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ABSTRACT

DISHONESTY IN CLOSE RELATIONSHIPS: THE EFFECT OF THE DARK
TRIAD PERSONALITY TRAITS AND ADULT ATTACHMENT STYLES ON
THE PERCEPTIONS OF INFIDELITY

Ozkul, Kemal
Ph.D., Department of Psychology

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Bengi Oner Ozkan

July 2020, 115 pages

Although pair bonding is the hallmark of the humanity, infidelity is experienced in
close relationships to a considerable extent (Blow & Hartnett, 2005b). The purpose
of the present study is investigating the effect of adult attachment styles (i.e. anxious
and avoidant attachment) and the Dark Triad personality traits (i.e. narcissism,
Machiavellianism, and psychopathy) on the perceptions of infidelity. In total, 377
individuals from various sociodemographic background, relationship status, and
relationship duration participated in this study. In order to assess adult attachment
styles of the participants, the Experiences in Close Relationships- Revised (ECR-R;
Fraley, Waller, & Brennan, 2000) was used. Moreover, Short Dark Triad (SD3;
Jones & Paulhus, 2014) was used to assess personality traits. In addition, the
assessment of how the participants perceive infidelity both for themselves and for
their partners was done by using the Perceptions of Infidelity Scale (Schonian, 2013).
The results of hierarchical regression analyses revealed that gender and age
significantly predict how individuals perceive infidelity in the context of evaluating
partner’s behaviors in all infidelity types. In addition, in terms of evaluating physical

infidelity of partner, anxiously attached participants identify more behaviors as
0\



infidelity than avoidantly attached participants. Moreover, results regarding the Dark
Triad personality traits revealed that psychopathy predicts the perceptions of
infidelity within the context of emotional infidelity for oneself; physical, emotional,

and online infidelity for partner.

Keywords: Infidelity, Perception, Adult attachment styles, The Dark Triad

personality traits.
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YAKIN ILISKILERDE SAHTEKARLIK: KARANLIK UCLU KiSILIK
OZELLIKLERININ VE YETISKIN BAGLANMA STILLERININ,
SADAKATSIZLIK ALGISINA ETKISi

Ozkul, Kemal
Doktora, Psikoloji Boliimii

Tez Danigmani: Prof. Dr. Bengi Oner Ozkan

Temmuz 2020, 115 sayfa

Ciftler aras1 baglanma insanligin ayirt edici bir 6zelligi olmasina ragmen, yakin
iliskilerde sadakatsizlik yogun bir sekilde deneyimlenmektedir (Blow ve Hartnett,
2005b). Bu c¢alismanin amaci, yetiskin baglanma stilleri (kaygili ve kagingan
baglanma) ve Karanlik Uglii kisilik 6zelliklerinin (narsisizm, Makyavelizm ve
psikopati) sadakatsizlik algis1 lizerine etkisini incelemektir. Farkli demografik
ozelliklerine, iliski durumlarmna ve iliski siirelerine sahip 377 kisi bu caligmaya
katilmistir. Katilimcilari yetigkin baglanma stillerini degerlendirmek ic¢in Yakin
Iliskilerde Yasantilar Envanteri-1l (the Experiences in Close Relationships- Revised,
ECR-R; Fraley, Waller ve Brennan, 2000) kullanilmistir. Ayrica kisilik 6zelliklerini
degerlendirmek i¢in Kisaltilmis Karanlik Uglii Olgegi (The Short Dark Triad, SD3;
Jones ve Paulhus, 2014) kullanilmistir. Katilimcilarin sadakatsizligi  nasil
algiladiklarinin degerlendirilmesi ise, Sadakatsizlik Algis1 Olgegi (The Perceptions
of Infidelity Scale; Schonian, 2013) kullanilarak yapilmistir. Hiyerarsik regresyon
analizi sonuglarina goére cinsiyet ve yas, bireylerin tim sadakatsizlik tiirlerinde
partnerin davraniglarii degerlendirme baglaminda sadakatsizligi nasil algiladigim

yordamaktadir. Fiziksel sadakatsizlik agisindan degerlendirildiginde, kaygili
Vi



baglanan katilimcilar, kagingan baglanan katilimcilara gdre daha fazla davranisi
sadakatsizlik olarak tanimlamaktadirlar. Bununla birlikte, Karanlik Uclii kisilik
ozelliklerinden psikopati, duygusal sadakatsizlik agisindan kendi davranislarini, tim
sadakatsizlik tilirlerinde ise partnerinin davranislarini sadakatsizlik baglaminda

yordamaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Sadakatsizlik, Alg1, Yetiskin baglanma stilleri, Karanlik Uglii
kisilik 6zellikleri
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To all the people who have been cheated...Divorce that bastard!
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Overview

In the Importance of Being Earnest, Oscar Wilde (1895) said that “In married life
three is company, two is none”. Although widely known and ethically adopted
version of this argument is “Two is company, three is crowd”, it is assumed that
infidelity incidents are considerable in romantic relationships. Whereas Oscar Wilde
had precious opinions on love and relationships, empirical research on infidelity
prove that loyalty is one of the vital elements in order to maintain romantic
relationships. Various researchers suggested in different times that accepted norm in
committed relationships is monogamy (Atwater, 1979; Buss & Shackelford, 1997;
Butler, Rodriguez Roper & Feinauer, 2010; Treas & Giesen, 2000; Wiederman &
Allgeier, 1996). Infidelity in romantic relationships is evaluated as morally wrong
and unforgivable by people from wide range of societies (Glass & Wright, 1992;
Negash, Cui, Fincham, & Pasley, 2014). Estimates of engaging in infidelity vary
from 26 to 70% for women and from 33 to 75% for men (Eaves & Robertson-Smith,
2007). In order to figure out exactly how prevalent infidelity is, it should be defined
operationally. When it comes to the definition of infidelity, it is crucial to focus on
the perception of infidelity. In fact, the perception of infidelity may vary from one
person to another. That is, how individuals perceive infidelity can vary in terms of
the several variables such as gender, age, relationship duration, relationship status,

sexual orientation, personality types, or attachment styles.

