time activities, and marriage intention, predicted by
three investment variables: relationship satisfaction, quality of alternatives,
investment size, and RM). Examination of the correlations between the major
variables revealed that relationship maintenance behavior was positively associated
with relationship satisfaction, investment size, RM, time spent on shared leisure time
activities, and marriage intention and negatively associated with the quality of
alternatives. Time spent on shared leisure time activities was positively associated
with relationship satisfaction and RM. Lastly, intention to marry was positively
associated with relationship satisfaction and investment size and negatively
associated with the quality of alternatives. When partners are satisfied, invested, and
have a lower quality of alternatives, they are more willing to maintain their
relationships, spend more time on shared leisure time activities, and have higher
marriage intentions. In addition, when RM is high in a social context, relationship
maintenance behaviors and shared leisure time activities can protect relationships
from dissolving. The findings showed that relationship dynamics are largely affected
by relational characteristics, but also partners consider the conditions of their
environment to decide whether they want to stay together. The effects of relationship
characteristics are extensively studied in relationship research, but the present study
contributed to the literature by showing that context also influences the maintenance
strategies.

Considering gender differences, women perceived higher RM and had higher
marriage intentions compared to men. These findings are consistent with the past
findings suggesting that women slightly perceive higher RM than men (Li et al.,
2015; Zhang & Li,2014), and they favor marriage more than men (Sassler & Schoen
1999). On the other hand, men perceived higher quality of alternatives and reported
more investment compared to women. This finding is only partially consistent with
the literature. Previous studies have suggested that men perceive significantly better

alternatives, whereas they invest less in their relationships compared to women
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(Biiyiiksahin, Hasta & Hovardaoglu, 2005; Hasta & Biiyiiksahin, 2006; Le & Agnew,
2003; Rusbult et al., 1998, Sprecher, 1988). It is noteworthy that although women
more strongly believe that the context provides opportunities to meet with new
individuals than men, they believe their quality of alternatives is lower. Examination
of gender differences in single individuals might reveal different results. Seriously
dating women probably perceive fewer alternatives than seriously dating men, but
single women might perceive more alternatives than single men. In addition, men can
overestimate their investments in their relationships, so dyadic studies can give a

clearer picture considering gender differences.

Regression analyses examining the predictive power of investment model variables
showed that relationship satisfaction and investment size significantly predicted
RMB. In addition, relationship satisfaction significantly predicted time spent on
shared leisure time activities. RM did not significantly predict outcome variables. It
only approached significance in the models predicting RMB and shared time
activities. Lastly, three investment model variables significantly predicted marriage
intention, but RM did not make a significant contribution. It is not surprising that
RMB and shared leisure time activities show a similar pattern since shared time
activities are considered an additional relationship maintenance strategy in the
literature (Girme et al., 2014). A potential limitation of the present study is that RMB
and relationship satisfaction variables showed a ceiling effect due to the
characteristics of the sample. Because relationship satisfaction as a core variable
strongly correlated with various relational outcomes may have suppressed the effects
of other investment model variables in predicting relationship maintenance and
shared leisure time activities. However, it is noteworthy that all investment model
variables significantly predicted marriage intention. It is probably a more challenging
decision to get married than to maintain a relationship and engage in leisure time
activities because it requires a lifelong commitment. It can be speculated that dating
young adults may tend to terminate their relationship maintenance behavior and
engage in less common activities if they are not satisfied with their relationships
without considering their alternatives However, they need to be satisfied, have a low

quality of alternatives, and have high investments if they have any intention to marry.
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It is also surprising that relationship length did not predict marriage intentions, but it

may be due to sample characteristics explained in the general discussion below.

The present study also examined the effects of socio-ecological context reflected in
the degree of RM to understand the dynamics of relationship maintenance behaviors.
It was found that after controlling for the effects of investment model variables, RM’s
effect was marginal in predicting RMB and time spent on shared leisure time
activities. It seems that when the context gives individuals freedom and opportunity
to build new relationships, dating individuals are motivated to lower the risk of the
partner being stolen by someone else (Falk et al., 2009). They are more likely to
maintain their relationships and engage in shared leisure time activities, to protect
their relationships.In addition, demographic characteristics also seem to play some
role in maintenance behaviors. Age was negatively associated with relationship
maintenance behavior and relationship satisfaction and positively associated with the
quality of alternatives. It can be inferred that relatively older dating couples seem less
motivated to show maintenance behaviors in their relationship. Their relationship
satisfaction decreases over time, and they are more likely to believe they have better

alternatives than their younger counterparts.

Residential mobility was only associated with shared leisure time activities. When
the city where individuals live has been changed more, they are more likely to engage
in shared leisure time activities. Frequent movers may have a broader repertoire of
shared leisure time activities. Contrary to expectations, residential mobility did not
show a significant association with RM. However, it is critical to note that residential
mobility in the present study reflects personal mobility while RM reflects the mobility

in the social context the individual lives.

Relationship length was only associated with investment size, which is consistent
with the expectations. The number of serious relationships and the number of causal
relationships are negatively correlated with marriage intention and positively
associated with the quality of alternatives. In addition, the number of serious

relationships is negatively associated with marriage intention and investment size.
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These findings are consistent with the idea that the comparison level of individuals
tends to increase with new experiences and relationships (Hovardaoglu, 1996).
Individuals with higher experience in serious relationships perceive higher
alternatives than less experienced ones. They are less likely to be satisfied and
invested and intend to marry. Lastly, not surprisingly, RM is associated with the
number of casual relationships but not with the number of serious relationships.
Recently, the concept of relational disposability has been introduced to the literature,
which refers to “let go or dispose of social ties” (Gilliath & Keefer, 2016, p.187).
Although the relationship between RM and relational disposability has not been
examined, Kito and colleagues (2017) speculated that people would be more likely
to dispose of their relationships when RM is high. The relationship between the

number of causal relationships and RM supports this speculation.

The number of social media networks used is positively associated with shared leisure
time activities and the quality of alternatives, negatively associated with marriage
intention and investment size. Social media has the power to influence the perception
of reality such that individuals may believe they have better alternatives out there
which may lower their motivation to invest in their relationships and intend to marry.
On the other hand, using different social media networks can encourage individuals
to engage in more shared leisure time activities with their partners since social media
use may cause individuals to compare themselves with other couples. Additionally,
social media can make partners more aware of the leisure time activities they can

engage in together.

Additionally, long-distance relationships naturally provide individuals fewer
opportunities for leisure time for shared activities than geographically close
relationships. Furthermore, individuals who previously broke up with their partner
have lower relationship satisfaction. Lastly, individuals with abroad experience
believe they have better alternatives than individuals without abroad experience, and
they have less marriage intention and engage in less relationship maintenance
behaviors. To summarize, the present study had a critical contribution to the current

literature in better understanding various behaviors in the close relationship from the
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perspective of person-situation interaction. Relational outcomes are predicted by how
individuals perceive themselves, their relationships, as well as their social-ecological

context.
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CHAPTER 4

GENERAL DISCUSSION

Rusbult (1983, p.101) once asked, “Why do some relationships persist over time
whereas others end?” Many relationship researchers sought to answer this question.
Undoubtedly, maintaining the relationships as healthy and satisfying requires
relational work (Hendrick, 2004). Partners consciously or unconsciously use various
strategies and daily routines to keep their relationship stable (Duck, 1988). The time
couples spend together is a critical indicator of the state of their relationship (Weigel
& Ballard-Reisch, 2001). When the relationship is in a good state, individuals
consider the relationship as serious and committed, and as a result, they hope to have
a future together (Guzzo, 2009).

The present study aimed to explore three relational outcomes: relationship
maintenance behavior, shared leisure time activities, and marriage intention of dating
young adults using the investment model as a theoretical framework and taking the
socio-ecological perspective into account, specifically examining the role of
relational mobility (RM). Previous studies on relationships mainly focused on
individual-level variables and relational characteristics. Still, they overlooked the
power of the surrounding environment, so the present study aimed to close this gap

in extant literature.

According to socio-ecological psychology, individuals consciously or unconsciously
choose the most functional strategy to flourish in a specific environment (Oishi &
Graham, 2010). The strategies for relational success are not equally valuable for all
contexts, such that a specific strategy is adaptive in one context while it does not work

in another (Thomson & Yuki, 2015). Therefore, in the present study, in addition to
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three investment model variables, namely relationship satisfaction, quality of
alternatives, and investment size, the effect of RM on outcome variables was

examined.

4.1. Overview of the Major Findings

The main objective was to determine whether relationship satisfaction, quality of
alternatives, and investment size predict RMB, shared leisure time activities, and
marriage intention of dating young adults and whether RM explains an additional
variance above these predictors. Relationship satisfaction and investment size
significantly predicted RMB, and only relationship satisfaction significantly
predicted shared leisure time activities from the investment model variables.
However, all three investment model variables significantly predicted marriage
intention. It can be argued that relationship satisfaction is one critical factor
determining whether individuals will maintain their relationships and engage in
activities together. Partners also consider their investments in maintaining their
relationship. However. when it comes to marriage, individuals seem to attribute
importance to all investment model variables, including satisfaction, alternatives, and

investment size.

After controlling for the effects of investment model variables, RM did not
significantly contribute to the equations predicting relationship maintenance and
shared leisure time activities, but it approached significance. It has been suggested
that individuals also pay attention to the characteristics of the context, but the study
failed to show this effect. Lastly, marriage decisions are primarily predicted by

relational characteristics rather than contextual effects.

4.2. Limitations and Directions for Future Research

The most significant limitation of the present study is employing a convenience
sample dominated by highly educated people who do not represent the general
59



population in Turkey. Highly educated individuals were more available to the
researcher, so they were overrepresented in the current data, limiting the possibility
of observing the effects of traditional Turkish culture. For example, although it was
shown that cohabitation is almost nonexistent in Turkey (Engin et al., 2020), 17.3%
of the participants reported living together in the present sample. Although the sample
was nonrepresentative, unlike some previous research in relationship science, the
participants in the present study were not comprised of university students involved
in short time relationships only. Instead, young dating adults with relatively more
stable relationships were also included in the present study. Besides having a highly
educated sample, the majority of the participants were from urban regions
representing generally middle and high socioeconomic status. Future studies should
be conducted with individuals from rural areas representing lower socioeconomic

status to generalize the study’s findings.

Another limitation of the study was the use of self-report measures only. The mean
relationship maintenance behavior and relationship satisfaction scores were very high
and showed a ceiling effect. Le and Agnew (2003) suggested that the investment
model variables are more predictive for dating relationship dynamics than married
individuals since ceiling effects for relationship satisfaction and investment size and
floor effects for alternatives tend to be observed for married couples. They argued
that these variables are moderate for dating individuals. However, since the present
study’s participants mainly had more stable relationships, the ceiling effect was still
observed for relationship satisfaction because seriously dating individuals are also
invested and committed in their relationships (Stafford & Canary, 1991).

Moreover, as Vaughn and Baier (1999) suggested, measures that assess relationship
satisfaction are contaminated by a social desirability bias that cannot be controlled
easily. Future studies that examine relationships can include a relationship-related
social desirability scale. Also, as Ragsdale (1996) suggested, studies on relationships
generally use satisfied couples as participants, but unsatisfied couples are critical to

gain inside into the issue. Comparing stable and unstable relationships might be a
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good idea for future work to make claims about successful relationships (Canary et
al., 2002).

Another major limitation of the present study is the correlational design, so the study
cannot infer cause-effect relationships. Future research should also include
experimental manipulation or a longitudinal design to better assess cause and effect
relationships. A few studies (e.g., Yuki et al., 2013; Li et al., 2015) successfully
manipulated relational mobility, which showed that it is possible to use experimental
designs to study relational mobility. In addition, cross-sectional studies only capture
the relationship dynamics at the data collection time of the study. Considering that
relationships are much more dynamic than assumed, longitudinal research is critically
needed in such research (Hendrick, 2004). Future research should longitudinally
consider how relationship satisfaction, investment size, perception of alternatives,

and relational mobility change during the course of a long-term relationship.

Although Thibaut and Kelley (1978) stated that satisfaction and consideration of
alternatives determine whether an individual will maintain or leave the relationship,
only relationship satisfaction predicted relationship maintenance behaviors of young
adults in the present study. Since the majority of the participants had relatively stable
relationships, they probably tend to use derogation of alternatives, which is an
effective strategy that keeps the relationship intact (Rusbult, Drigotas, & Verette,
1994). Quality of alternatives might be more predictive of relationship maintenance

in shorter-term relationships.

In the present study, only prosocial relationship maintenance behaviors were
examined. However, several studies identified negative relationship maintenance
strategies, including avoidance, antisocial strategies, and withdrawal (e.g., Ayres,
1983; Baxter & Dindia, 1987; Canary et al., 1991). Following these studies, Dainton
and Gross (2008) developed The Negative Maintenance Scale (NMS) to assess
avoidance, allowing control, destructive conflict, jealousy induction, spying, and

infidelity. Future research can adapt the NMS into Turkish and investigate the effects
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of negative maintenance strategies since such behaviors are considered functional in

the relationship in honor cultures (Tasfiliz, 2019).

The choice of maintenance behavior can also be affected by the culture. As Gao and
Gudykunst (1995) suggested, partners are less likely to be introduced to the family in
collectivistic cultures until they make sure that the relationship gets serious, so
sharing family network is probably used less in cultures like Turkey. In addition,
Canary and Yum (2015) asserted that partners explicitly agree on what they expect
from their partners in high context cultures like China and Korea. Still, in low cultures
like the US and Germany, partners need to emphasize what they expect explicitly.

Turkish culture is most likely to be between in these different cultural groups.

In the future, it can be better to conduct a diary study to explore relationship
maintenance behaviors and shared leisure time activities because especially satisfied
couples overestimate how much they do together (Crawford et al., 2002). Behavioral
observations could also contribute to the findings when collecting data on
relationships. In addition, in the present study, participants only reported the
frequency of shared leisure time activities. However, satisfaction with these activities
and frequency relative to expectations is also critical (Girme et al., 2014). As Flora
and Segrin (1998) argued, such activities enhance the relationship if the quality of
time is high. Not simply doing things together but engaging in activities that require
a high level of interaction contributes to relationship satisfaction (Holman & Jacquart,
1998). Additionally, the partners’ compatibility is related to whether they like or
dislike the same kind of activities. Future studies should explore the effects of
different activities and satisfaction with such activities on relationship stability.

Previous studies examining relationship maintenance behaviors compared different
relationship groups, including dating, seriously dating, engaged, and married
individuals (e.g., Stafford & Canary, 1991). Because the participants in this study are
currently seriously dating individuals, it was not possible to compare with different
relationship groups in terms of study variables. Future research can compare the

relationship groups such as casually dating, engaged or married. Comparing dating
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and married individuals, especially regarding less studied variables such as RM, can
be a new avenue for future research. RM is more likely to be perceived high in the
dating stage, but it probably decreases after marriage. In the present study, RM did
not significantly predict relationship maintenance, shared leisure time activities, and
marriage intention of dating couples. It is worth examining whether it will affect

married individuals’ relationship dynamics in further studies.

Comparison of individuals with different sexual orientations should also be
considered in future research. Participants were primarily heterosexual; other sexual
orientation groups were underrepresented. Studies that examined homosexuals have
a relatively small sample size (Le & Agnew, 2003). Therefore increasing the number
of participants with different sexual orientations is needed in future studies.