There is a growing literature pointing how the Dark Triad shapes the relationships of
individuals in different contexts such as mate selection, relationship maintenance, or
mating strategies (Furnham, Richards, & Paulhus, 2013; Jonason, Luevano, &

Adams, 2012; Furtner, Rauthmann, & Sachse, 2011; Jonason, Li, Webster, &
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Schmitt, 2008; Kardum, Hudek-Knezevic, & Mehic, 2019). The Dark Triad is
relatively new concept in the literature including three different but overlapping
personality traits: narcissism, Machiavellianism, and psychopathy. It is stated that the
Dark Triad personality traits reveal “malignant human nature” including dishonest
characteristics, deceitfulness, impulsivity, manipulativeness, pathological lying, and
exploitation of trust (Furnham, Richards, & Paulhus, 2013; Paulhus & Williams,
2002). So, it is crucial to investigate the link between infidelity and the Dark Triad

personality traits.

Moreover, Attachment Theory is one of the most important theories for explaining
close relationship dynamics in adulthood (Hazan & Shaver, 1987). In order to figure
out how the individuals establish a bond and maintain it, attachment styles should be
focused on (Furman & Flanigan, 1997). Therefore, in the literature, there are various
studies focusing on the relationship between adult attachment styles and infidelity in
close relationships (Allen & Baucom, 2004; Brenann & Shaver, 1995; Dewall,
Finkel, & Denson, 2011; Paul, McManus, & Hayes, 2000; Russel, Baker, &
McNulty, 2013). That is to say, both the Dark Triad and adult attachment styles may
have a vital effect in order to understand how individuals perceive infidelity.

In the following sections, first, infidelity will be explained including its definitions,
prevalence, impacts and predictors. Second, adult attachment styles and its link with
engaging in infidelity will be stated. Third, the Dark Triad will be explained with its
dimensions of narcissism, Machiavellianism, and psychopathy. Finally, the current

study will be clarified including its aims and hypotheses.

1.2 Infidelity

1.2.1 Definitions of infidelity

Infidelity has a controversial definition in the psychology literature (Blow &

Hartnett, 2005b). The question of which behaviors represent engaging in infidelity is

compelling to answer. As it is well known, Bill Clinton, who got involved in the sex
2



scandal that would have almost cost his presidency, said that “I did not have sexual
relations with that woman”. In spite of this distractive statement, it is worthy of
attention that there is no universal definition of such a well-known concept.
Especially in this digital age, it is harder to understand what infidelity is, since it is
not necessary to contact physically for having an affair. For example, is watching
porn cheating? Statistics provided by Pornhub (2019), a famous website offering
sexual content, stated that 42 billion people visited the website in 2019 and, 115
million people watched porn every day. Therefore, most of the individuals cheat their
partners if watching porn is included in infidelity. Similarly, there may be some other
practices, such as sexting (sending messages with sexual contents), using dating
applications secretly or making contact with ex-partner through social media
applications while having a current romantic relationship, that makes difficult to

understand infidelity.

It is suggested that “historically, infidelity was considered the breaking of a contract
of sexual exclusivity between two people who are dating, married, or otherwise in a
committed relationship” (Hertlein, Wetchler, & Piercy, 2005). In principle, infidelity
indicates any behaviors that violate an agreement between two people who have a
special bond (Lusterman, 1998). Blow and Hartnett (2005a) indicated that “Infidelity
is a sexual and/or emotional act engaged in by one person within a committed
relationship, where such an act occurs outside of the primary relationship and
constitutes a breach of trust and/or violation of agreed-upon norms (overt and covert)
by one or both individuals in that relationship in relation to romantic/emotional or
sexual exclusivity”. Tompson (1984), on the other hand, defined infidelity in its
simplest form by stating “having something special with someone different from the
significant other”. However, definitions focusing on the specialty of experiences with
someone different from the partner cover a broad spectrum, ranging from emotional
and physical intimacy to watching pornography and online sex (Hertlein et al.,
2005). So, it is obvious that making an operational definition of infidelity with more

distinct and clearer boundaries is essential for understanding it correctly and deeper.



According to Perel (2017), there should be three elements to define a behavior as
infidelity: secrecy, sexual alchemy, and emotional involvement. She specifically
stated that “an affair always lives in the shadow of the primary relationship, hoping
never to be discovered” meaning that infidelity contains secrecy. In addition, sexual
alchemy offers a broad explanation for an affair that is whether there is a physical
contact or not, so it is always erotic (Perel, 2017). Finally, there should be an
emotional component in an affair such as love, excitement, and transcendence (Perel,
2017).

Another definition of infidelity may focus on intimacy. It is crucial in a committed
relationship because it provides to be faithful both sexually and emotionally to the
one’s partner (Fife, Weeks, & Gambescia, 2008). Therefore, it is defined that “A
betrayal of this implied or stated commitment regarding intimate exclusivity. With
infidelity, emotional and/or sexual intimacy is shared with someone outside of the
primary relationship without the consent of the other partner” (Fife, Weeks, &
Gambescia, 2008). On the other hand, there are countless opinions about what
infidelity is, and how infidelity is perceived. In their substantial review, Blow and
Hartnett (2005b) clarified that infidelity includes many different definitions as
“having an affair”, “extramarital relationship”, “betrayal”, and “cheating”, in
addition to behaviors as sexual intercourse, oral sex, kissing, fondling, emotional

connections that are beyond friendships, Internet relationships, and pornography use.