The present study explored the marriage intention of dating individuals using
investment model variables and RM. However, other important factors may affect the
marriage intention of dating couples in Turkey. For instance, wedding ceremonies are
essential yet expensive in Turkey, which may cause couples to move away from the
idea of marriage. Additionally, consent and support of families is a critical factor in
Turkish culture (Demir, 2013). Although marriage is seen as necessary for the
stability of the relationships and perceived significant in all societies (Halat &
Hovardaoglu, 2010), traditional values are positively associated with marriage
intention (Manning, Longmore, & Giordina, 2007). The social pressure of the
families and societies is possibly a critical factor in predicting the marriage intention

of young adults in Turkey, especially for less-educated young adults.

Although previous studies found that highly educated individuals are more likely to
cohabit and less likely to get married, controlling for other factors, the present study
sample did not allow to make a comparison. Highly educated individuals wish to
complete their education, make a career, reach a certain level of maturity, and achieve
economic independence before considering marriage (Hu & Sun, 2021). Future
research should include less educated and individuals with lower socioeconomic

status to examine the differences.
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The present study assessed the marriage intention of dating couples, but a follow-up
study would be beneficial to understand whether intentions predict the actual
behavior. Azjen and Fishbein (1980) asserted that intentions are better predictors of
actions when the time is shorter between these variables. Thus, using college
graduates who are relatively close to marriage age than university students probably

enabled better prediction.

Studies on RM are limited in the literature, and the present study showed that it could
be a critical factor in understanding individuals’ relational tendencies. Testing the
effect of RM in a multi-level design can potentially show the underlying dynamics of
the proposed relationships in future research to disentangle contextual and individual-
level effects.

Lastly, dyadic analyses can help to understand the relationship dynamics better. It has
been shown that a person’s emotions and behaviors in a relationship dynamically
interact with the partner’s emotions and behaviors, and how s/he feels about the
relationship also benefits the partner (Weigel & Ballard- Reisch, 1999b). Changes in
how an individual reports her/his behavior and how the partner perceives the behavior

needs further research.

One fundamental problem that the researcher faced during data collection is that the
pre-study data collection began on 10" February 2020 and ended on 19" April 2020,
in the early stages of the Covid-19 Pandemic. The first case in Turkey was reported
on 11 March. In addition, the data collection for the main study took part between
29" June 2020 and 28™ September 2020. Quarantine orders and social distancing
during the Covid-19 pandemic probably influenced relationship dynamics, which is

discussed in the following section.

4.2.1. Potential Changes of Relationship Dynamics during Covid-19

The most noticeable change during the Covid-19 pandemic is social isolation.

Governments asked individuals to stay at home to slow down the spread of the virus
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(Alexopoulos et al., 2021). There have been disruptions in the daily routines of
couples, such as lack of social life outside, reduced physical contact with the partner,
decreased ability to engage in hobbies, and an increase in relational conflict (Luetke,
Hensel, Herbenick, & Rosenberg, 2020). Some studies suggested that fear of the
disease and forced lockdowns decreased couples’ relationship satisfaction by

increasing anxiety (e.g., Panzeri, Ferrucci, Cozzal, & Fontanesi, 2020).

However, not every couple was equally adversely affected during Covid-19.
Williamson (2020) suggested that during the early stages of the Covid-19 pandemic,
relationship satisfaction increased, and maladaptive attributions decreased among
high relationship functioning couples, but the opposite pattern was observed among
low functioning couples. Pietromonaco and Overall (2021) argued that how the
COVID-19 pandemic affects the relationship quality depends predominantly on the
broader context of couples’ lives, vulnerabilities, and the degree to which couples can
adjust together. However, they also emphasized that various stressors related to the
COVID-19 pandemic will make it harder to engage in constructive behaviors
associated with better-functioning romantic relationships and help people cope with

their stress.

The Covid-19 pandemic caused some dating couples to spend extended time together
while others had a slight chance of seeing each other and spending time together. The
amount and quality of time spent together might explain the differential effects of the
Covid-19 on relational outcomes. Goodboy, Dillow, Knoster, and Howard (2021)
examined the relationships of college students and suggested that their
interdependence level has decreased due to decreased contact and increased
geographical distance during the pandemic. However, they suggested different results
could be observed in married or cohabitating couples concerning interdependence

processes since they spend even more time together.

In another study, Vigl, Strauss, Talamini, and Zentner (2021) have indicated that the
decline in shared time with partners caused a decrease in relationship satisfaction,

resulting in different patterns in cohabitating and non-cohabitating couples. They
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argued that sharing activities with the partner contributes to relationship satisfaction.
In addition, quarantine practices may have provided some couples more opportunities
to spend more time together, improving their sense of togetherness. Time spent on
shared leisure time activities was one of the outcomes of the present study. Therefore,
the results concerning shared leisure time activities should be interpreted cautiously
since the data collection was during the pandemic. The couples who spent quarantine
together probably engaged in more indoor activities than pre-pandemic, but their
chance of engaging in outside activities was minimal. In addition, geographically
distant partners probably had a slight chance to spend leisure time together. However,
participants assessed the possibility to engage in each activity in the present study
because while planning the study, the researcher thought individuals might not have
an equal chance of engaging in any activity due to economic restrictions or lack of
facilities in their current city. This rating also helped to control the effects of Covid-

19 on shared leisure time activities.

Although not extensively studied during the Covid-19 outbreak, previous research
showed that life-threatening events could motivate people to take significant action
in close relationships (e.g., Cohan & Cole, 2002). Therefore, the Covid-19 pandemic
may have caused the participants to report higher marriage intention in the present
study. Alexopoulos and colleagues (2021) have shown that the Covid-19 was
associated with fear of being single, increasing partner’s stability and family
commitment. On the other hand, a study conducted in Italy has shown that partners
show a tendency to prefer cohabitation over marriage and postpone marriage under
uncertain conditions in the labor market during the pandemic, which is more likely
to be observed, especially in less-educated individuals (Guetto, Vignoli, & Bazzani,
2021).

Quarantine orders may also lower individuals’ perception of RM. However, it has
been found that despite government orders to self-isolate, online dating initiation
attempts may have gained momentum. For instance, an online dating application,
namely OkCupid, reported a 30% increase in messages sent by users worldwide

during the pandemic suggesting forming relationships was still an endeavor of the
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individuals (Alexopoulos et al., 2021). Thus, the perception of RM is not expected to
be significantly decreased among social media users. An interesting study by
Salvador, Berg, San Martin, and Kitayama (2020) compared 39 different countries.
It revealed that higher RM was associated with a faster spread of Covid-19, indicating

that individuals in high RM contexts are less likely to obey self-isolation orders.

4.3. Contributions and Implications of the Study

First, the present study has contributed to the assessment of shared leisure time
activities by developing a comprehensive taxonomy of such activities. To the
researcher’s knowledge, no published study has previously examined shared leisure
time activities within the context of dating relationships in Turkey. This study is the
first attempt to explore shared leisure time activities as well as the marriage intention
of dating young adults in a Turkish sample. These new assessment tools, including
the shared leisure time activity scale and marriage intentions scale, are valuable
contributions to social psychology and can lead to theoretical improvements in

relationship science literature in Turkey.

The majority of past studies on relationship maintenance have been conducted among
North American couples (Canary & Zelley, 2000), and studies on this issue are
limited in Turkey (Ak¢abozan-Kayabol, 2017). The existing findings in relationship
maintenance literature are questionable since they primarily represent Western
values; therefore, the present study provided important findings from a non-Western
culture. Moreover, to the best of our knowledge, romantic couples’ shared leisure
time activities have not been examined before. The present study can pave the way
for studies that aim to identify culture-specific patterns of relationship maintenance

mechanisms.

The present study aimed to understand dating relationships from a person-situation
interaction perspective which is well appreciated in social psychology. The effect of
context is underinvestigated in the previous research. By considering the effect of a

more distal and macro-environmental factor, the present study provided a richer
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understanding of the relationship maintenance process. The present study aims to
encourage relationship scientists to be theoretically more daring and include both
macro and micro contexts in their research. Considering that RM is a relatively new

concept in literature, related studies are limited, especially in Turkey.

The present study showed that couples could improve the quality of their
relationships by using more relationship maintenance behaviors and engaging in
more shared leisure time activities. It has been shown that leisure time provides
stability and predictability in relationships; engaging in such activities can protect
individuals from getting divorced. Therefore, couple therapists that aim to develop
prevention or intervention programs can target specific relationship maintenance
behaviors and leisure time activities to help enhance the relationship quality of their
clients. Also, practitioners should be more aware of the socio-ecological factors, and
they should tailor their therapy considering the effects of these environmental factors.
Furthermore, policymakers, as well as counselors, can benefit from the findings of
the current study in developing premarital education programs to inform young adults

how to improve their relationships in light of this information.

4.4. Conclusion

The present study is the first attempt to investigate both the effects related to he
investment model dimensions as well as relational mobility (RM) in a social
context on relationship maintenance behaviors, shared leisure time activities, and
the marriage intention of dating young adults. Findings demonstrated that
relationship satisfaction and investment size significantly predicted relationship
maintenance behaviors. Relationship satisfaction was the only strong factor
predicting time spent on the shared leisure time activities among couples.
Moreover, relationship satisfaction and investment size positively and quality of
alternatives negatively predicted marriage intention. After controlling for the effects
of the investment model variables, RM did not significantly predict outcome
variables, but its effect was marginal in predicting both relationship maintenance

and shared time activities The present study has indicated that the perception of
68



high RM might be associated with more relationship maintenance and shared
leisure time activities. Finally, the findings suggest that couples may need to show
more effort to maintain their relationship if they live in a high RM environment.
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B. INFORMED CONSENT FORM FOR THE PRE-STUDY

Goniillii Katihm Formu (Miilakat)

Bu arastirma, ODTU Psikoloji Béliimii Doktora grencisi Elis Giingér tarafindan
Prof. Dr. Bengi Oner Ozkan ve Prof. Dr. Nebi Siimer danismanlhigindaki doktora
tezi kapsaminda yiiriitiilmektedir. Bu form sizi arastirma kosullart hakkinda
bilgilendirmek i¢in hazirlanmistir.

Calismanin Amaci Nedir?

Arastirmanin amaci, romantik iligkisi olan bireylerin paylastiklar1 ortak zaman
aktivitelerini tespit etmektir.

Bize Nasil Yardime1 Olmamz Isteyecegiz?

Arastirmaya katilmayi kabul ederseniz, once kisa bir demografik form doldurmaniz
ve ardindan arastirmacinin soracagi iki acik uglu soruya cevap vermeniz
beklenmektedir. Bu ¢alismaya katilim ortalama 10 dakika siirmektedir.

Sizden Topladigimiz Bilgileri Nasil Kullanacagiz?

Aragtirmaya katiliminiz tamamen goniilliilik temelinde olmalidir. Ankette ve ya
miilakatta sizden kimlik veya kurum belirleyici hi¢bir bilgi istenmemektedir.
Cevaplariniz tamamyla gizli tutulacak, sadece arastirmacilar tarafindan
degerlendirilecektir. Katilimcilardan elde edilecek bilgiler toplu halde
degerlendirilecek ve bilimsel yayimlarda kullanilacaktir.

Katilminizla ilgili bilmeniz gerekenler:

Bu calisma genel olarak kisisel rahatsizlik verecek sorular igermemektedir. Ancak,
katilim sirasinda sorulardan ya da herhangi baska bir nedenden 6tiirii kendinizi
rahatsiz hissederseniz miilakati yarida birakip ¢ikmakta serbestsiniz. Boyle bir
durumda caligmay1 uygulayan kisiye calismadan ¢ikmak istediginizi sdylemek
yeterli olacaktir.

Arastirmayla ilgili daha fazla bilgi almak isterseniz:

Miilakat sonunda ¢alismayla ilgili sorulariniz cevaplanacaktir. Bu ¢alismaya
katildiginiz i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederiz. Calisma hakkinda daha fazla bilgi almak
icin Psikoloji Boliimii doktora 6grencisi Elis Giingor (E-posta:
elisgungor@gmail.com) ile iletisim kurabilirsiniz.

Yukaridaki bilgileri okudum ve bu ¢calismaya tamamen géniillii olarak katilyyorum.
(Formu doldurup imzaladiktan sonra uygulayiciya geri veriniz).

Tarih  ----/----/----- Imza
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. Yasimiz:

C. INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR THE PRE-STUDY

Miilakat Sorular

Cinsiyetiniz 1 Kadin 1 Erkek

Egitim Durumunuz (en son tamamladiginiz okul):
[ Lise ) Universite [J Yiiksek Lisans ~ [] Doktora
. Mevcut iligki durumunuzu en iyi nasil tanimlarsiniz?
[1 Ciddi bir romantik iliskim var [] Sozlilyim [J Nisanliyim [] Diger.
Belirtiniz
. Mevcut romantik iliskiniz ne kadar siiredir devam ediyor? Yil

Ay

Bugiine kadar toplam kag farkli kisi ile romantik iligki i¢ine girdiniz? Liitfen say1

olarak belirtiniz.

. Mevecut iligkinizden genel memnuniyet diizeyinizi degerlendiriniz.

[ Hi¢ memnun degilim

[1 Memnun degilim

[1 Ne memnunun ne memnun degilim

[ Memnunum

[ Tamamen memnunum

Miilakat sorulari:

Bu ¢alismada kisilerin partnerleriyle gerceklestirdikleri ortak zaman

aktivitelerini listelemeyi amagliyoruz.

1. Partnerinizle kaliteli zaman gegirmek amaciyla ortak yaptiginiz etkinlikleri
siralayabilir misiniz? Akliniza gelen tiim aktiviteleri liitfen siralayin.

2. Bu tarz ortak etkinlikleri yapmaktaki motivasyonunuzu (sizi harekete gegiren

nedenleri) birkag ciimleyle agiklayabilir misiniz?
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D. RELATIONSHIP MAINTENANCE BEHAVIOR SCALE

Liitfen, agagidaki her bir davranisi iliskinizi siirdiirmek i¢in ne dl¢lide yaptiginizi
belirtiniz. Yapilmasi gerektigini diisiindiigliniiz ya da eskiden yapilan davranislar
degil su andaki davramslariniz1 diisiinerek yanit veriniz. Eger herhangi bir
davranis i¢in gézlemleme imkan1 bulamadiysaniz gézlemleme imkanim yok
secenegini igaretleyiniz.

1-Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum, 2-Katilmiyorum 3-Biraz katilmiyorum, 4-Biraz
katiliyorum, 5-Katihiyorum, 6-Kesinlikle Katihyorum, 7-Gézlemleme imkanim
yok

1. Partnerime kars1 affediciyimdir.

2.1liskimiz hakkinda partnerimle konusurum.

3.Korkularimi partnerimle paylasirim.
4.0rtak sorumluluklarla ilgili kendi payima

5.Ailelerimizle zaman gegiririm.

6. Etkinliklerimize arkadaslarimizi dahil
ederim.

7.Gelecekle ilgili planlarimiz hakkinda
partnerimle konusurum.

8.Partnerimle birlikteyken eglenceliyimdir.
9.Diisiincelerini benimle paylagmasi i¢in
partnerimi cesaretlendiririm.