Moller and Vossler (2015) indicated that three clusters are investigated in infidelity
studies which are “infidelity as sexual intercourse”, “infidelity as extradyadic sexual
activities” and, “infidelity as emotional betrayal”. Although it seems that there are
some certainties while defining the infidelity in terms of these clusters, there might
be a problematic aspect of those in terms of defining infidelity. For example, some of
the individuals who are in cluster of infidelity as sexual intercourse refuse to accept
engaging in extradyadic behavior such as swinging couples (changing partners with
another couples) (de Visser & McDonald, 2007), polyamorous couples (Jamieson,
2004), and male same-sex couples (Heaphy, Donovan, & Weeks, 2004). In addition,

defining the infidelity in terms of the sexual intercourse might be challenging
4



because of some of the cultural points of view. That is, there are various extradyadic

2 13

behaviors defined as infidelity such as “performing oral sex”, “engaging in sexual
play”, “kissing”, “flirting”, “visiting strip clubs”, “watching pornography”, “having
sexual fantasies about a person other than the partner”, “exchanging sexual self-
images”, “online dating”, and “online flirting” (Bridges, Bergner, & Hesson-
Mclnnis, 2003; Henline, Lamke, & Howard, 2007; Hertlein & Webster, 2008;

Randall & Byers, 2003; Whitty, 2003).

Furthermore, in the literature, in order to clarify the definition, infidelity is
represented under the three main headings: physical infidelity, emotional infidelity,
and online infidelity. Guitar and colleagues (2017) suggested that physical infidelity
is the first thing that comes to mind when infidelity is mentioned. In the simplest
definition of physical infidelity, it includes the behaviors implying physical intimacy
or involving sexual relations with someone other than the partner such as kissing,
hugging, having a penetration, and having an oral sex (Guitar et al., 2017; Hertlein et
al., 2005).

Identifying and understanding emotional infidelity is more complicated than physical
infidelity. At its very core, emotional infidelity is a set of incidents involving falling
in love with, being intimate with someone emotionally, or sharing a special moment
with someone outside of the primary relationship (Hertlein et al., 2005; Whitty &
Quigley, 2008). Additionally, sharing exclusive time, giving attention or having a
romantic relationship with someone other than the partner may refer to cheating
emotionally (Buss & Shackelford, 1997). An affair can include both emotional and

physical behavior or it can include one of these infidelity types (Lusterman, 1998).

Another type of infidelity is online infidelity which is becoming increasingly
common (Henline, Lamke, & Howard, 2007). Online infidelity is establishing
intimate connection with someone via online devices physically and/or emotionally
(Weiss & Samenow, 2010). Particularly, it can be considered at several levels

including “viewing porn websites and masturbating”, “flirting with people online”,

and “having an online affair” (Wiess & Samenow, 2010). Compared to physical and
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emotional infidelity, online infidelity is considerably new concept within the
literature. Young and colleagues (2000) suggested that “online infidelity is a
romantic and/or sexual relationship that is initiated via online contact and maintained
predominantly through electronic conversations that occur through e-mail and in
virtual communities such as chat rooms, interactive games, and newsgroups”. In
addition, it is stated that “online infidelity is using the Internet to take sexual energy
of any sort-thoughts, feelings, and behaviors—outside of a committed sexual
relationship in such a way that it damages the relationship” (Nelson, Piercy, &
Sprenkle, 2005). Even though identifying online infidelity is more complicated than
the psychical and emotional infidelity, every definitions of online infidelity in the
literature has a common characteristic: secrecy (Hertlein & Piercy, 2006).
Individuals engaging in infidelity through social media or online communication
services keep their relationships hidden by deleting their applications, logging off
their accounts or cleaning out their text messages (Schneider, 2000). Since online
infidelity is a new concept, differences between offline and online infidelity are
demonstrated in the literature within the context of forming and developing a
relationship (Docan-Morgan & Docan, 2007). That is, in physical and emotional
infidelity, people mostly communicate with each other and engage in infidelity in
real life; whereas in online infidelity, there is no need to meet in reality in order to
have an affair (Hertlein & Piercy, 2006). Which behaviors constitute an online
infidelity becomes a crucial question because there is no behaviors that usually
defined as cheating such as touching, kissing or sexual intercourse in online
infidelity (Docan, Morgan, & Docan, 2007).

1.2.2 Prevalence of infidelity

The estimation regarding the prevalence of infidelity indicates that 2- 4% of spouses
have an affair in any given year of their relationship (Treas & Giesen, 2000;
Whisman, Gordon, & Chatav, 2007). In one of the first infidelity prevalence
research, it is suggested that 50% of men and 26% of women in the U.S. had an
affair at least once in their relationships (Kinsey, Pomeroy, Martin, & Gebhard,

1998). It is suggested in more recent studies that 20- 25% of spouses might engage in
6



infidelity during their marriages (Laumann, 1994; Wiederman, 1997). On the other
hand, in dating relationships, infidelity rates increase; that is, 70.9% of men and
57.4% of women have an affair when they are dating someone (Hansen, 1987).
Besides, it is claimed that the rate of engaging in infidelity shows a change in all age
groups between the years of 1991 and 2006; whereas there is a significant change
between the ages of 65 and 90 (Parker-Pope, 2008). The infidelity rates over the ages
of 60 increased from 20 to 28% for men, and from 5 to 15% for women (Barker,
2011).

There is also a cultural aspect of infidelity issue, and so differing prevalence rates
based on different cultural contexts. Specifically, a cross-cultural study of Huber and
his colleagues (2004) stated that infidelity is identified as moderate frequency in over
half of the 60 societies, and less than 10% of individuals living these societies
engage in infidelity quite a little. Additionally, in a study of Nowak and his
colleagues (2014) which investigates five different cultures -one of which is Turkish
culture- on the related topic, participants answered the question: “Do you find sexual
fulfillment outside your marriage?”. As a result, Russian husbands demonstrated the
highest rate of infidelity whereas the lowest rate is represented by Chinese wives.
While focusing on the Turkish culture, 1.8% of Turkish husbands and 0.9% of
Turkish wives said “yes” to the question. In addition, Yenigeri and Kékdemir (2006)
indicated that 19.6% of college students engaged in infidelity in their committed
relationships in Turkey. Also, the study conducted with 1004 participants in Turkey
indicated that 25% of men and 11% women are not faithful to their partners (Harris
Interactive, 2001). According to the study of Turkish Ministry of Family and Social
Policies (2014), infidelity is reported as a primary reason of divorce in Turkey. In
addition, a study was carried out in Turkey with 370 participants who got divorced,
and it showed that 23% of the participants broke up with their partners due to
infidelity (Akoglu & Kiigiikkaragdz, 2018).

The prevalence studies in the literature demonstrated in general that the variability of
infidelity rates is substantial. Apart from the cultural differences which were caused

by “economic state of the country”, “financial interdependence of the couple”,
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“financial independence of the wife”, “degree of wealth inequality among men”, “the
sex ratio, sex role norms varying from liberal to conservative”, and “translation
differences” (Nowak et al., 2014); conceptual differences constitute variations all by
itself in infidelity studies. For example, whether the couples are married or dating or
whether they are in open relationship might affect the findings of infidelity studies.
Another reason for the variation is social desirability. How the data is gathered can
affect the prevalence of infidelity. Wishman and Snyder (2007) stated that results
from computer-based interviews showed that individuals are more likely to engage in
infidelity compared to results from face-to-face interviews. It is claimed that there
are more infidelity incidents than it was reported (Hall & Fincham, 2009). Thus, it
should be taken into consideration that infidelity is a sensitive subject to investigate
because participants do not always tell the truth in the research in order to feel safe or

be in denial.

1.2.3 Impact of infidelity

Infidelity causes damage. It hurts not only the one who has been cheated on but also
the cheater (Hall & Fincham, 2009; Shackelford, LeBlanc, & Drass, 2000; Wang,
King, & Debernardi, 2012). Infidelity is one of the main reasons of break-ups (Hall
& Fincham, 2006). It is suggested that negative emotions such as anger, frustration,
sadness, guilt, and anxiety occur among betrayed partners (Shackelford et al., 2000).
Moreover, experiencing infidelity leads to low self- esteem and loss of trust (Hall &
Fincham, 2009).

Relationships are also affected by the affair. That is, intimacy and faith between
partners decrease following infidelity (Wang et al., 2012). In addition, not only
relationship between the partners but also couple’s relationships with their children,
friends, and parents are affected by the infidelity (Wang et al., 2012). It is suggested
that people are likely to experience serious negative emotional reactions after they
discover the infidelity. Some of these negative emotional reactions are grief,
depression, anxiety, hyper vigilance, obsessive rumination, and attachment trauma

(Glass, 2000; Gordon, Baucom, & Synder, 2004; Lusterman, 1995).
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An affair usually happens unexpectedly, not according to a plan, and the relationship
is no longer as strong as it used to be (Lusterman, 1998). When the infidelity was
found out, it usually tends to be a clarification that the partner knows something is
going wrong but does not want to accept it rather than being a totally new situation
or information (Brown, 2001). After discovering infidelity, it leads to some questions
with the feeling of devastation, shame, fear, and uncertainty such as “How long has
this been going on? Does this mean my relationship is over? How many other people
know about the affair? How could | have ever trusted him? How could she have ever
done such a thing to me? How could | ever trust this person again-even if | wanted
to? Is this the first time it has happened? Should I confront him about this right now
or should I just ignore it? Maybe it is just an infatuation, should I set a trap? Should |
talk with other people about it? My friend recently went through something like this;
maybe it would be a good idea to talk to her about it” (Lusterman, 1998).

As well as emotional reactions, people may have intense physical reactions such as
vomiting or diarrhea (Lusterman, 1998). On the other hand, an affair may lead to
physical fight between partners, murder or even committing a suicide (Lusterman,
1998). In addition, Brown (2001) stated that betrayed partner experiences different
stages after discovering the affair. Firstly, the one who has been cheated experiences
shock, and then shock turns into anger; and then, the betrayed partner tries to cope
with rumination about the affair. In order to escape from hurt and devastation, the
betrayed partner does not want to believe in what her/his partner told to him/her.
However, most of the time, the betrayed partner keeps asking questions about the
affair. Moreover, the betrayed partner may blame him/herself due to not catching the

signs earlier about the infidelity incident (Hertlein, Wetchler, & Piercy, 2005).

Impacts of the infidelity may differ in terms of the cultural perspective, as well.
According to the study (Geary, Rumsey, Bow-Thomas, & Hoard, 1995) based on the
feelings of betrayed partner on USA and Chinese individuals, the USA people was
found to be more troubled with respect to sexual infidelity than the Chinese people.
In addition, in the same study, it is stated that Chinese males are more nervous than

American males in terms of the sexual infidelity; on the other hand, in terms of the
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emotional infidelity, American females are more nervous than Chinese females.
Moreover, a study conducted with married individuals in Israeli stated that infidelity
may lead to a weaker sense of self and belonging in addition to feelings of rage
(Charny & Parnass, 1995). In USA, a study conducted with individuals committed
sexual relationship, feelings after discovering the infidelity refers to “depressed,
helpless, shocked, humiliated, sexually aroused, happy, homicidal, suicidal, anxious,
forgiving, hostile, and revengeful” (Shackleford, LeBlanc, & Drass, 2000). In
another study in USA, it is stated that individuals faced with the infidelity experience
“PTSD, depression, emotion regulation problems, low trust, and low commitment”
(Gordon, Baucom, & Snyder, 2004). Furthermore, according to a study conducted in
Zimbabwe (Mapfumo, 2016), the betrayed partners are found as showing negative
emotional reactions. Finally, in Turkey, it is suggested that betrayal causes post-

traumatic stress disorder (PTSD) among married women (Ozgiin, 2010).

As it is mentioned before, the most common negative feelings which are experienced
by the betrayed partners are guilt and shame (Lusterman, 1998). Initially, individuals
usually are not aware of these feelings. However, the feelings of guilt and shame turn
into anxiety or regret when the betrayed partner recognizes them due to the fact that
infidelity is not appropriate human nature in terms of evolutionary and cultural
perspectives (Stosny, 2013). The experience of betrayal and losing trust may lead to
lose the sense of purpose, exclusiveness, and identity (Vaughan, 2003). Furthermore,
not only the one who has been cheated have negative emotions after the infidelity but
also the consequences of infidelity may be destructive for the one who has cheated
(Blow, 2005). Hall and Fincham (2009) stated that the unfaithful partner may have
feelings of guilt, shame and may experience depression, trauma, and intrusions. So, it
can be stated that the well-being of the faithful partners is higher than the well-being
of the unfaithful ones (Hall & Fincham, 2009). Due to the fact that cheating is
stressful and tiring, the betrayer may have health problems (Hertlein et al., 2005).