10.Partnerime kars1 anlayigliyyimdir.
11.Partnerimle iliskimizin niteligi hakkinda

12.1liskimiz hakkinda bir aile {iyesinden
yardim isterim.

13.Benim i¢in ne kadar degerli oldugunu
partnerime davranislarimla gosteririm.
14.Yapilmasi gereken islere yardim ederim.

14.Yapilmasi gereken islere yardim ederim.

15.Hatali oldugumda partnerimden 6ziir
dilerim.

16.Partnerimle birlikteyken neseli

17.Duygularim konusunda agigimdir.
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18.Gelecekle ilgili konular hakkinda
partnerimle konusurum (6rnegin; cocuk

19.Benim i¢in ne kadar degerli oldugunu
partnerime sOylerim.

20.Partnerimi yargilamam.

21.Evle ilgili sorumluluklarimi yerine

22.Partnerimle birlikteyken iyimser

23.1liskimiz hakkinda ne hissettigimi

24 1liskimiz hakkinda tavsiye almak icin bir
aile liyesine danisirim.

25.Duygularii benimle paylagmasi i¢in
partnerimi cesaretlendiririm.

26.Partnerimle birlikteyken olumlu

27.Sorumluluklarimdan kagmam.

28.Arkadaslarimizla bir seyler yaparim.
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E. RELATIONSHIP STABILITY SCALE

Mevcut romantik iligkinizi goz 6niinde bulundurarak, asagidaki ifadelerden her birine
ne derece katildiginiz1 belirtiniz.
1-Tamamen yanhs, 2-Olduk¢a yanhs 3-Kismen yanhs, 4-Kismen dogru, 5-
Oldukc¢a dogru, 6-Tamamen dogru

1. Birlikte oldugum kisi, kisisel diisiinceleri, sirlari
paylagma gibi yakinlik gereksinimlerimi karsiliyor.

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

3. Birlikte oldugum kisi el ele tutugma, 6pilisme gibi
fiziksel yakinlik gereksinimlerimi karsiliyor.

4. Birlikte oldugum kisi istikrarli bir iligki i¢inde
giivende ve rahat hissetme gereksinimlerimi
karsiliyor.

5. Birlikte oldugum kisi duygusal olarak bagl
hissetme, partneri 1yi hissettiginde kendini 1yi
hissetme gibi duygusal baglilikla ilgili
gereksinimlerimi karsiliyor

6. iliskimiz benim i¢in doyum verici.

7. lliskim baskalarmin iliskilerinden ¢ok daha iyi.

8. iliskim ideal bir iliskiye yakindir.

9. iliskimiz beni cok mutlu ediyor.

10. Iliskimiz yakinlik, arkadaslik vb.
gereksinimlerimi karsilama agisindan oldukga
basarili.

Liitfen mevcut partneriniz yerine bir baskasiyla beraber oldugunuzu diisiiniin.
Sizce bir bagkasi gereksinimlerinizi ne oranda karsilardi? Tahminlerinizi géz oniine
alarak asagidaki ifadelerin her birine ne derece katildiginizi belirtiniz.

1-Tamamen yanhs, 2-Olduk¢a yanhs 3-Kismen yanhs, 4-Kismen dogru, 5-
Olduk¢a dogru, 6-Tamamen dogru

112[3|4 5|6

1. Kisisel diisiinceleri, sirlar1 paylagsma gibi yakinlik
gereksinimlerim bir bagkasiyla beraber olsam da

2. Birlikte bir seyler yapma, birbirinin varligindan
keyif alma gibi arkadaslik gereksinimlerim bir
baskasiyla beraber olsam da karsilanabilir.
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3. El ele tutugma, dpiisme gibi cinsel gereksinimlerim
bir baskasiyla beraber olsam da karsilanabilir.

4. Istikrarl bir iliskide giivende ve rahat hissetme
gereksinimlerim bir bagkasiyla beraber olsam da
karsilanabilir.

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

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

7. Bir bagkasiyla flort etme, kendi kendime ya da
arkadaglarimla zaman gec¢irmek gibi seceneklerim

8. Birlikte oldugum kisiyle ¢ikmiyor olsaydim, bir sey
degismezdi- ¢ekici bir bagka kisi bulabilirdim.

9. Bir bagkasiyla flort etme, kendi kendime ya da
arkadaslarimla zaman gecirmek bana oldukca ¢ekici

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

Mevcut romantik iliskinizi goz 6niinde bulundurarak, asagidaki ifadelerden her
birine ne derece katildiginiz1 belirtiniz.

1-Tamamen yanhs, 2-Olduk¢a yanhs 3-Kismen yanhs, 4-Kismen dogru, 5-
Olduk¢a dogru, 6-Tamamen dogru

1123|415

1. Iliskimiz i¢in ¢ok fazla yatirim yaptim.

2. Birlikte oldugum kisiye, sirlarim gibi pek ¢ok 6zel
sey anlatmaktayim.

3. Birlikte oldugum kisi ve ben birlikte, yeri
doldurulmasi gii¢ bir entelektiiel yagama sahibiz.

4. Bireysel kimlik duygum yani kim oldugum birlikte
oldugum kisi ve iligkimizle baglantili.

5. Birlikte oldugum kisi ve ben pek ¢ok aniy1

6. Iliskimize dyle cok yatirim yaptim ki, eger bu iliski
sona erecek olursa ¢ok sey kaybetmis olurum

7. Bos zaman etkinlikleri gibi yasamimin pek ¢ok
yonii, su anda birlikte oldugum kisiye ¢ok fazla

8. Iliskimize ¢ok fazla baglandigimi ve bu iliskiye ¢ok
sey verdigimi hissediyorum.

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

10. Baskalarinin iliskileriyle karsilastirilirsa, ben
iliskime oldukca fazla yatirim yapmaktayim.

89



F. RELATIONAL MOBILITY SCALE

Asagidaki ifadelerin her biri, yasadiginiz yakin cevredeki (okulunuz, isyeri,
kasaba, mahalle vb.) insanlari1 ne kadar dogru bir sekilde tarif ediyor? Liitfen, her
ifadenin saginda uygun sayiy1 isaretleyerek, ¢evrenizdeki insanlar i¢in genel olarak
her bildirimi ne derece hissettiginizi belirtin.

1-Kesinlikle katilmiyorum

2-Katilmiyorum

3-Biraz katilmiyorum

4-Biraz katihyorum

S5-Katillyorum

6-Kesinlikle katiliyorum

1. Cevremdeki insanlarin baskalarini tanimak igin
bir¢ok firsatlar: vardir.

2. Cevremdeki insanlar i¢in daha once hig
tanimadiklar biriyle konusmak aligilmis bir

3. Cevremdeki insanlar kimlerle etkilesime
gireceklerini secebilirler.
4. Cevremdeki insanlarin yeni arkadagliklar

5. Cevremdeki insanlar i¢in daha 6nce hig
gormedikleri insanlarla sohbet etmek

6. Cevremdeki insanlar su anki ¢evrelerinden
hoslanmazlarsa, bu ¢evreyi baska bir cevreye

7. Kimlerle birlikte olacagin1 6zgiirce segememek
sik rastlanan bir durumdur.

8. Yeni insanlarla tanismak onlar i¢in kolaydir.

9. Cevremdeki insanlar ait olduklari ¢gevreden
tamamen memnun olmasalar da genellikle yine
de orada bulunmay siirdiireceklerdir.

10. Cevremdeki insanlar ait olduklar1 ¢evreyi ve
olusumu kendileri segebilirler.

11. Cevremdeki insanlar su andaki iligkilerinden
memnun olmasalar bile, genellikle o kisilerle
olmaktan baska se¢enekleri yoktur.

42 Oradan ayrilmak isteseler bile gevremdeki
insanlarin ¢ogunlukla sevmedikleri ¢evrede
bulunmaktan baska careleri yoktur.
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G. SHARED LEISURE TIME ACTIVITY SCALE

Asagida romantik iliskisi olan bireylerin birlikte yaptiklar1 bazi faaliyetler
siralanmistir. Her bir faaliyet icin 6nce o faaliyeti partnerinizle birlikte ne siklikta
yaptiginizi, ardindan da o faaliyeti yapmak i¢in ne derece imkaninizin bulundugunu
(ekonomik kosullar, bulundugunuz sehir ya da birarada olamamak vb. durumlari
degerlendirerek) isaretleyiniz.

Sikhik:

1-Hig¢bir zaman, 2-Yilda bir veya birka¢ kez, 3-Ayda bir veya birka¢ kez, 4-
Haftada bir veya birkac¢ kez 5-Her giin

Imkan:

1- Imkanmim yok, 2-Az imkdnim var, 3- Imkdnim var

Siklik Imkan
1121314151 |2 |3

1. Film/dizi/TV izlemek

2. Seyahat etmek

3. Spor yapmak (6rn. Yiiriiyilis yapmak,
bisiklet siirmek)

4. Oyun oynamak (0rn. masa oyunlari,
bilgisayar oyunlari)

5. Yemek hazirlamak

6. Aligveris yapmak (Fiziksel ya da
online)

7. Sohbet etmek (6rn. Dertlesmek, giiniin
degerlendirmesini yapmak, dedikodu

8. Acik havada vakit gecirmek (6rn.
Piknige gitmek, parkta/bahg¢ede vakit
gecirmek)

9. Arkadaslarla bulusmak

10. Sinemaya gitmek

11. Evde cay/kahve/icki icmek

12. Evde yemek yemek

13. Ev bakim1 yapmak (6rn. Temizlik,
dekorasyon)

14. Ev i¢i hobiler (6rn. Resim, bitki
bakimi)
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15.

Ev i¢i 6grenme (0rn. Dil 6grenme, ders
calisma)

16.

Tiyatroya/operaya gitmek

17.

Disarida yemek yemek

18.

Yeni mekanlar kesfetmek

19.

Kitap okumak

20.

Konsere gitmek

21.

Miizik dinlemek/yapmak

22.

Ev dis1 hobiler (6rn. Fotograf ¢cekmek,
dart oynamak)

23.

Telefon/Bilgisayar araciligiyla iletisim
kurmak

24,

Yeni tatlar denemek

25.

Disarida alkol almak

26.

Plan yapmak (6rn. Tatil planlamak,
kariyerle ya da gelecekle ilgili planlar

27.

Fiziksel yakinlik kurmak

28.

Tarihi yer gezmek

29.

Dans etmek

30.

Misafir agirlamak

31.

Sosyal medyada vakit ge¢irmek (6rn.
Birlikte hesap takip etmek, yorumlar

32.

Arabayla gezintiye ¢gitkmak

33.

Ev dis1 6grenme (6rn. Arag¢ kullanmay1
o6grenmek, workhshopa katilmak)

34.

Sergiye gitmek

35.

Gece birlikte kalmak

36.

Es zamanli ¢caligmak (Birlikteyken
herkesin kendi isini yapmast)

37.

Hediyelesmek
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H. MARRIAGE INTENTION SCALE

Liitfen asagidaki ifadelerin iliskinizde evlenme ya da birlikte yasamaya iliskin
diisiincenizi ne dlgiide yansittigini verilen 6lgek {lizerinde degerlendiriniz.

1-Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum
2-Katilmiyorum

3-Biraz katilmiyorum
4-Biraz katihyorum
5-Katihlyorum
6-Kesinlikle Katilhyorum

1. Mevcut partnerimle evlilikle ilgili
planlar yapiyoruz.

2. Mevcut partnerimle bir giin evlenme
niyetindeyim.

3. Mevcut partnerimle evlenmeyi isterim.

4. Mevcut partnerim evlilik teklifi ederse
kabul ederim.

5. Mevcut partnerimle evlenmeyi
ummuyorum.

6. Mevcut partnerimle evlenmek yerine
birlikte yasamay: tercih ederim.

7. Mevcut partnerimle evlenmeyi hayal
ediyorum.

8. Evlilik fikrine kars1 oldugum igin
mevcut partnerimle evlenmek
istemiyorum.
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I. DEMOGRAPHIC FORM

[1 Kadin [1 Erkek ) Diger
2. Kag yasindaniz? :

3. Asagidakilerden hangisi cinsel yoneliminizi en iyi sekilde tanimlamaktadir?
[1 Heteroseksiiel (Cinsel anlamda kars1 cinsiyetteki kisilerle ilgilenen)
1 Homosekstiel (Cinsel anlamda kendi cinsiyetindeki kisilerle ilgilenen)
[ Biseksiiel (Cinsel anlamda hem kendi cinsiyle hem kars1 cinsle ilgilenen)

[] Diger. Belirtiniz.

4. Egitim durumunuzu (en son tamamladigimiz okulu) belirtiniz.
[ {lkokul [J Ortaokul [J Lise [On Lisans [ Lisans [J Yiiksek
Lisans [ Doktora

5. Calistyor musunuz?
] Evet [ Hayir

6. Ne kadar siiredir ¢alistyorsunuz? (Y1l ve ay olarak belirtiniz. Eger 1 yildan
kisa bir siiredir ¢alistyorsaniz yil kismina 0 yaziniz.)

Yil Ay

7. Eger calismiyorsaniz asagidaki ifadelerden hangisi su anki is durumunuzu
tanimliyor?
[1 Egitim siirecinde oldugum i¢in ¢aligmiyorum.
[J Is arama siirecindeyim.
[] Staj yapryorum.
) Askerlik yaptryorum.
[1 Saglik problemleri nedeniyle ¢alisamiyorum.

8. Mesleginizi belirtiniz.

9. Yasadigimiz sehri belirtiniz.

10. Partnerinizin yasadig sehri belirtiniz.
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11

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

. Simdiye kadar kag kez yasadiginiz sehri degistirdiniz?

Daha once egitim ya da ¢alisma gibi nedenlerle yurt dis1 deneyiminiz oldu
mu?
] Evet [ Hayr

Kiminle birlikte yasiyorsunuz?

(1 Ailemle birlikte yastyorum

[1 Arkadasim/arkadaslarimla birlikte yagiyorum.
[] Partnerimle birlikte yagiyorum.

[] Tek bagima yastyorum.

[1 Diger. Belirtiniz.

Mevcut iligki durumunuzu en iyi nasil tanimlarsiniz?
[1 Romantik iligkim var . [J Sozliiyiim. [1 Nisanltyim. [J Evliyim.
[1 Diger. Belirtiniz.

Mevcut romantik iliskiniz ne kadar siiredir devam ediyor?

Yil Ay

Mevcut partnerinizle daha once ayrilik yasadiniz mi?
[ Evet [ Hayir

Mevcut partnerinizle ayriliginiz ne kadar uzun siirdii? (Ay olarak belirtiniz.)

Bugiine kadar toplam kac farkli kisi ile ciddi iliski diyebileceginiz romantik
iliskiniz oldu? Liitfen say1 olarak belirtiniz. (Eger sayisini hatirlamiyorsaniz

tahmini bir say1 verebilirsiniz).

Bugiine kadar toplam kag farkli kisi ile ciddi olmayan romantik iligkiniz (tek
gecelik iligki gibi) oldu? Liitfen say1 olarak belirtiniz. (Eger sayisini

hatirlamiyorsaniz tahmini bir say1 verebilirsiniz).

Hangi sosyal medya aglarini kullaniyorsunuz?
[0 Instagram [ Twitter [ Facebook [1 Tinder [J Linkedin [ Diger.
Belirtiniz

Sosyal medyada giinde ortalama kag saat geciriyorsunuz?