Infidelity also damages the special bond between partners (Hall & Fincham, 2006).
The relationship needs intimacy and trust in order to function properly, but it is hard

to maintain these concepts after the infidelity. In addition, it is hard to recover from
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the infidelity, as well (Hertlein et al., 2005). One of the most crucial consequences of
infidelity is break-ups (Hall & Fincham, 2006). For instance, in a study conducted
with university students, 69.1% of the participants stated that they would break up
after discovering the infidelity, and 45% of the participants stated that they broke up
from their partners because of the infidelity (Knox, Zusman, Kaluzny, & Sturdivant,
2000). Although couples who have experienced infidelity usually behave similarly
(Thompson, 1984), break up may not be an option for some couples (Subotnik &
Harris, 1999; Vaughan, 2003). It is suggested that more and more couples are trying
to get help from marriage counselors and couple therapists for infidelity reasons
(Bischoff, 2003; DuPree et al., 2007; Scheinkman, 2005).

On the other hand, how the betrayed partner discovers the infidelity incident affects
how the relationship maintains. It is stated that there are four types of discovery of
infidelity: unsolicited third-party discovery, red-handed discovery, solicited
discovery, and unsolicited discovery (Afifi, Falato, & Weiner, 2001). Firstly,
unsolicited third-party discovery refers to the partner know about the infidelity by
hearing from others. It is most damaging type of discovery because this means that
other people have already knew about the affair. Therefore, the betrayed partner may
have to interfere in the situation expeditiously (Afifi et al., 2001). Secondly, in red-
handed discovery, the partner discovers the infidelity by accident. Thirdly, in
solicited discovery, the partner discovers the infidelity by asking questions to
partner. Finally, in unsolicited discovery, which is the most appropriate type for the
sake of the relationship, the partner who cheated confess the affair. With the
unsolicited discovery, the betrayer has the chance of getting forgiveness and
compensate what he/she did without the knowledge of others about the incident
(Afifi et al., 2001).

Finally, despite very rare, there are couples who strengthen their relationships after
they experience infidelity (Charny & Parnass, 1995). There are few studies stated the
positive outcomes of infidelity (Blow & Hartnett, 2005b). Both for the betrayed
partner and for the betrayer, the process of discovery and recovery of infidelity might

be painful and hard to cope with. Nevertheless, these processes might provide an
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emotional growth for the couple (Lusterman, 1998). It is stated that some of the
couples start to behave more responsibly, to be more empathetic, and to be sensitive
to each other (Brown, 1999).

1.2.4 Predictors of infidelity

What determines infidelity? There are various answers to this question such as
socioeconomic status, relationship status, education level, availability of alternatives,
excitement, personality, attachment, and gender (Treas & Giesen, 2000). According
to Greeley (1994) and Shackelford and Buss (1997), various answers come out when
the question is formed as “What constitutes infidelity?”. These answers are “unhappy
family lives, addictive behavior, loneliness, revenge, the need for excitement, the
inability to resist temptation, the need to stroke egos, fear of too much intimacy with
one’s spouse, the need for more emotional closeness, feeling of neglect, to reinforce

one’s desirability, and feeling taken for granted.”

In the literature, gender is strongly emphasized as one of the crucial determinants of
infidelity. Various studies focus on gender in order to figure out the predictors of
infidelity (e.g. Mark, Jansenn, & Millhausen, 2011). According to the findings of
these studies, it is suggested that men are more likely to have an affair than women
(Fincham & May, 2017). It might most probably be linked to sex-role socialization
theory. That is, men are reinforced socially when they have numerous sexual partners
(Eaves & Robertson-Smith, 2007), whereas women are ashamed of it. Also, there is
a difference between men and women in terms of defining what infidelity is and
what type of infidelity they engage (Eaves & Robertson-Smith, 2007). It is claimed
that men are more likely to involve in physical infidelity whereas women are more
likely to involve in emotional infidelity (Turner, 2000). In line with that, when
couples imagine their partners’ affair, men feel uncomfortable with the physical
infidelity of their partners whereas women feel uncomfortable with the emotional
infidelity of their partners (Buss, 2018; Goldenberg et al., 2003; Turner, 2000). That
is, while men predominantly define infidelity sexually, women tend to define it

emotionally (Atkins, Baucom, & Jacobson, 2001; Glass & Wright, 1985). All these
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differences are explained in terms of the evolutionary perspective. That is, men
perceive infidelity as a success to continue his bloodline (Buss, 2016). Also, in order
to be sure about his own paternity and invest his own child, the partner’s sexual
fidelity -compared to an emotional one- is more important for men than women. In
addition, men claimed that there is a difference between love and sexual activity.
That is why men have desire to involve in physical, rather than emotional, infidelity
(Boekhout, Hendrick & Hendrick, 2003; Buunk & Baker, 1997). On the other hand,
women need to seek and keep long-term mate because of heavy investment processes
in reproduction according to evolutionary theory. That is why women are more
sensitive about emotional infidelity than men (Kato, 2019). Also, women claimed
that men engage in infidelity in order to boost their self-esteem and exhibit sexual
desire (Boekout, Hendrick & Hendrick, 1999). According to women, an affair is
where a person gets affection and closeness when those are not reachable in the
current relationship, so it is predominantly emotional (Parker & Glass, 2003).