95



J. INFORMED CONSENT FORM FOR THE MAIN STUDY

Arastirmaya Goniillii Katilim Formu

Bu arastirma, ODTU Psikoloji Béliimii Doktora 6grencisi Elis Giingér tarafindan
Prof. Dr. Nebi Siimer ve Prof. Dr. Bengi Oner Ozkan danismanligindaki doktora
tezi kapsaminda yiiriitiilmektedir. Bu form sizi arastirma kosullart hakkinda
bilgilendirmek i¢in hazirlanmistir.

Calismanin Amaci Nedir?
Arastirmanin amaci, romantik iligkilerin stirdiiriilmesini saglayan etkenleri
arastirmaktir.

Bize Nasil Yardime1 Olmamiz isteyecegiz?

Arastirmaya katilmayi kabul ederseniz, ankette yer alan bir dizi soruyu
derecelendirme 6lcegi lizerinde yanitlamaniz beklenmektedir. Bu ¢alismaya katilim
ortalama 15 dakika siirmektedir.

Sizden Topladigimiz Bilgileri Nasil Kullanacagiz?

Arastirmaya katiliminiz tamamen goniilliiliik temelinde olmalidir. Ankette, sizden
kimlik veya kurum belirleyici hicbir bilgi istenmemektedir. Cevaplariniz tamamiyla
gizli tutulacak, sadece arastirmacilar tarafindan degerlendirilecektir. Katilimcilardan
elde edilecek bilgiler toplu halde degerlendirilecek ve bilimsel yayimlarda
kullanilacaktir.

Katiliminizla ilgili bilmeniz gerekenler:

Anket, genel olarak kisisel rahatsizlik verecek sorular igermemektedir. Ancak,
katilim sirasinda sorulardan ya da herhangi baska bir nedenden 6tiirii kendinizi
rahatsiz hissederseniz cevaplama isini yarida birakabilirsiniz.

Arastirmayla ilgili daha fazla bilgi almak isterseniz:

Bu calismaya katildiginiz i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederiz. Calisma hakkinda daha
fazla bilgi almak icin Psikoloji Boliimii doktora 6grencisi Elis Gilingor (E-posta:
elisgungor@gmail.com) ile iletisim kurabilirsiniz.

Bu ¢aligmaya tamamen goniillii olarak katiliyorum ve istedigim zaman yarida kesip
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cikabilecegimi biliyorum. Verdigim bilgilerin bilimsel amagh yayinlarda
kullanilmasini kabul ediyorum.

Evet, kabul ediyorum.

Hayir, kabul etmiyorum.
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L. TURKCE OZET / TURKISH SUMMARY

GENC YETISKINLERDE iLiSKi SURDURME DAVRANISLARININ
YATIRIM MODELI VE SOSYO-EKOLOJIK PERSPEKTIiFTEN
INCELENMESI

1. GIRiS

Iliski bilimi, kisileraras: iliskilerin baslamasini, gelismesini, siirdiiriilmesini ve
sonlanmasini anlamak i¢in farkli teknikler kullanan disiplinler arasi bir alandir
(Finkel, Simpson & Eastwick, 2017). Istikrarli ve iyi giden iliskiler saglik ve
mutlulukla yakindan ilgili oldugu igin iligkileri anlamak kritik bir 6neme sahiptir
(Berscheid & Reis, 1998). Bu c¢alisma, flort iliskilerinin siirdiirme evresine
odaklanarak, iliskiyi siirdiirme davranislari, partnerle paylasilan bos ortak zaman
etkinliklerine harcanan zaman ve flort eden bireylerin evlilik niyetleriyle ilgili
faktorleri arastirmayr amaglamaktadir. Ilgili degiskenleri arastiran gegmis ¢aligmalar
daha cok bireysel farkliliklar ve iliskisel 6zelliklere odaklanmistir. Bu calisma ise
iliski stirdiirme dinamiklerini kisi-durum etkilesimi perspektifinden anlamaya

calismaktadir.

Takip eden boliimlerde, ilk olarak, calismanin iic sonu¢ degiskeni olan iligki
stirdiirme davranisi, partnerle paylasilan ortak zaman aktiviteleri ve evlilik niyeti
aciklanacak ve oOnceki calisma sonuglar1 sunulacaktir. Ardindan, yatirrm modeli
degiskenleri ve iliskisel hareketlilik dahil olmak {izere yordayici degiskenler ele
almacak ve bunlarin sonug¢ degiskenleri ile iligkileri agiklanacaktir. Daha sonra
caligmanin degiskenlerindeki cinsiyet farkliliklarina deginilecektir. Son olarak,

mevcut ¢calismanin hipotezleri ve arastirma sorulart sunulacaktir.
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1.1. Tliski Siirdiirme Davramslar

Bir iliskinin seyrinde muhtemelen en ¢ok ¢aba, iligkiyi baslatmak veya bitirmekten
ziyade bir iligkiyi siirdiirmek icin verilir (Duck, 1988). Bir iliski bir giinde
baslatilabilir veya sonlandirilabilir, ancak iligkiyi siirdiirmek Omiir boyu caba
gerektirir (Canary & Yum, 2015). Iliskinin siirdiiriilmesi, mevcut alanyazinda farkli
sekillerde kavramsallastirilmistir; ancak en sik kullanilan tanim Stafford ve Canary
(1991) tarafindan yapilmistir. Bu arastirmacilar iligki slirdiirmeyi partnerlerin
baglilik, sevgi ve iliski doyumu da dahil olmak iizere arzu edilen iliskisel 6zellikleri
stirdliirmek i¢in giristikleri davraniglar olarak tanimlamistir. Stafford ve Canary
(1991), iliskiyi stirdirme davraniglarini  operasyonel olarak bes faktorle
tamimlamustir: pozitiflik (iliskide neseli olmak ve pozitif kalmak), aciklik (konular
acikca tartismak ve iliskide kendini agmak) , giivence (baghlik, sevgi ve sadakat
gosterme), gorevleri paylasma (iliskide esit is paylasimi) ve ortak aglar (arkadaslar

ve aile gibi ortak iligkilerin kullanimni).

Dainton ve Stafford (1993), iliskilerin siirdiirme davranislarinin stratejik veya rutin
olabilecegini savunmustur. Ornegin rutin olarak yapilan aksam yemegi hazirlamak
gibi basit bir aktivite iligkiyi siirdiirmek amaciyla yapilmayabilir, ancak yine de bu
amaca hizmet edebilir. Dainton ve Aylor (2002), partnerlerin yeni veya kritik bir
durumla karsilastiklarinda, stratejik iliski silirdirme davranisinda bulunma
thtimallerinin daha yiiksek oldugunu, iliskide bir belirsizlik olmadigr durumda ise
rutin iligki stirdiirme davranislarini kullanma olasiliklarinin daha yiiksek oldugunu
one sitirmistiir. Ayrica stratejik olarak kullanilan bazi davranislar zamanla rutin hale

getirilebilir (Dindia, 2000).

Stafford (2011) stratejik ve rutin iligki siirdirmeyi Olgen yenilenmis bir iliski
siirdiirme 6lcegi 6nermistir. Onerilen bu yenilenmis dlcek yedi faktdr igermektedir:
pozitiflik, glivence, anlay1s, kendini agma, iligkiye dair konusma, gorevleri paylasma
ve ortak aglar. Stafford (2011), gelistirilen yeni 6l¢egin daha 6nce Onerilen 6lgege

gore iligkisel o6zelliklerde daha fazla varyansi acikladigin ileri siirmiistlir ve daha
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onceki Olgiimiin  psikometrik sinirlamalarmin  {stesinden gelmek igin Onceki

6l¢iimdeki baz1 maddeleri yeniden yapilandirmistir.

1.2. iliski Siirdiirme Davramslar ve Tlgili Degiskenler

Onceki calismalar, iliski tiiri, iliski uzunlugu, baglanma stilleri, bireysel farkliliklar,
kiltir ve iliskisel ozellikler gibi iligkinin siirdiirmesiyle iliskili bir dizi faktori
incelemistir. Stafford ve Canary (1991), flort, ciddi flort, nisanli ve evli bireyleri
iceren dort farkli iliski grubunu karsilastirmis, ciddi sekilde flort eden ve evli
bireylerin, flort eden ve nisanli katilimcilardan daha fazla giivence kullandiginm
bulmustur. Ayrica, ciddi flort eden katilimcilar hem flort eden hem de evli bireylere
gore agikligr daha fazla kullanmiglardir. Son olarak, evli bireyler ciddi flort eden

bireylere gore daha fazla sosyal ag kullandigin1 bildirmistir.

Gegmis ¢alismalarda incelenen bir diger degisken de iliski uzunlugudur. Iliski ne
kadar uzun olursa, bireylerin iligkilerini siirdiirmek igin yeni stratejiler gelistirmeleri
icin o kadar fazla firsatin olmasi beklense de iliski uzunlugunun c¢iftlerin kullandig1
strateji sayist ile negatif iliskili oldugu bulunmustur (Dindia & Baxter, 1987).
Dainton ve Aylor (2002), bu negatif iliskinin, siirdiirme davranisinin zaman ig¢inde

rutinlesme egiliminde olmasina baglamigtir.

Birkag ¢alisma, baglanma stilleri (Simon & Baxter, 1993) ve romantik iliskilerde 6z
yeterlilik (Weiser & Weigel, 2016) gibi bireysel farkliliklar ile siirdiirme davranislari
arasindaki iliskiyi degerlendirmistir. Giivenli baglanan bireylerin ve romantik
iliskilerde 6z yeterliligi yliksek olanlarin daha fazla iliski siirdiirme davranis

kullanma egiliminde olduklarini bulmuslardir.

Kiiltiir, diger bireysel 6zelliklerin yan sira iligki siirdiirme davraniglarinin seg¢imini
de etkiler. Yum ve Canary (2003), toplulukcu kiiltiirlerdeki bireylerin bireyselci
kiiltiirlerdeki bireylerden daha fazla iligki siirdiirme davraniglar1 kullanmasini

beklemiglerdir; fakat bulgular beklentilerinin tam tersini gdstermistir. Bunun sebebini
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de topluluk¢u kiiltiirlerde bireylerin iligkilerini bireyselci kiiltlirlere kiyasla daha

garanti olarak gérmelerine baglamistir.

Ulkemizde iliski siirdiirme {izerine yapilan ¢alismalar olduk¢a smrlhdir. Torun
(2005), iliski siirdiirme davraniglarinin evlilik doyumunu yordadigini gostermistir.
Akgabozan-Kayabol (2017) ise iligskideki takdir ve esitlik algisinin, iligki stirdiirme
davraniglarini kullanma ile evlilik doyumu arasindaki iliskiyi agikladigini bulmustur.
Ancak Tirk kiiltiiriinde iliski siirdiirme dinamikleri ile ilgili daha bir¢ok faktoriin
arastirilmas1 gerekmektedir. Bu ¢alisma, iliskisel Ozelliklerin ve sosyo-ekolojik
baglamin roliinii inceleyecektir. Ozellikle sosyo-ekolojik bir degisken olan iligkisel

hareketliligin rolii tizerine durulacaktir.

1.3. iliskisel Hareketlilik

Iliskisel hareketlilik, belirli bir sosyal cevrenin bireylere kisisel tercihlerine bagh
olarak kisilerarasi iligkilerini baglatma ve sona erdirme olanagi saglama derecesini
ifade eder. Iliskisel hareketliligin yiiksek oldugu ortamda, bireyler yeni iliskiler
kurma ve eskilerini sona erdirme konusunda daha fazla 6zgiirliige sahipken, iliskisel
hareketliligin diistik oldugu ortamda bireyler daha az firsata sahiptir (Yuki & Schug,
2012). Yiiksek iliskisel hareketliligin oldugu baglam romantik iligkiler i¢in “agik
pazar” dir ve boyle bir ortamda partnerin bagka biri tarafindan ¢alinma ithtimali vardir.
Bu nedenle de boyle bir ortamda iliski stirdiirme davranislari kritik bir 6neme sahiptir

(Falk, Heine, Yuki ve Takemura, 2009).

Iliskiyi siirdiirme davraniglari {izerine yapilan arastirmalar, insanlarm iliskilerini
neden ve nasil siirdiirdiiklerini anlamak i¢in iliskisel 6zellikler ve bireysel farkliliklar
tizerinde yogunlasmistir (6rnegin, Stafford ve Canary, 1991; Weigel ve Ballard-
Reisch, 1999a). Mevcut arastirma ise bu davranislar: anlamak i¢in iligkisel 6zellikleri

inceleyecek ve ortamdaki iligkisel hareketliligin etkilerini dikkate alacaktir.

Asagidaki boliim, mevcut c¢alismanin ikinci sonu¢ degiskeni olan, partnerle

paylasilan bos zaman etkinlikleriyle ilgili 6nceki ¢aligmalari ele alacaktir.
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1.4. Paylasilan Bos Zaman Etkinlikleri

Alanyazinda bos zaman, is veya ev gibi sorumluluklarin olmadigi zaman olarak
tanimlanmaktadir (Russell, 1996). Partnerlerin ortak bos zaman aktiviteleri, iliski
istikrarinin gii¢lii yordayicilarindandir ¢ilinkii bu tiir aktiviteler eglenceli bir etkilesim

saglayarak iliskideki baglar1 saglamlastirir (Hill, 1988).

Bir iliskinin ilk yillarindan sonra iligki niteligi diisme egilimi gosterir ve partnerle
yapilan ortak bos zaman etkinlikleri bu sorunun ¢6ziimii i¢in Snemlidir (Aron,
Norman ve Aron, 2001). Harasymchuk, Cloutie, Peetz ve Lebreton (2017)’a gore,
ozellikle ¢iftler iliskisel can sikintistyla karsi karsiya kaldiklarinda yeni ve eglenceli
aktivitelere katilmak kritik 6nem tasir. Paylasilan bos zaman etkinlikleri, diger iligki
siirdliirme c¢abalarinin 6tesinde iligki kalitesine katkida bulunmaktadir. Zabriskie ve
Hill (2006) paylasilan zaman etkinliklerinin, her iki partnerin de yapilan etkinlikten

zevk almasi durumunda iliski memnuniyetini artirdigini vurgulamistir.

Glintimiizde bireyler eskiye gore daha mesgul goriinse de, yapilan g¢alismalar
harcanan zamanin yiizdesinin arttig1 tespit etmistir, bu da iliskilerde ortak
etkinliklerin 6nemini vurgulamaktadir (Voorpostel, Van der Lippe, & Gershuny,
2010). Paylasilan zaman etkinlikleriyle ilgili cogu calisma evli ¢iftlerle yiiriitilmiistiir
(6rn., Crawford ve ark., 2002; Hill, 1988; Johnson ve ark., 2006), bu calisma ise,
mevcut alanyazinda daha az ilgi goren flort eden bireylerin paylasilan bos zaman
etkinliklerini incelemektedir. Yapilan arastirmalar dahilinde Tiirkiye’de bu konuyu
inceleyen bir calisma bulunamamistir. Bu nedenle, mevcut arastirmanin
amaclarindan biri, Oncelikle nitel bir yontem kullanarak paylasilan bos zaman
etkinliklerini degerlendirmek iizere kapsamli bir 6l¢tim gelistirmektir. Ek olarak, bos
zaman etkinliklerine harcanan zamanin dnciillerini incelemeyi amaglanmustir. Tligkiyi
siirdiirme davranislar1 ve paylasilan bos zaman etkinliklerinin yan1 sira, bir sonraki
boliimde flort eden bireylerin iliski niteliginin dnemli bir gostergesi olarak evlilik

niyeti ele aliacaktir.

103



1.5. Evlilik Niyeti

Flort eden giftler i¢in evlilik karari, bireyin tiim hayatini etkileyecek en kritik ve zor
kararlardan biridir. Bu karara iliskin niyet, tutum ve beklentiler kisinin evlilik karar1
iizerinde 6nemli bir etkiye sahiptir (Giizel, 2020). Evlilik niyeti, kisinin gelecekte
evlenmeye yonelik planlar1 veya beklentileri olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Christensen,
2014). Aile temelli bir toplumda evli ve ¢ocuklu olmak olgunlugun en 6nemli
belirtileri olarak kabul edilir; dolayisiyla bu tiir toplumlarda evlilik bir deger olarak
degerler hiyerarsisinin en tepesinde yer alirlar (Atak, Tatl, Cokamay, Biiylikpabuscu,
& Cok, 2016). Kiiltiir evli bireylere daha yiiksek bir statii atfederse, evlilik niyeti

orani da artig gosterir (DePaulo ve Morris, 2005).

Son yillarda Tiirkiye’de evlilik oranlarinin diismesine ve evlenme yasinin artmasina
ragmen evlilik birligi Tiirk toplumunda her zaman énemli bir yer olusturmaya devam
etmigtir (Erkol, Sahin, & Avci, 2021). 931 iniversite 0grencisi ile yapilan bir
calismada katilimcilarin %87'si gelecekte evlenmeyi disiindiigiinii bildirmistir

(Bener & Giinay, 2013).

Bireyleri evlilige motive eden bir¢ok farkli sebep olmasina ragmen, Bati
toplumlarinda agk temel sebep olarak kabul edilmektedir (Wiik ve ark., 2010). Birey
ask duygusuyla evlenir ve aski sonlandiginda bosanma egilimine girer (Halat ve
Hovardaoglu, 2010). Isve¢ ve Norvec'ten 25 ila 35 yaslar1 arasinda birlikte
yasayanlardan olusan bir 6rneklemde, Wiik ve arkadaslar1 (2010), iliski doyumunun

ve baglanimin yiiksek olmasinin evlenme niyetini artirdigini géstermistir.

Bu caligma, iliski doyumu, seceneklerin niteligini degerlendirme ve iligki yatiriminin
geng yetiskinlerin evlilik niyeti ile iligkisini arastiracaktir. Gec¢miste yapilan
arastirmalar sosyo-ekolojik kosullarin bireylerin evlilik niyetleri iizerindeki etkisini
ele almamistir. Bu nedenle, bu ¢alisma, kritik bir sosyo-ekolojik degisken iligkisel
hareketliligin, yukarida bahsi gecen yatirim modeli degiskenlerinin etkisi kontrol

edildikten sonra evlilik niyetini yordayip yordamadigini arastirmay1 amaglamaktadir.
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Bu noktaya kadar, iliskiyi siirdiirme davranisi, paylasilan bos zaman etkinlikleri ve
evlilik niyetini igeren ii¢ sonu¢ degiskeni ile ilgili ¢aligmalar gézden gegirilmistir.
Takip eden boliimlerde, yatirim modeli degiskenleri ve iliskisel hareketlilik
tanitilacak ve bu yordayici degiskenlerin sonug¢ degiskenleri ile olan iliskilerinden

bahsedilecektir. Son olarak, degiskenlerdeki cinsiyet farkliliklarina deginilecektir.

1.6. Yatirnm Modeli Degiskenleri

Yatirim modeli, bireylerin iliskilerini o6diillere ve bedellerin degerlendirmesine dayali
olarak baslattiZin1 ve siirdiirdligiinii varsayan karsilikli bagimlilik kuramina
dayanmaktadir (Kelley ve Thibaut, 1978). Odiiller, partnerden alinan destek veya
yakinlik, para, seks olabilirken, bedeller partnere verilen destek, yakinlik veya
nezaket olabilir (Dainton ve Zelley, 2006). Karsilikli bagimlilik kuramina gore
iliskide kalma veya iliskiden ayrilma kararmin 06diil ve bedellerle birlikte

karsilastirma diizeyi ve segenekler i¢in karsilastirma diizeyi de etkiler.

Yatirirm modeli, karsilikli  bagimhilik  kuramimi  kullanarak ve iligkilerin
stirdiiriilmesini yordamaya c¢alisir (Rusbult, 1980; 1983). Yatirim modelindeki temel
kavram iligkide kalma arzusunu ifade eden baglanimdir. Yatirim teorisine gore, iligki
doyumu, seceneklerin niteligi ve yatirim miktar1 olmak iizere bir iligkide baglanimi
belirleyen ii¢ temel kavram vardir. Rusbult (1980), yatirnm modeli degiskenlerinin
iliskinin istikrarin1 belirledigini 6ne siirmiistiir. Yiiksek diizeyde iliski doyumu ve
iliski yatirnmi ile se¢eneklerinin niteliginin diisiik olmas1 baglanim ile pozitif olarak

iliskilidir (Rusbult, 1983).

Yatirim modeli, iligkideki baglanimi yordamanin yani sira, bireylerin iliskilerinde
kalma/ayrilma kararlarmi da belirler (Rusbult, 1983). Ornegin, Rusbult (1983)
iligkiyi siirdiiren ve sonlandiran gruplar karsilastirdiginda iligkiyi siirdiirenler i¢in
odiillerin, iliski doyumunun ve yatirim boyutunun zamanla arttigin1 ve seceneklerin
niteliginin kalitesi diiserken bedellerin biraz arttigin1 bulmustur. Ote yandan, iliskiyi
sonlandiranlar i¢in ddiiller ¢ok fazla artmamis; iliski doyumu, baglanim ve yatirim

miktar1 azalmis, bedeller ve secenekler ise 6nemli 6l¢iide artmistir.
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1.7. Yatirim Modeli Degiskenleri ile Calismanin Sonu¢ Degiskenleri Arasindaki
Tiski

Yatirim modelinin ilk boyutu olan iliski doyumu, iliski literatiiriinde en ¢ok calisilan
iliskisel kavramlardan biridir. Arastirmalar, iliski doyumu yiiksek partnerlerin, daha
fazla iligki siirdiirme davranisinda bulunma egiliminde olduklarini gostermistir (6rn.,
Dainton & Aylor, 2002; Stafford & Canary, 1991). Stafford ve Canary (1991), iliski
doyumundaki varyansin %56'sinin siirdiirme davranis1 ile agiklanabilecegini
gostermistir. Partnerler i¢in paylasilan bos zamanlara katilmak da iliski doyumu ile
onemli olciide iliskili olarak bulunmustur (Holman & Jacquart, 1988). iliskinin
ilerleyen zamanlarinda paylasilan bos zaman etkinlikleri iliski doyumu i¢in koruyucu
bir faktor gorevi gorebilir (Aron ve ark., 2001). Ayrica bireyler iligkilerinden
memnun olduklarinda ve evlilik niyetleri daha yiiksek olma egilimindedir (Wiik ve

ark., 2010).

Yatirim modelinin ikinci boyutu olan segeneklerinin niteliginin degerlendirilmesi,
bireyin gereksinimlerinin diger romantik iliskiler, aile, arkadaslar ve kendisi de dahil
olmak {izere alternatif iliskilerde ne 6l¢iide karsilanabilecegini ifade eder (Rusbult ve
ark., 1998). Bir bireyin segenekleri ne kadar diistiikse, o kisinin mevcut iliskide devam
etmesi daha olasidir. Knowles (2002), segeneklerin partnerle gecirilen bos zaman ile
yiiksek oranda iligkili oldugunu savunur. Secenekler daha ddiillendirici oldugunda,
birey bu seceneklerle (arkadaslar, aile, kendisi) partnerinden daha fazla zaman
gecirmeyi tercih edebilir. Ayrica alanyazinda daha once calisiilmamis olmasina
ragmen se¢eneklerinin niteliginin yiiksek olmasinin evlenme niyetini diisiirmesi de

muhtemeldir.

Ozetle, bireyler iliski doyumu ve iliski yatirim yiiksek, segeneklerin niteligi diisiik
oldugunda birlikte kalma niyetleri daha giiclii olmaktadir (Rusbult ve ark., 2011). Ek
olarak, bu ciftlerin esleriyle paylasilan bos zaman etkinliklerine ayirdiklar1 zaman da
daha yiikselir. Son olarak, yliksek diizeyde doyum, baglanim, iligkiyi siirdiirme
arzusu ve segeneklerin niteliginin diigiik olmasi evlilige yonelik olumlu tutumlarla da

pozitif olarak iligkilidir (Riggio & Weiser, 2008). Bu noktaya kadar iliskisel 6zellikler
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ve sonug degiskenleri arasindaki iligki tartisilmistir. Bundan sonraki kisimda sosyo-
ekolojik bir faktor olan iligkisel hareketlilik dikkate alinarak bireyin ¢evresinin etkisi

arastirilacaktir.

Bir grup aragtirmaci (6rn., Oishi & Graham, 2010; Yuki & Schug, 2012) kiltiirel
farkliliklar1 anlamak igin sosyo-ekolojik bir yaklasim benimsemistir. Sosyo-ekolojik
bakis agisi, fiziksel, toplumsal ve kisilerarasi iligkilerin bireylerin duygularini,
bilislerini ve eylemlerini nasil etkiledigine ve c¢evrelerini nasil etkilediklerine
odaklanir (Oishi & Graham, 2010). Son zamanlarda bir¢ok iliski arastirmacisinin
dikkatini ¢eken bir sosyo-ekolojik degisken iliskisel hareketliliktir (Yuki ve Schug,
2012).

Yiiksek iligkisel hareketligi olan bir baglamindaki bireylerin yeni iliskiler kurma
sans1 coktur. Buna karsilik, diisiik iligkisel hareketligin oldugu baglamlarda bireylerin
iliski kurma sanslar1 nispeten daha azdir ve mevcut sosyal iligkilerine dahil olma
olasiliklar1 daha yiiksektir. Iliskisel hareketlilik kisisel bir 6zellige atifta bulunmaz,
ancak belirli bir toplumun her bir liyesini ¢evreleyen sosyo-ekolojik bir 6zelligi

tanimlar (Schug, Yuki, Horikawa, & Takemura, 2009).

Iliskisel hareketliligin yiiksek oldugu sosyal ortamlarda iliskiler kisisel bir tercihi
temsil ederken, hareketliligin diisiik oldugu ortamlarda iliskiler daha dissal olarak
belirlenir ve daha zorunlu olma egilimindedir (Yuki & Schug, 2012). iliskisel
hareketlilik diizeyi iilkeler, kiiltiirel bolgeler ve hatta ayni1 bolgedeki bireyler arasinda
farklilik gosterebilir (Oishi, Schug, Yuki, & Axt, 2015). Toplumdaki iliskisel
hareketliligin, bireylerin 1iliskilerini nasil olusturduklarini ve siirdiirdiiklerini
etkiledigi g6z Oniine alindiginda (Oishi ve digerleri, 2015), iliskisel hareketlilik ile

mevcut ¢alismanin sonug degiskenleri arasindaki etkilesimi anlamak ¢ok énemlidir.

1.8. Iliskisel Hareketlilik ile Mevcut Arastirmanin Degiskenleri Arasindaki Tiski

Bir toplumdaki iliskisel hareketlilik diizeyi, oncelikle o sosyal baglamda etkili
stratejileri etkiler (Yamagishi, Hashimoto ve Schug, 2008). Bir yandan, yiliksek
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iliskisel hareketlilik bulunan ortamlarda birincil uyum saglama gorevi, yeni iliskiler
edinmek ve faydali olanlari siirdiirmektir. Diigiik iliskisel hareketlilik bulunan
ortamlarda ise 6nemli olan, mevcut iliskileri koruyarak zarar vermekten kaginmaktir

(Oishi ve ark., 2015).

Frank (1988), iliskilerin mevcut partnerle kalma ve daha gekici segcenekler arama
arasindaki miicadeleyi ifade eden bir baglilik sorununa sahip oldugunu oOne
stirmistlir. Yamada, Kito ve Yuki (2017), bir toplumdaki iligskisel hareketlilik
seviyesinin, insanlarin partnerlerine karsi hissettikleri tutkunun yogunlugunu
etkiledigini one siirtistiir. Yiiksek iliskisel hareketlilik olan toplumlarda tutkunun
islevsel oldugunu, c¢iinkii tutkunun partnerin baskas: tarafindan ¢alinma riskini

azalttigin1 6ne stiirmiistiir.

Partnerin baska biri tarafindan calinma olasiligi nedeniyle yiiksek iliskisel
hareketlilik bulunan baglamlarda mevcut iliskinin korunmasi esastir (Falk ve ark.,
2009). Bireylerin bu tiir baglamlarda birgok segenegi olmasina ragmen, ayni sey
partnerleri i¢in de gegerlidir, bu nedenle iligkilerini siirdiirmek i¢in ¢aba gdstermeleri
gerekir. Ote yandan, diisiik iliskisel hareketlilik bulunan baglamlarda her iki partnerin
de daha az segenegi vardir, bu nedenle asil mesele, iliskinin siirdiiriilmesinden ziyade

mevcut iligkinin dinamiklerini korumaktir.

Iliskisel hareketlilik nispeten yeni bir kavramdir; bu nedenle konuyla ilgili ¢alismalar
sinirlidir. Bildigimiz kadariyla, higbir ¢alisma iliskisel hareketlilik ile bu ¢aligmanin
sonu¢ degiskenleri arasindaki iliskiyi incelememistir ve bu degiskenler {izerine
yapilan herhangi bir ¢alisma sosyo-ekolojik bir ¢er¢eveden yararlanmamistir. Bu
calisma, Onceki caligmalarda goz ardi edilen sosyo-ekolojinin incelenmesinin
gerekliligini gostererek ilgili arastirma alanina katki saglayacaktir (Li, Hamamura, &
Adams, 2015). Yiiksek iliskisel hareketlilik baglamindaki bireylerin iligki siirdiirme
cabalarini artirmalari, partnerleriyle daha fazla ortak zaman gegirmelerini ve mevcut

eslerini korumak i¢in evlenmeye daha istekli olmalar1 beklenmektedir.
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1.9. Cahismanin Degiskenlerindeki Cinsiyet Farkhihiklar:

Bu calisma ayn1 zamanda sonug¢ ve yordayici degiskenlerdeki erkekler ve kadinlar
arasindaki farkliliklar1 arastiracaktir. iliskinin siirdiiriilmesi ilgili alanyazindaki
caligmalarin ¢ogu, kadinlarin erkeklerden daha fazla iligki siirdiirme stratejilerini
kullandiklarin1 gostermistir (6rn. , Dainton & Stafford, 1993; Dindia, 1989; Stafford
& Canary, 1991).

Yapilan calismalar paylasilan bos zaman i¢in kadinlarin esleriyle gecirdikleri bos
zaman miktarinin erkeklerden daha fazla oldugunu tespit edilmistir (Voorpostel ve
ark., 2010). Evlilik tutumlarinda cinsiyet farkliliklarini inceleyen caligmalar ise
kadinlarin evliligi erkeklerden daha fazla tercih ettigini gostermistir (Sassler &

Schoen 1999).