Relationship status is another determinant of infidelity. It is indicated that marriage is
a protective factor for engaging in infidelity (Treas & Giesen, 2000). Due to the lack
of explicit formal rules, dating couples are more likely to engage in infidelity
compared to married couples (McAnulty & McAnulty, 2012). Although there are
some studies which investigate the link among the length of the relationship,
commitment level of the relationship and engaging infidelity, these links are
argumentative and has no precise results yet (Forste & Tanfer, 1996; Liu, 2000;
Treas & Giesen, 2000). However, Glass and Staeheli (2003) claimed that “good
people in good marriages are having affairs” which means that the relationship
between these two variables is more complicated than it is thought. In addition, there
may be a relationship between education level and infidelity. A previous study
suggested that individuals who have high education levels are more likely to be
accepting of the infidelity (Allen et al., 2005). In addition, the association between
age and the infidelity is inconclusive in literature. Although the rates of infidelity
increase with age, the likelihood of engaging in infidelity decreases at late 50s (Allen
et al., 2005; Atkins, & Kessel, 2008). Also, between the ages of 18 and 30,

individuals are more likely to engage in infidelity due to sexual exploration (Atkins,
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& Kessel, 2008). Moreover, another predictor is personality. Studies investigating
the relationship between personality traits in terms of the five-factor model and
infidelity indicated that low level of agreeableness, low level of conscientiousness,
high level of extraversion and high level of openness are among the determinants of
engaging in infidelity (Orzeck & Lung, 2005; Schmitt, 2004). Lastly, Attachment
theory and the Dark Triad personality traits, two of the predictors of infidelity, will

be elaborate in detail.

1.3 Attachment Theory

Attachment Theory (Bowlby, 1969) has been one of the well-known and most
accepted theories for explaining infant- caregiver relationships for many years. The
theory has also become crucial for explaining personality processes (Gilliath,
Karantzas, & Fraley, 2016), and close relationship dynamics in adulthood (Hazan &
Shaver, 1987). It is stated that an attachment style is a guide in order to understand
how individual bonds establish a relationship, and how they are perceived by the self
(Furman & Flanagan, 1997).

1.3.1 Infant-caregiver attachment

Attachment theory indicates that infants tend to form a special bond with their
caregivers (Bowlby, 1969). Specifically, there are three distinctive features which
indicate attachment bond, “seeking proximity with the caregiver”, “using the
caregiver as a secure base to explore the environment” and “using the caregiver for
comfort as a safe haven in the presence of a threat” (Bowlby, 1969). The functions
shaping the expectations of infants are caregiver’s responsiveness and availability
(Bowlby, 1973). Expectations from the others and the self constitute various internal
working models which determine attachment patterns (Bowlby, 1973). That is, the
characteristics of the caregiver (usually the mother), whether she is available when
the child needs support and protection; and the perception of the self, whether it is
worth to be supported and protected are the factors that affect those expectations

(Bowlby, 1973). In other words, how attachment between the infant and the
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caregiver was formed depends on the quality of the interaction between them and

whether the infant perceives the caregiver as a source of security (Bowlby, 1988).

The “Strange Situation” is a kind of procedure designed by Ainsworth and
colleagues (1978) which provides to explore the attachment styles. Bowlby (1969)
claimed that infant’s fear and anxiety stimulate the activation of the attachment
behavior. Therefore, the strange situation procedure was designed to be able to
observe the infant’s reactions when s/he is activated by the attachment-related
situations like separation from the attachment figure and reunifying with her
(Ainsworth et al., 1978). That is, separated infant cries and tries to take attachment
figure’s attention back in order to keep proximity when the attachment behavior is
activated. In response to this attention seeking behavior, it is expected that the
attachment figure gives comfort and ease to the infant with bodily contact. So, this
contact satisfies the attachment needs of the infant and s/he can continue to explore
the environment safely (Ainsworth & Bowlby, 1991). Based on the studies of
attachment activation, there are three types of attachment styles based on two
dimensions as secure and insecure attachment: secure (Type B), avoidant-insecure
(Type A), and anxious/ambivalent-insecure (Type C; Ainsworth et al., 1978). Secure
attachment style represents an infant who explores the world securely through his/her
available, responsive, and perceptive caregiver (Ainsworth et al., 1978; Weinfield,
Sroufe, Egelan, & Carlson, 1999). Therefore, when the securely attached infant
experiences separation from the attachment figure, s/he expresses his/her
sadness/worry honestly and continues to explore the environment right after the
reunion. Securely attached infants have an internal working models of themselves as
competent and valued and of the others as accessible and responsive (Bretherton &
Munholland, 1999). In addition, those infants possess positive expectations and
exhibit self-confidence (Bretherton & Munholland, 1999). On the other hand, when
there is a lack of consistent parental behavior, the infant tends to develop one of the
insecure attachment styles. In anxious/ambivalent (also called as resistant or
preoccupied) attachment style, infants have maladjusted internal working models of
themselves and the others. That is, infants perceive themselves as incompetent and

others as untrustworthy (Ainsworth et al., 1978). When the anxious/ambivalently
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attached infant experiences separation, expresses his/her desires, yet refuses the
attention when it is offered; so, the infant typically develops a persistent fear of
abandonment (Ainsworth et al., 1978). In avoidant attachment style, the infant is
attached to his parent avoidantly due to the lack of responsiveness. The caregiver of
this infant is typically emotionally distant which leads to the lack of concern
(Ainsworth et al., 1978). As a result, these infants try to develop coping mechanisms
to manage their anxiety through suppressing the attachment needs and behaviors.
Also, the internal working model of the infant with avoidant attachment style for the
self is unworthiness, and is rejecting and unsupportive for the others (Bretherton &
Munholland, 1999).

Moreover, the fourth category of the infant- caregiver attachment bond is discovered
by Main and Solomon (1986): disorganized/disoriented attachment (Type D). The
core characteristic of the disorganized/disoriented attachment style is inability to
preserve a coherent attachment strategy, which leads to a conflict in the relationship
between the infant and the caregiver (Main & Solomon, 1986). They cannot express
their feelings clearly; for instance, while they feel angry in a certain case at one time,
they may feel depressed in the same case at another time. The caregivers of these
infants had often experienced trauma in their own histories which lead to frightened
or disoriented parenting styles (Main, Kaplan, & Cassidy, 1985). So, the underlying
mechanism of the disorganized/disoriented attachment seems that both “the one” as
an attachment figure and “the one” as a source of fear is the same person for those

children who have attached disorganizedly.