Yatirim modeli degiskenlerindeki farkliliklar degerlendirildiginde, erkeklerin 6nemli
Ol¢iide seceneklerin niteligini daha yiliksek algiladiklarini, kadinlarin ise iliski
doyumlarinin daha iligki yatirimlarmin tutarl bir sekilde daha yiiksek oldugunu
gostermistir (Biiyliksahin, Hasta ve Hovardaoglu, 2005; Hasta ve Biiytliksahin, 2006;
Rusbult ve digerleri, 1998). Son olarak, iliskisel hareketlilik ile ilgili yapilan birkag
calisma, kadinlarin erkeklerden biraz daha yiiksek iligkisel hareketlilik algiladigini
bulmustur (Li, Adams, Kurtis ve Hamamura, 2015; Zhang ve Li, 2014).

1.10. Mevcut Calisma

Bu calisma, ilk amaci, yatirim modeli degiskenlerinin, iligki siirdiirme davranisi,
paylasilan bos zaman etkinliklerine harcanan zaman ve evlilik niyeti iizerindeki
yordayici giiciinii test etmektir. Ikinci amag ise, bu sonug degiskenlerini yordamada

sosyo-ekolojik bir faktor olan iliskisel hareketliligin roliinii incelemektir.

Onceki arastirma bulgular1 ve yukarida sunulan kavramsal argiimanlar dikkate

alinarak asagidaki hipotezler 6ne stiriilmiistiir:
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Hipotezl. (a) Yiiksek iliski doyumu, (b) segeneklerin niteliginin diisiik olmasi (c)
yiiksek yatirim miktari, daha yiiksek iligki siirdiirme davranist ile iligkilidir.

Hipotez2. Yiiksek algilanan iligkisel hareketlilik, daha ytiksek iliski siirdiirme

davranisi ile iligkilidir.

Hipotez3. (a) Yiiksek iliski doyumu, (b) segeneklerin niteliginin diisiik olmasi (c)
yiiksek yatirim miktari, paylasilan bos zaman etkinliklerine harcanan zamanin daha

yiiksek olmast ile iliskilidir.

Hipotez4. Yiiksek algilanan iligkisel hareketlilik, paylasilan bos zaman etkinliklerine

harcanan zamanin daha yiiksek olmasi ile iligkilidir.

Hipotez5. (a) Yiiksek iliski doyumu, (b) segeneklerin niteliginin diisiik olmast (c)
yiiksek yatirim miktari, daha yiiksek evlilik niyetiyle iliskilidir.

Hipotez6. Yiiksek algilanan iliskisel hareketlilik, evlilik niyeti ile pozitif olarak
iliskilidir.

Onceki calismalara dayanarak, bu calisma ayrica asagidaki beklentileri test etmeyi

amaglamaktadir:

1. Kadinlarin daha fazla iliskiyi siirdiirme davranisi sergilemeleri, ortak bos zaman
etkinliklerine daha fazla zaman ayirmalari, daha yiiksek evlilik niyetlerine sahip
olmalar1 beklenmektedir. Ayrica, daha ytiksek iliski doyumuna, daha yiiksek iliski
yatirrmina sahip olmalari, seceneklerinin niteligini daha disik olarak

degerlendirmeleri ve daha yiiksek iligkisel hareketlilik algilamalar1 beklenmektedir.

2. lliskinin uzunlugunun iligkiyi siirdiirme davranisi, paylasilan bos zaman
etkinliklerine harcanan zaman ve evlilik niyeti ile pozitif, iligskisel hareketlilik algisi

ile negatif iligkili olmas1 beklenmektedir.

3. Yiiksek iliskisel hareketliligin iliski doyumu memnuniyeti, se¢eneklerinin

niteligini ve yatirim miktar ile pozitif olarak iligkili olmasi beklenir.
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2. ON CALISMA: PAYLASILAN BOS ZAMAN ETKINLIKLERININ KESFi

2.1. Calismanin Amaci

On calismanin amaci, partnerlerin paylasilan bos zaman etkinliklerini kapsayan bir
Olcim gelistirmek ve Tiirkiye Ornekleminde bu tiir etkinliklere katilma

motivasyonlarini niteliksel olarak arastirmakti.

2.2. Yontem

2.2.1. Katihhmcilar

42 geng yetiskin (21 erkek, 21 kadin, Ortyas = 28.55 y1l, yas araligi: 24-39 yil) 6n
calismaya goniillii olarak katilmistir. Bu caligmaya dahil edilme kriterleri i¢in
katilimeilarin (a) devam eden bir romantik iliski i¢inde olmalari, (b) bekar olmalari,
(c) lise veya iiniversite mezunu olmalar1 ve (d) lisans Ogrencisi olmamalari

gerekmektedir.

2.2.2. Veri Toplama Araclari ve Islem

Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Uygulamali Etik Arastirma Merkezi'nden etik izin
alindiktan sonra sosyal medya {izerinden arastirmaya katilim cagrist yapilmistir.
Dahil edilme kriterlerine uygun olan ve arastirmaya katilmayr kabul eden
katilimcilarla yiiz yiize goriismeler yapilmistir. Goriismeyi gerceklestirmeden 6nce,
katilimcilar bilgilendirilmis onam formunu ve demografik bilgi formunu
doldurmustur. Bundan sonra, katilmcilara iki goriisme sorusu sorulmustur. Ilk
olarak, katilimcilardan partnerleriyle nitelikli zaman gecirmek i¢in yaptiklar
aktiviteleri listelemeleri istenmistir. Ikinci olarak ise bu tiir ortak zaman etkinliklerini
yapma motivasyonlarin1 aciklamalar1 istendi. On yedi goriisme yiiz yiize
gerceklestirilmis, veri toplama siirecinde ortaya ¢ikan Covid-19 pandemisi nedeniyle
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yliz yiize gorismeye olanak saglayan c¢evrimici programlar (Zoom, Skype,

WhatsApp) lizerinden 25 goriisme yapilmistir.

2.3. Bulgular

Gorilisme sorulariin analizi i¢cin MAXQDA 12 kullanilmistir. Kodlar ve alt kodlar

olusturulmus ve katilimcilarin her cevabi uygun kod ile kodlanmustir.

2.3.1. Paylasilan Bos Zaman Etkinlikleri

Katilimcilar tarafindan siralanan 48 farkli etkinlik, i¢ mekan, dis mekan ve diger
etkinlikler olmak iizere ii¢ genel kategori altinda kodlanmustir. i¢ mekan etkinlikleri
icin 18 alt kod, dis mekan etkinlikleri i¢in 20 alt kod ve diger etkinlikler i¢in 10 alt
kod bulunmaktadir. Aym1 katilimci, ayni alt koda ait iki farkli etkinlikten
bahsediyorsa, o katilimci i¢in iki kez kodlanmistir, bu nedenle etkinliklerin sikligi
orneklem biiyiikliigiinden fazla olabilir. Her bir kod ve alt kod i¢in frekanslar ve
yiizdeler hesaplanmistir. i¢c ve dis mekan etkinliklerinin toplam frekanslar1 birbirine
cok yakin bulunmustur. En sik bahsedilen {i¢ aktivite film/dizi/TV izlemek, seyahat

etmek ve spor yapmaktir.

Soruya verilen yanitlara gore paylasilan bos zaman etkinlikleri dlgegi
olusturulmustur. En az bahsedilen etkinlikler (Frekansi 1 ve 2 olanlar) nihai listeden
cikarilmistir. “Paralel ¢alisma” ve “Hediyelesme” frekanslari diisiik olmakla birlikte
son formda tutulmugstur. “Operaya gitmek” “tiyatroya gitmek” birlestirilerek tek bir

etkinlige doniismiistiir. Nihai liste 37 farkl etkinlikten olusmaktadir.

2.3.2. Etkinlik Motivasyonlari

Motivasyon sorusu, katilimecilarin, paylasilan bos zaman etkinliklerini yapmak icin
bir iliski siirdiirmekten bahsedip bahsetmeyeceklerini kesfetmeyi amaglamistir. Daha

onceki arastirmalara uygun olarak (Girme ve ark., 2014), katilimcilarin bahsettikleri
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134 farkli etkinlik motivasyonu, kendine yonelik motivasyonlar, iliski odakl
motivasyonlar, partner odakli motivasyonlar ve digerleri olmak iizere dort farkli
kategori altinda kodlanmistir. Kendine yonelik motivasyonlar i¢in 40 alt kod, iligki
odakli motivasyonlar i¢in 55 alt kod, partner odakli motivasyonlar i¢in 33 ve diger
motivasyonlar i¢in bes alt kod olusturulmustur. Motivasyonlarin ¢ogundan yalnizca
bir kez bahsedilmistir, bu da motivasyonlarin kisiye 6zgii olma egiliminde oldugunu
gostermistir. Her bir kod ve alt kod i¢in frekanslar ve yiizdeler hesaplanmistir. En sik
belirtilen motivasyonlar arasinda “partnerle benzer olma”, “iliskide rahat
hissetme/kendi gibi olma” ve “keyif alma” yer almaktadir. Sonuglar, yalnizca iki
katilimcinin, paylasilan bos zaman etkinliklerini yapmak i¢in bir motivasyon olarak
iliski slirdiirmekten bahsettigini gostermistir. Bununla birlikte, cogu katilimci,
iligkinin stirdiiriilmesi ile ilgili kavramlardan olan iliski doyumu, baglanim ve

sevgiden bahsetmistir.

2.4. Tartisma

Bu calisma, partnerlerin paylasilan bos zaman etkinliklerini ve bu etkinliklere katilma
motivasyonlar1 hakkinda agiklayici veriler saglamistir. Katilimcilar toplam 48 farkli
etkinlikten bahsetmistir. Ana calismada kullanilacak olan paylasilan bos zaman
etkinliklerini listesi, en az bahsedilen etkinlikleri hari¢ tutularak 37 etkinlikten

olusmustur.

Katilimcilar ilk soruya yanit olarak birgok ortak etkinlikten bahsetmistir; fakat
motivasyonla ilgili soruya ¢ok ¢esitli cevaplar verilmistir. Bu sonug, motivasyonlarin
kisiye 0zgli oldugu anlamina gelebilir. Ayn1 zamanda katilimcilarin soruyu
anlamakta zorluk cektiklerini de gosterebilir. Gorlismeci soruyu sorarken,
katilimcilara motivasyonun tanimini da vermistir, ancak katilimcilar ¢ogunlukla
soruyu zor bulduklarin1 ve daha 6nce motivasyonlart hakkinda diistinmediklerini
bildirmistir. Bu bulgular, eslerin iligkilerinde rasyonel davranmak yerine sezgisel

davrandiklarini da gosteriyor olabilir.
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Bu ¢alisma partnerin paylasilan bos zaman etkinliklerine iliskin Tiirkiye'deki ilk
caligmadir. Veri toplama siireci Covid-19 ile sekteye ugramis olsa da katilimeilar i¢
mekan etkinlikleri kadar dis mekan etkinliklerinden de Ornekler vermistir. Bu da

yanitlarinin Covid-19 pandemisinden etkilenmedigini gostermektedir.

3. ANA CALISMA

3.1. Cahiymanin Amaci

Ana caligma, sosyo-ekolojik bir ¢erceve icinde yatirim modeli perspektifinden flort
eden bireylerin iligki slirdiirme davranislari, paylasilan bos zaman etkinliklerini ve
evlilik niyetlerini incelemeyi amaglamistir. Yordayici degiskenler, yatirim modelinin
iic gostergesi olan iliski doyumu, seceneklerin niteliginin degerlendirilmesi, iliski
yatirimi ve ve sosyo-ekolojik bir faktor olarak iliskisel hareketliligi icermektedir.
Bununla birlikte tiim arastrima degiskenlerindeki cinsiyet farkliliklari da

arastirilmastir.

3.2. Yontem

3.2.1. Katilimcilar

Calismaya katilma kriterleri 6n calisma ile aynidir. Bu kriterlerini karsilayan
potansiyel katilimcilar, c¢evrimi¢i bir anketi tamamlamak {izere sosyal medya
duyurular1 yoluyla davet edilmistir. Ankete 1100 katilimci erismis ve dahil edilme
kriterlerine uyan 832 kisi ankete katilmistir. Bu katilimcilardan 467'si 6lgekleri tam
olarak doldurmamistir. Tiim Olglimleri tamamlayan katilimcilardan 44 asagida
cesitli nedenlerle analizlerden ¢ikarilmistir. Nihai 6rneklem kalan 321 katilimcidan
olugsmustur (178 kadin, 141 erkek, iki katilimer diger secenegi se¢mistir, Orty.s =
27.95 yil, SSyas = 4.05, yas araligi: 20-40).
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Katilimcilarin ¢ogunlugu heteroseksiieldir (%91,3) ve ¢ogu yiiksek egitim diizeyine
sahipti r(katilimcilarin %95'i en azindan bir miktar yiiksek 6grenimi tamamlamaistir).
Istihdam durumuna gore, katilimcilarm %70,7'si aktif calismakta olup, bu
katilimcilar arasinda c¢ogunlugu miihendis (%19,6), akademisyen (%9.,7) ve
psikologlar (9%9,3) olusturmustur. Verilerin toplandig: tarihte yasadiklar1 sehirlere
bakildiginda, katilimcilarin ¢ogu Ankara (%47) ve Istanbul'da (%15,9) ikamet
etmektedir.

Katilimcilardan 280'inin ciddi bir iligkisi varken, 17'sine sozlii, 22'si nisanliydi ve iki
katilimci iliski durumu i¢in diger secenegini segti. Ortalama iliski siiresi 33.56 aydir
(SS = 33,88; aralik = 0-312). Katihmcilarin %25.9'u daha Once mevcut
partnerlerinden ayrilmistir ve ortalama ayrilma stiresi 5.84 aydir (SS = 14,88; aralik
= 0-120). Katilimeilarin ortalama 2.73 ciddi iliskisi (SS = 2.44; aralik = 0-31) ve
ortalama sekiz (SS = 14.17; aralik = 0-130) ciddi olmayan iliskisi vardir.

3.2.2. Veri Toplama Araglari

3.2.2.1. fliski Siirdiirme Davramslar Olgegi. Olgek ilk olarak Stafford ve Canary
(1991) tarafindan gelistirilmistir ve pozitiflik, aciklik, giivence, ortak aglar ve
gorevlerin  paylasimi  olmak  iizere bes iliski silirdiirme  stratejisini
degerlendirmektedir. Yakin zamanda Stafford (2011) 06lcegi revize etmis ve 28
maddelik 7 faktorlii bir yapt Onermistir. Revize edilen ol¢ek su yedi faktori
degerlendirir: pozitiflik, glivence, anlayis, kendini a¢gma, iliskiye dair konusma,
gorevleri paylasma ve ortak aglar (Stafford, 2011). Olgegin Akgabozan-Kayabol
(2017) tarafindan yapilan Tiirk¢e uyarlamasi kullanilmistir. Orijinal 6l¢ek 7'li Likert
tipi bir 6l¢cek olmasina ragmen, bu g¢alismada sosyal istenirlik yanliligin1 en aza
indirmek i¢in 6'l1 Likert tipi dlgek kullanilmistir. Olgekte yiiksek puan iliski siirdiirme
davraniglarinin daha fazla kullanildigin1 gosterir. Mevcut érneklemde 28 maddenin
i¢ tutarhilik giivenirligi (Cronbach alfa) .86 olarak bulunmustur. Bu c¢aligmada alt

Olcek puanlar1 kullanilmamis, toplam puan kullanilmistir.
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3.2.2.3. lliskisel Hareketlilik Olgegi. Olcek Yuki ve arkadaslar1 (2007) tarafindan
gelistirilmis ve Cakir (2020) tarafindan Tiirkce’ye uyarlanmstir. Olgek, 1 (kesinlikle
katilmiyorum) ile 6 (kesinlikle katiliyorum) arasinda degisen 6'li Likert tipi bir
Olcekte derecelendirilen 12 maddeden olugmaktadir. Yiiksek puanlar daha yiiksek
iliskisel hareketliligi gosterir. Orijinal Olgegin i¢ tutarlilik giivenilirligi (Cronbach
alfa) Japon orneklemi i¢in .70 ve ABD orneklemi igin .81 olarak bulunmustur.