It is indicated that whereas attachment patterns and the internal working models of
the self and the others generally demonstrate life- long stability, there might be some
changes in adult attachment styles through significant attachment- related

experiences (Gilliath, Karantzas, & Fraley, 2016).

16



1.3.2 Adult attachment styles

As it is mentioned above, infant-caregiver attachment patterns indicate long-term
stability, so it is widely believed that they form a basis for the dynamics of adult
romantic relationships (Feeney & Noller, 1990). The relationship between infant-
caregiver attachment and adult attachment, researched by Hazan and Shaver (1987)
for the first time, has been investigated through close relationships for many years
(Bartholomew & Horowitz 1991; Feeney & Noller, 1990; Hazan & Campa, 2013).
Specifically, Hazan and Shaver (1987) indicated that there is mainly a similar
dynamic between the infant-caregiver and romantic relationships; and they also
stated that the three main attachment styles (i.e. secure, anxious/ambivalent, and
avoidant attachment styles) influence close relationships in adulthood as it was
specified in the infant-caregiver attachment styles (Ainsworth et al.,1978). In
addition to Hazan and Shaver’s (1987) study, Bartholomew (1990) formulated four
attachment groups model in terms of Bowlby’s working models of the self and the
self in relation to others. The two-dimensional model is based on perceptions of the
self and others; that is, the anxiety level of the individual about the oneself and
avoidance level of the individual about the others determines the adult attachment

style of an individual (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991) (see Figure 1).

In this context, individuals in low anxiety and low avoidance dimensions are termed
as securely attached (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Hazan & Shaver, 1987). It is
indicated that individuals with secure attachment style have a positive view of
themselves and the others; accordingly, they are eager to get into a close relationship
and maintain it (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Hazan & Shaver, 1987). In
addition, securely attached individuals tend to be happy, trustful, and supportive in
their relationships (Hazan & Shaver, 1987). Moreover, their relationship satisfaction
is higher and their intimacy is deeper than the individuals with insecure attachment
styles (Mikulincer & Erev, 1991; Tucker & Anders, 1999).
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Figure 1. Description of Bartholomew and Horowitz’s (1991) attachment styles. Adapted
from Adult Attachment: A concise introduction to theory and research (p. 16), by O. Gilliath,
G. C. Karantzas, & R. C. Fraley, 2016, London, Academic Press.

Individuals in low avoidance and high anxiety dimensions are termed as preoccupied
attachment style (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991), corresponding to
anxious/ambivalent attachment style in Hazan and Shaver’s study (Feeney & Noller,
1996). Individuals with preoccupied attachment style have a positive view about the
others; but they are anxious about themselves (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991;
Gilliath, Karantzas, & Fraley, 2016). On the one hand, preoccupied attachment style
refers a desire for commitment and intimacy in a relationship; on the other hand, it
refers emotional ups and downs, jealousy and high sexual attraction (Gilliath,
Karantzas, & Fraley, 2016). Preoccupied individuals experience anxiety in their
interpersonal interactions, so they tend to feel anxious about getting negative
feedback which usually leads to conflict between partners (Carnelley, Israel, &
Brennan, 2007). In addition, they experience fear of abandonment and seek approval
all the time (Fish et al., 2012).
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Low anxiety and high avoidance dimensions refer to dismissive avoidant attachment
style, which may be identified as uncommon (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991). That
is, dismissive avoidantly attached individuals tend to be cautious about close
relationships. Achievement and self-reliance are more critical than establishing and
maintaining a close relationship in the scope of this attachment style (Gilliath,
Karantzas, & Fraley, 2016).

Finally, individuals in high anxiety and high avoidance dimensions are identified as
fearful attachment style, corresponding to avoidant attachment style in Hazan and
Shaver’s study (Feeney & Noller, 1996). Even if fearfully attached individuals build
an intimate relationship, they cannot maintain it due to the lack of trust. Fearfully
attached individuals want to maintain their distance from their partners (Dewall et
al., 2011). Dewall and colleagues (2011) indicated that “Maintaining their distance
limits their commitment and protects their sense of independence”. Therefore, the

distance aroused by mistrust prevents intimacy and commitment in the relationship.

1.3.3 The relationship between adult attachment styles and infidelity

It is stated that “Privacy, intimacy, loyalty are necessary ingredients to a fulfilling
relationship” (Schiffrin & Nelson, 2010). In order to explore a fulfilling relationship,
the motivations and the consequences of infidelity must be understood completely.
One of the variables which causes intention, motivation or behavior of infidelity is
adult romantic attachment styles. Specifically, spouses develop mental
representations about the availability of their partners which determine the behaviors
and beliefs about the partner bidirectionally (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Hazan
& Shaver, 1987).

The studies investigating the relationship between adult romantic attachment style
and infidelity indicated that securely attached individuals are more likely to have
committed, monogamous, faithful, and stabile close relationships than insecurely
attached individuals (Allen & Baucom, 2004; Bogaert & Savada, 2002; Dewall et al.,

2011, Hazan & Shaver; 1987; Russell et al., 2013). The underlying mechanism of
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these sort of relationships is the fact that the individuals with secure attachment style
believe that their romantic partners will always be there when they are in need.
Moreover, due to the high commitment in the relationship, individuals who develop
secure attachment perceive sexual relation as an exclusive act which should be
experienced with the loved one; and it is observed that they tend to avoid from the

sexual activities like “one-night stand” and “hook-up” (Paul et al., 2000).