Mevcut 6rnek i¢in i¢ tutarlilik giivenilirligi .85 tir.

3.2.2.4. Paylasilan Bos Zaman Aktivite Ol¢egi. Bu 6lcek on galismada yer alan
katilimcilarin listeledigi otuz yedi farkli etkinlikten olusmaktadir. Katilimeilar her bir
etkinlige ne kadar zaman harcadiklarint 1 (hicbir zaman) ile 5 (glinde birka¢ kez)
arasinda degisen 5 basamakli bir Slcekte degerlendirmislerdir. Olgekten alinan
yiikksek puanlar, paylasilan zaman etkinliklerine daha fazla zaman harcandigini
gosterir. Katilimceilar ayrica her bir etkinlige katilma olasiligini 3 basamakli bir
Ol¢cekte (1= imkansiz, 2= hafif olasilik, 3= olas1) degerlendirmistir. Bu ¢alismada 37

maddenin i¢ tutarlilik giivenilirligi (Cronbach alfa) .91 olarak bulunmustur.

3.2.2.5. Evlilik Niyet Olgegi. Sckiz maddeden olusan evlilik niyeti Slgegi bu
calismada kullanilmak tiizere arastirmaci tarafindan olusturmustur. Maddeler 6'l1
Likert tipi bir dlgekte derecelendirilmistir. Park ve Rosén'in (2013) evlenme niyeti
Olceginden ili¢ madde uyarlanmis ve diger bes madde arastirmaci tarafindan
yazilmistir. Yiiksek puanlar daha yiiksek evlenme niyetini gostermektedir. Yeni

gelistirilen 6lcek iyi bir giivenilirlik gostermistir (Cronbach alfa= .91).

3.2.2.6. Demografik Bilgi Formu. Katilimcilardan cinsiyet, yas, cinsel yonelim,
egitim diizeyi, ¢alisma durumu, meslek, ikamet ettikleri sehir, partnerlerinin ikamet
ettigi sehir, ikamet degisikligi sayisi, dnceki yurt dis1 deneyimi, kiminle yasadig gibi
baz1 demografik bilgileri bildirmeleri istenmistir. Ayrica, katilimcilar iligki durumu,
mevcut iligkilerinin siiresi, gegmiste mevcut partnerlerinden ayrilip ayrilmadiklari,

eger ayrildilarsa ayrilik siiresi, ciddi ve ciddi olmayan iliskilerinin sayist gibi
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iliskileriyle ilgili bazi sorular1 yanitlamistir. Son olarak kullandiklar1 sosyal medya

aglarmi ve giinliik sosyal medya kullanimlarini bildirmislerdir.

3.2.3. islem

Calismaya katilma ¢agris1 sosyal medya ve e-posta gruplar araciligiyla yapilmistir.
Katilimcilar ankete baslamadan Once ¢alismaya dahil edilme kriterlerini
karsiladigindan emin olmak i¢in oncelikle {i¢ filtre sorusunu yanitladilar. “Su anda
devam eden bir romantik iliskiniz var mi1?” sorusuna “evet”, “evli misiniz?”’ ve “lisans
Ogrencisi misiniz?” sorusuna “hayir” yanit1 veren potansiyel katilimcilar ankete
geemistir. Katilimcilar Qualtrics yazilimi araciligiyla cevrimigi olarak oOlgekleri
tamamlamistir. Bilgilendirilmis onam formunu okuyup onaylayan katilimcilar 6nce
Demografik Bilgi Formunu doldurmustur. Ardindan Iliski Siirdiirme Davranislar
Olgegi, liski Istikrar1 Olgegi, Iliskisel Hareketlilik Olgegi, Paylasilan Bos Zaman
Etkinlik Olgegi ve Evlilik Niyeti Olgegi olmak {izere rastgele sirayla sunulan bes
farkl 6l¢egi doldurmuslardir.

3.3. Bulgular

Cinsiyet farkliliklarina iligkin beklentileri test etmek icin bir dizi bagimsiz 6rneklem
t testi yapilmistir. S¢eneklerin niteligi (t (317) = -2.89, p < .01, %95 GA [-.589, -
.112]), yatirim miktar (t (317) = -2.12, p < .05, %95 GA [-.484, -.018)), iliskisel
hareketlilik (t (329) = 1.95, p =.05, %95 GA [.002, .318]) ve evlilik niyeti (t (317) =
2.08, p <.05, %95 GA [-.001, .315]), kadin ve erkek i¢in anlamli bir fark gostermistir;
ancak iligskiyi siirdiirme davraniglari, iliski doyumu ve paylagilan bos zaman
etkinliklerine harcanan zaman arasindaki fark bulunmamustir. Erkek katilimcilar
seceneklerin niteligini (Orterk=3.63, SSerk = 1.10; Ofrtkagn = 3.28, SSkadm = 1.06),
yatirim miktarmni (Orterk = 3.51, SSerk = 1.06; Ortiadin = 3.26, SSkaan = 1.04) daha
yiiksek rapolarken, kadinlar iligkisel hareketlilik algisini (Ortxadin = 4.30, SSkadin = .72,
Orterk = 4.15, SSerc = ,70) ve evlilik niyetini (Ortkagin = 4.57, SSkadgm = 1,11, Orter =
4.35, SSerk = 1.26) daha yiiksek raporlamistir.
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Calismanin hipotezlerini test etmek icin {i¢ adet ¢coklu regresyon analizi yapilmistir.
Her bir regresyon analizinde, ilk adimda kontrol degiskenleri olarak iligki siiresi,
cinsiyet ve etkinlikte bulunma olasiligi girilmistir. Ikinci adimda iliski doyumu,
seceneklerin niteliginin degerlendirilmesi ve yatirim miktar1 denkleme girilmistir.

Son adimda, iliskisel hareketlilik analizlere dahil edilmistir.

Mliski siirdiirme davranislarryla ilgili hipotezleri (Hipotez 1a, Hipotez 1b, Hipotez lc
ve Hipotez 2'yi) test etmek igin hiyerarsik ¢oklu regresyon analizi yapilmistir. ilk
modelde, kontrol degiskenleri iliski siirdiirme davranislarini anlamli olarak
yordamamustir. [k adimdan sonra yatirrm modeli degiskenleri agiklanan varyansi (R2
= .31, 4R? = 31, F (3, 311) = 47.29, p < .001) anlaml olarak artirmistir. Miski
memnuniyetinin ve (8 = .52, p <.001, %95 GA [.239, .353]) ve yatirim miktarinin
etkileri anlamhiyken (B = .12, p < .05, %95 GA [.009, .095]), seceneklerin
degerlendirilmesi ise iliski slirdiirme davraniglarini anlaml olarak yordamamuistir.
Daha yiiksek iliski memnuniyeti ve daha yiiksek yatirim miktar1, daha ytiksek iliski
strdiirme davranigtyla iligkili bulunmus ve Hipotez la ve Hipotez Ic'yi
desteklenmistir, ancak seceneklerin degerlendirilmesi ise iligki siirdiirme
davraniglarin1 anlamli olarak yordamadigindan Hipotez 1b desteklenmemistir.Bu
adimdan sonra iligskisel hareketlilik agiklanan varyansi anlamli olarak artirmmaistir.

Bu nedenle Hipotez 2 desteklenmemistir.

Paylasilan bos zaman etkinlikleriyle ilgili hipotezleri (Hipotez 3a, Hipotez 3b,
Hipotez 3c ve Hipotez 4'0) test etmek i¢in de hiyerarsik ¢oklu regresyon analizi
yapilmistir. Ilk modelde kontrol degiskenlerinden etkinliklere katilma firsati
paylasilan zaman etkinliklerine harcanan zamani anlamli olarak yordamistir (R? =
24, F (1, 3149) = 33.82, p < .001). ilk adimdan sonra, yatirim modeli degiskenleri
aciklanan varyansa anlamli olarak katkida bulunmustur (R? = .28, 4R? = .043, F (3,
3116) = 5.32, p <.001). iliski doyumunun etkileri (8 = .21, p <.001, %95 GA [.060,
.184]) anlamliyken, seceneklerin degerlendirilmesi ve yatirim miktarinin etkileri
anlamli bulunmamistir. Dolyisiyla, bulgular Hipotez 3a'y1 desteklemis; ancak

Hipotez 3b ve Hipotez 3¢ desteklenmemistir. Yatirrm modeli degiskenlerini kontrol
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ettikten sonra iligkisel hareketlilik agiklanan varyansa anlamli olarak katki

saglamamig ve Hipotez 4 de desteklenmemistir.

Son olarak, evlenme niyetiyle ilgili hiptezleri (Hipotez 5a, Hipotez 5b Hipotez 5c ve
Hipotez 6'y1) test etmek i¢in hiyerarsik ¢oklu regresyon analizi yapilmistir. Birinci
modelde kontrol degiskenleri evlilik niyetini anlamli olarak yordamaktadir (R? = .03,
F (1,314) =2.99, p <.05). Kontrol degiskenlerinden yalnizca cinsiyetin etkisi anlaml
bulunustur (8 = -.12, p < .05, %95 GA [-.549, -020]). Ik adimdan sonra yatirim
modeli degiskenleri agiklanan varyansi (R?= .35, AR?=.33, F (3,311) =50.131,p <
0.001) anlaml1 olarak artirmustir. Iliski doyumu (8 = .30, p < .001, %95 GA [.296,
.595]), segeneklerin degerlendirilmesi (8 = -.23, p < .001, %95 GA [-.368] , -.136])
ve yatirnm miktar1 (8 = .273, p < .001, %95 GA [.197, .420]) anlaml1 bulunmustur.
Yiiksek iliski doyumu, seceneklerinin niteliginin diisiik olmas1 ve yiiksek yatirim
miktari, evlilik niyeti ile pozitif olarak iliskili bulunmustur. Dolayisiyla, Hipotez 5Sa,
Hipotez 5b, Hipotez 5c'yi desteklenmistir. Son asamada iligkisel hareketlilik
aciklanan varyansa anlamli olarak katki saglamamistir. Bu nedenle Hipotez 6

desteklenmemistir.

4. GENEL TARTISMA

Bu calisma ii¢ iliskisel sonu¢ degiskeni ele alinmistir: iligki slirdiirme davranisi,
paylasilan bos zaman etkinlikleri ve evlilik niyeti. Bu degiskenler yatirim modelini
teorik bir ¢erceve olarak kullanarak ve sosyo-ekolojik perspektifi dikkate alarak
incelenmistir. Onceki ¢alismalar, temel olarak bireysel diizeydeki degiskenlere ve
iligkisel 6zelliklere odaklanmistir. Cevrenin etkisi biiyiik 6l¢iide géz ardi edilmistir.
Bu nedenle mevcut calisma, mevcut alanyazindaki bu boslugu kapatmay1

amaclamistir.

Sosyo-ekolojik perspektife gore, bireyler bilingli veya bilingsiz olarak belirli bir
cevrede gelismek icin en islevsel stratejiyi segerler (Oishi & Graham, 2010). iliskisel
stratejilerin etkinligi tiim baglamlarda ayn1 degildir, 6yle ki belirli bir strateji bir
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baglamda ise yararken digerinde calismayabilir (Thomson & Yuki, 2015). Bu
nedenle, bu calismada, iliski doyumu, segeneklerinin niteliginin degerlendirilmesi
ve yatirirm miktari olmak iizere {i¢ yatirnm modeli degiskenine ek olarak iliskisel

hareketliligin sonug degiskenleri tizerindeki etkisi incelenmistir.

4.1. Cahismanin Temel Bulgular

Calismanin bulgularina gore yatinm modeli degiskenlerinden iliski doyumu ve
yatirim miktar, iligkiyi slirdirme davraniglarini yordamistir. Paylasilan bos zaman
etkinliklerini ise yalnizca iliski doyumu anlamli olarak yordamistir. Ancak, her ¢
yatirrm modeli degiskeni de evlilik niyetini anlamli olarak yordanustir. Iliski
doyumunun, bireylerin iligkilerini siirdiirlip siirdiirmeyeceklerini ve birlikte
faaliyetlerde bulunup bulunmayacagimi belirleyen kritik bir faktér oldugu
sdylenebilir. iliskiyi siirdiirmeye karar vermek igin bireyler yatirimlarini da goz
onilinde bulundururlar, ancak s6z konusu evlilik oldugunda bireyler iliski doyumu,

secenklere ve yatirim miktarina 6nem verirler.

Yatirinm modeli degiskenlerinin etkilerini kontrol ettikten sonra, iliskisel hareketlilik
iliski siirdiirmeyi ve bos zaman etkinliklerini anlamli olarak agiklamamis, ancak
anlamliliga yaklasmistir. Bireylerin baglamin ozelliklerine de dikkat ettigi one
stirlilmiistiir, ancak ¢aligma bu etkiyi gosterememistir. Bu ¢alisma, bireylerin yiiksek
iliskisel hareketlilik olan ortamlarda iliski siirdiirme ¢abalarini artirma egiliminde
olacaklarini ve bos zaman etkinliklerine daha fazla zaman ayiracaklarini gostermistir.
Son olarak, evlilik niyeti baglamsal etkilerden ziyade oncelikle iliskisel 6zellikler

tarafindan yordanmaktadir.

4.2. Arastirmanm Simrhihklari ve Gelecek Arastirmalara Yonelik Oneriler

Bu calismanin en 6nemli sirliligi, Tiirkiye'deki genel niifusu temsil etmeyen,
yiiksek egitimli kisilerin ¢ogunlukta oldugu bir 6rneklem kullanilmasidir. Orneklem

temsili diisiik olmasina olmamasina ragmen, 6nceki arastirmalarin bazilarindan farkl
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olarak, bu caligmanin katilimcilar1 yalnizca kisa siireli iligkisi olan {iniversite
Ogrencilerinden olugsmamistir. Bunun yerine, nispeten daha istikrarli iligkileri olan
geng yetigkinler bu calismaya dahil edilmistir. Yiiksek egitimin yani sira,
katilimeilarin ¢ogunlugu genellikle orta ve yiiksek sosyoekonomik diizeyi temsil
eden kentsel bolgelerdendir. Arastirmanin bulgularini genellemek ic¢in daha diistik
sosyoekonomik statiileri temsil de eden ve kirsal alanlardan bireyler de gelecekteki

calismalara dahil edilmelidir.

Calismanin bir diger sinirliligi, yalnizea 6z bildirim 6l¢limlerinin kullanilmasidir.
Ortalama iligkiyi slirdiirme davranisi ve iliski doyumu puanlari ¢ok yiiksek ¢cikmistir
ve tavan etkisi gostermistir. Ayrica, Vaughn ve Baier'in (1999) 6ne stirdiigii gibi,
iliski doyumunu degerlendiren Glglimler, kolayca kontrol edilemeyen bir sosyal
istenirlik 6nyargis1 barindirmaktadir. Iliskileri inceleyen gelecekteki calismalar,

iligkiyle ilgili sosyal istenirligi kontrol etmelidir.

Bu calismanin bir diger onemli smirlili§i ise korelasyonel bir c¢alisma olmasi
nedeniyle ¢alisma neden-sonug iliskileri konusunda ¢ikarim yapmanin miimkiin
olmamasidir. Gelecekteki arastirmalar, neden-sonug¢ iliskilerini daha 1iyi
degerlendirmek i¢in deneysel veya boylamsal ¢caligmalar yapilmalidir. Birkag ¢alisma
(6rnegin, Yuki ve digerleri, 2013; Li ve digerleri, 2015) iligkisel hareketliligi basaril
bir sekilde deneysel olarak manipiile etmeyi basarmistir, bu da iligkisel hareketliligi
incelemek icin deneysel tasarimlarin kullanilmasinin miimkiin oldugunu gostermistir.
Ayrica, boylamsal aragtirmalar uzun vadeli bir iligki siirecinde iliski doyumunun,
yatirim miktarinin, seceneklerin niteliginin ve iliskisel hareketliligin nasil degistigini

olarak ele almalidir.

Bu ¢alismada sadece olumlu iliski slirdiirme davranislar1 incelenmistir. Dainton ve
Gross (2008), kaginma, kontrole izin verme, yikici ¢atigsma, kiskanglik, casusluk ve
aldatmay1 da degerlendirmek icin Negatif Iliski Siiriidiirme Davramslar1 dlgegini
gelistirmistir. Gelecekteki arastirmalar, bu 6lgegi Tiirkce'ye uyarlayabilir ve negatif

iligki siirdiirme stratejilerinin etkilerini arastirabilir (Tasfiliz, 2019).
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Gelecekte, iligkiyi siirdiirme davraniglarin1 ve paylasilan bos zaman aktivitelerini
kesfetmek i¢in bir giinliik ¢aligmasi yapmak daha iyi olabilir, ¢iinkii 6zellikle iligki
doyumu yiiksek olan ciftler birlikte gegirdikleri zamani oldugundan yiiksek algilama
egiliminde olabilirler (Crawford ve ark., 2002). Davranigsal gozlemler, iliskiler
hakkinda veri toplarken de bulgulara katkida bulunabilir. Ek olarak, bu ¢alismada,
katilimcilar yalnizca paylasilan bos zaman etkinliklerinin sikligint bildirmistir.
Ancak, bu etkinliklerden duyulan memnuniyet de iliskisel sonuc¢lari yordamada
oldukca oOnemlidir (Girme ve ark., 2014). Partnerlerin uyumlulugu, ayni tiir
etkinlikleri sevip sevmedikleriyle ilgilidir. Gelecekteki ¢alismalar, farkl faaliyetlerin
ve bu tiir faaliyetlerden duyulan memnuniyetin iliski istikrar1 iizerindeki etkilerini

arastirmalidir.

Iliski siirdiirme davraniglarini inceleyen &nceki ¢aligmalar, farkli iliski gruplarin
karsilastirmistir (6rn., Stafford & Canary, 1991). Bu calismaya katilanlarin ¢ogu ciddi
iligkide olan bireylerden olustugundan ¢alisma degiskenleri acisindan farkli iligki
gruplartyla karsilastirma yapmak miimkiin olmamistir. Gelecekteki arastirmalar,
rastgele flort eden, nisanli veya evli gibi iliski gruplarini karsilastirabilir. Ozellikle
iligkisel hareketlilik gibi daha az ¢alisilan degiskenlerle ilgili olarak flort eden ve evli
bireyleri karsilastirmak, gelecekteki arastirmalar icin yeni bir yol agabilir. iliskisel
hareketlilik flort asamasinda daha yiiksek algilanir, ancak evlilikten sonra azalmasi
beklenir. Bundan sonraki ¢aligmalar iligkisel hareketliligin evli bireylerin iliski

dinamiklerini nasil degistirdigini incelemelidir.

Mevcut calisma, flort eden ciftlerin evlilik niyetlerini degerlendirmistir, ancak bir
takip calismasi, niyetlerin davranisi yordaylp yordamadigimi anlamak i¢in faydali
olacaktir. Azjen ve Fishbein (1980), bu degiskenler arasindaki siire daha kisa
oldugunda, niyetlerin eylemlerin daha iyi yordayicilar1 oldugunu iddia etmistir. Bu
nedenle, liniversite d6grencilerine gore evlilik yasina nispeten yakin olan iiniversite

mezunlarinin kullanilmas1 muhtemelen daha iyi tahmin yapilmasini saglamistir.

Alanyanzinda iliskisel hareketlilik ile ilgili ¢alismalar sinirlidir ve bu calisma,

bireylerin iliskisel egilimlerini anlamada kritik bir faktdr olabilecegini gostermistir.
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Iliskisel hareketliligin etkisini ¢ok seviyeli bir tasarimda test etmek, baglamsal ve
bireysel diizeydeki etkileri ¢ozmek i¢in gelecekteki arastirmalarda onerilen iligkilerin

temel dinamiklerini potansiyel olarak gdsterebilir.

Aragtirmacinin veri toplama sirasinda karsilastig1 temel sorunlardan biri, 6n ¢calisma
verisinin Covid-19 Pandemisinin erken asamalarinda 10 Subat 2020'de baslayip 19
Nisan 2020'de sona ermesidir. Tiirkiye'de ilk vaka 11 Mart'ta bildirilmistir. Ek olarak,
ana ¢alisma icin veri toplama siireci de 29 Haziran 2020 ile 28 Eyliil 2020 arasinda
gerceklesti. Covid-19 salgmi sirasinda karantina emirleri ve sosyal mesafe

muhtemelen asagidaki boliimde tartisilacak olan iliski dinamiklerini etkilemistir.

4.2.1. Covid-19 Sirasinda liski Dinamiklerindeki Potansiyel Degisiklikler

Covid-19 pandemisi sirasinda gergeklesen en dikkat cekici degisiklik sosyal
izolasyondur. Hiikiimetler viriisiin yayilmasini yavaslatmak i¢in bireylerden evde
kalmalarimi istemistir (Alexopoulos ve ark., 2021). Disarida devam eden sosyal
hayatin olmamasi, partnerle fiziksel temasin azalmasi, hobilerle ugragsma imkaninin
azalmasi ve iligkisel ¢atismanin artmasi gibi giftlerin giinliik rutinlerinde bozulmalar
olmustur (Luetke, Hensel, Herbenick ve Rosenberg, 2020). ). Baz1 arastirmalar,
hastalik korkusunun ve zorunlu sokaga ¢ikma yasaginin, kaygiyr artirarak ciftlerin
iliski doyumunu azalttifint 6ne siirmiistiir (6rn., Panzeri, Ferrucci, Cozzal ve

Fontanesi, 2020).

Ancak Covid-19 siirecinden her ¢ift esit derecede olumsuz etkilenmemistir.
Williamson (2020), Covid-19 pandemisinin erken evrelerinde, iligski islevselligi
yiiksek ciftler arasinda iligki doyumunun arttigini; ancak diisiik islevsellige sahip
ciftlerde tam tersi bir Oriintliniin gdzlendigini 6ne stirmiistiir. Covid-19 salgini, bazi
flort eden ¢iftlerin daha uzun siire birlikte vakit gecirmesini saglarken, bazi ¢iftlerinse
birbirini gérme ve birlikte vakit gegirme sanslarin1 sinirlamistir. Birlikte gecirilen
zamanin miktar1 ve kalitesi, Covid-19'un iliskisel sonuglar tizerindeki farkli etkilerini

aciklayabilir. Goodboy, Dillow, Knoster ve Howard (2021), tiniversite 6grencilerinin

123



iliskilerini incelemis ve pandemi sirasinda temasin azalmasi ve cografi mesafenin

artmas1 nedeniyle karsilikli bagimlilik diizeylerinin azaldigini 6ne siirmiislerdir.

Bir bagka ¢alismada Vigl, Strauss, Talamini ve Zentner (2021), partnerle paylasilan
zamanin azalmasmin iligki doyumunun azalmasina neden oldugunu ve birlikte
yasayan ve yasamayan ciftlerde farkli oriintiilere yol agtigini belirtmislerdir. Bu
calismanin degiskenleri baglaminda degerlendirdigimizde, Karantinay1 birlikte
geciren ¢iftler muhtemelen pandemi dncesinden daha fazla kapali alanda etkinlikte
bulunduklarimi ancak disaridaki etkinliklerinin ciddi derecede sinirlandigini
sOylemek miimkiindiir. Ek olarak, cografi olarak uzak olan partnerler muhtemelen

birlikte zaman geg¢irmek daha az firsata sahipti.

Covid-19 salgin1 sirasinda kapsamli bir sekilde g¢alisiimamis olmasina ragmen,
onceki arastirmalar, yasami tehdit eden olaylarin insanlar1 yakin iligkilerde 6nemli
adimlar atmaya motive edebilecegini gostermistir (6rn., Cohan & Cole, 2002). Bu
nedenle, Covid-19 pandemisi, bu ¢alismada katilimcilarin daha yiiksek evlilik niyeti
bildirmelerine neden olmus olabilir. Ote yandan italya'da yapilan bir arastirma,
pandemi sirasinda iggiicii piyasasinda belirsiz kosullar altinda bireylerin evliligi

erteleme egilimi gosterdigini ortaya koymustur (Guetto, Vignoli ve Bazzani, 2021).

Karantina emirleri, bireylerin iligkisel hareketlilik algisin1 da diislirmiis olabilir.
Ancak, hiikiimetlerin evde kalma emirlerine ragmen, c¢evrimici flort baglatma
girisimlerinin hiz kazanmis olabilecegini gdsteren calismalar mevcuttur. Ornegin,
cevrimigi bir flort uygulamasi olan OkCupid, diinya ¢apinda gonderilen mesajlarda
pandemi sirasinda %30'luk bir artis oldugunu bildirmistir (Alexopoulos ve digerleri,
2021). Dolayisiyla sosyal medya kullanicilar arasinda iliskisel hareketlilik algisinin

onemli olgiide azalmasi beklenmemektedir.

4.3. Arastirmanin Katkilar1 ve Dogurgulari

Ik olarak, bu calisma, paylasilan bos zaman etkinliklerinin kapsamli bir

siiflandirmasini yaparak degerlendirilmesine katkida bulunmustur. Arastirmacinin
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bilgisine gore, daha once Tiirkiye'de flort iligskileri baglaminda paylasilan bos zaman
etkinliklerini inceleyen yayinlanmis bir ¢alisma bulunmamaktadir. Bu ¢aligsma, Tiirk
ornekleminde evlilik niyetinin yani sira paylasilan bos zaman etkinliklerini
kesfetmeye yonelik ilk girisimdir. Paylasilan bos zaman etkinligi olgegi ve evlilik
niyetleri 6l¢egini iceren bu yeni degerlendirme araclar1 Tiirkiye'deki iliski bilimi

alanyazininda teorik gelismelere yol agabilir.

Iliskinin siirdiiriilmesi ile ilgili ge¢misteki ¢alismalarm cogu Kuzey Amerikali
ciftlerle yapilmistir (Canary ve Zelley, 2000) ve bu konudaki ¢aligmalar Tiirkiye'de
siirhdir (Akgabozan-Kayabol, 2017). iliski siirdiirme alanyazinindaki mevcut
bulgular, dncelikle Bat1 degerlerini temsil ettikleri icin sorgulanabilir; bu nedenle, bu
calisma Batili olmayan bir kiiltiirden 6nemli bulgular saglamistir. Bu ¢alisma, kiiltiire
0zgl iliski siirdiirme mekanizmalari Oriintiilerini belirlemeyi amaglayan ¢alismalarin

Ontinii acabilir.

Bu calisma, sosyal psikolojide 6nemli bir yaklasim olan kisi-durum etkilesimi
perspektifinden flort iliskilerini anlamayr amacglamistir. Baglamin etkisi Onceki
arastirmalarda yeterince incelenmemistir. Bu c¢alisma, iliski bilimcilerini teorik
olarak daha cesur olmaya tesvik etmeyi ve arastirmalarina mikro baglamla birlikte
mikro baglami da dahil etmelerini dnermektedir. iliskisel hareketlilik alanyazinda

nispeten yeni bir kavram oldugundan, 6zellikle Tiirkiye'de ilgili ¢alismalar sinirhidir.

Bu calisma, ¢iftlerin daha fazla iligki siirdiirme davranisi kullanarak ve daha fazla
paylasilan bos zaman etkinliklerine katilarak iliskilerinin kalitesini artirabileceklerini
gostermistir. Paylasilan bos zaman etkinliklerine zaman ayirmak iliskilerde istikrar
ve Ongoriilebilirlik saglar ve bu tiir etkinliklerde bulunmak bireyleri bosanmaktan
koruyabilir. Bu nedenle, dnleme veya miidahale programlari gelistirmeyi amaglayan
cift terapistleri, danisanlarinin iliski kalitesini artirmaya yardimci olmak i¢in belirli
iliski slirdiirme davranislarini ve paylasilan bos zaman etkinliklerini hedefleyebilir.
Ayrica, politika gelistiriciler ve danismanlar evlilik Oncesi egitim programlari

gelistirmede mevcut ¢aligmanin bulgularindan yararlanabilir.
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4.4. Sonuc¢

Bu ¢alisma hem yatirim modeli degiskenlerinin hem de iliskisel hareketliligin, iligki
stirdiirme davranislari, paylasilan bos zaman etkinlikleri ve evlilik niyeti tizerindeki
etkilerini arastirmay1 amaglamistir. Bulgular, iliski doyumunun ve yatirim miktarinin
iligki stirdiirme davraniglarini 6nemli 6l¢lide yordadigini bulmustur. Bununla birlikte
iligki doyumu paylasilan bos zaman etkinliklerine harcanan zamani yordamistir.
Ayrica, iligki doyumu, yatirim miktar pozitif, seceneklerin niteligi evlilik niyetini
negatif yonde yordamaktadir. Yatirim modeli degiskenlerinin etkisini kontrol ettikten
sonra, iligkisel hareketlilik, sonu¢ degiskenlerini anlamli olarak yordamamustir; ancak
iligki siirdiirme ve paylasilan zaman etkinliklerini yordamada anlamliliga
yaklagmistir. Bu calisma, yiiksek iligskisel hareketlilik algisinin daha fazla iligki
stirdliirme ve paylasilan bos zaman etkinlikleri ile iliskili olabilecegini gdstermistir.
Son olarak, bulgular, yiiksek iligkisel hareketlilik olan ortamlarda ¢iftlerin iliskilerini

stirdiirmek i¢in daha fazla ¢aba gostermeleri gerekebilecegini diisiindiirmektedir.
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