On the other hand, insecurely attached individuals are doubtful whether their
romantic partner is available or not. For instance, an individual who has an anxious
attachment style tends to seek approval and intimacy which might lead to
dependency on the loved one or the relationship itself (Brennan & Shaver, 1995;
Feeney & Noller, 1990). Also, anxiously attached individuals perceive sex as a
coping mechanism when their partners do not satisfy their intimacy and approval
needs (Birnbaum, Reis, Mikulincer, Gilliath, & Orpaz, 2006). Moreover,
interestingly, individuals with avoidant attachment style tend to avoid from their
partners in order to maintain intimacy (Brennan & Shaver, 1995; Gentzler & Kerns,
2004). The commitment of the relationship is inadequate in avoidant attachment
style; so, avoidantly attached individuals are more permissive with sexual attitudes
(Brenann & Shaver, 1995; Gentzler & Kerns, 2004). Also, these individuals with
avoidant attachment style are inclined to have a sexual intercourse at an early age,
have causal sex, and perceive the relationship as sort of a game (Brenann & Shaver,
1995; Paul et al., 2000). It was found that the link between avoidant attachment style
and motivation to engage in infidelity was significant due to the commitment and
sexual attitude dilemmas (Dewall et al., 2011; Russel et al., 2013). In addition,
Russel and colleagues (2013) stated that there is also a critical association,
specifically for married men, between anxious attachment style and engaging in
infidelity. One of the remarkable studies in this topic states, on the other hand, that
anxiously attached women are more likely to have sexual relations with someone
other than the partner (Bogaert & Savada, 2002). As it is in the avoidant attachment
style, anxiously attached individuals tend to have sexual intercourse at an earlier age
compared to the secure ones and tend to have several sex partners at a time, as well

(Bogaert & Savada, 2002). In addition, it is interesting that anxiously attached
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individuals identify extradyadic relationship negatively if their primary relationship

satisfies their intimacy needs (Brenann & Shaver, 1995).

The findings of the study (Allen & Baucom, 2004) on the individuals who had
engaged in infidelity before indicated that men with dismissive attachment style and
women with preoccupied attachment style were more likely to engage in sexual
relationship with someone outside of the primary relationship. Moreover, Allen and
Baucom (2004) investigated the motivations of infidelity, as well, and found that
individuals who have fearful and dismissive attachment styles were inclined to have
higher motivation to engage in infidelity compared to individuals with other insecure
types of attachment. Also, the desire for being autonomous of individuals with
dismissive attachment style constitutes a rationalization for infidelity, and the
ambivalent attitude of fearful attachment style affects their perception about
infidelity (Allen & Baucom, 2004).

1.4 The Dark Triad personality traits

Well-known dictators such as Adolph Hitler, Joseph Stalin, and Pol Pot or serial
Killers such as Ted Bundy, Richard Ramirez, and Jeffrey Dahmer have something in
common: their exceptional and extreme cruelty. They are the disreputable examples
of malicious human nature. Although it is a fortune due to their exceptionality, there
are numerous people breaking social norms and moral values by engaging in deviant
behaviors in everyday life (Ariely, 2013). In the literature, there are studies focusing
on environmental factors leading to these malevolent behaviors (Simons & Burt,
2011). However, it is believed that there is a strong relationship between personality
and malevolent behaviors, too (Lyons et al., 1995). In addition, numerous studies
stated that antisocial behavior has genetic roots (Moffitt, 2005). This finding can be
interpreted as the fact that lying, cheating, deceiving, or bullying has an underlying

factor: personality.

Paulhus and Williams (2002) investigated three personality traits related to malicious

human nature: narcissism, Machiavellianism, and psychopathy. Although these three
21



personality traits have their own definitions and historical roots, they are associated
with each other in terms of understanding the norm-violating behaviors in general
(Furnham, Richards, & Paulhus, 2013). Therefore, the term “The Dark Triad” was
generated in order to focus on their relationships with each other (Paulhus &
Williams, 2002). The emergence of these personality traits varies by their
backgrounds. Narcissism and psychopathy, initially, were investigated in clinical
sphere and approached as disorders. However, Raskin and Hall (1979) constituted
subclinical form of narcissism different from DSM-defined personality disorder,

which will be explained in the following section.

1.4.1 Narcissism

Narcissism as pathological or subclinical was investigated and supported by many
different studies in the literature (Morf & Rhodewalt, 2001). Origin of narcissism is
based on Greek Mythology and the story about Narcissus who is a beautiful boy
falling in love with himself, and this love costs his own life. It is mentioned as a
concept in psychoanalytic theory associated with “auto-eroticisim” by Ellis (1898).
Later, the concept of narcissism was used by Freud in order to identify entitlement
and excessive levels of admiration for oneself. In the Diagnostic and Statistical
Manual of Mental Disorders — 5 (DSM-5; APA, 2013), Narcissistic Personality
Disorder is defined as “having exaggerated self-importance, behaving in an arrogant
and haughty manner, having a sense of entitlement, having a pervasive pattern of
grandiosity and lack of empathy”. Whereas Narcissistic Personality Disorder is a
psychopathology in terms of the clinical perspective, narcissism is studied as a
personality characteristic in terms of the subclinical perspective in the literature
(Miller & Campbell, 2008). It is indicated that main components of narcissism are
grandiosity, entitlement, dominance, and superiority (Corry, Merritt, Mrug, & Pamp,
2008).
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1.4.2 Psychopathy

Another face of the Dark Triad, psychopathy, was formed as a personality trait
differently from a personality disorder (Hare, 1985; Lilienfeld & Andrews, 1996).
Psychopathy is viewed as the most malicious part of the Dark Triad even if it is in
subclinical version (Rauthmann, & Kolar, 2012). Psychopathy personality trait
includes high impulsivity, and thrill-seeking along with the low empathy and anxiety
(Hare, 1985). It is one of the most prominent personality traits among criminals.
Typical components of psychopathy such as manipulativeness, antisocial behavior
and lack of empathy may predict behaviors in forensic settings (Salekin, Rogers, &
Sewell, 1996). While there are many studies about the individual differences -
regarding behavior and personality- of psychopath and non-psychopath criminals
(Newman & Schmitt, 1998; Rice, Harris, & Cormier, 1992; Smith & Newman,
1990), another line of literature has begun to emerge about self-reported
psychopathic traits in normal populations (e.g., Benning, Patrick, Blonigen, Hicks, &
lacono, 2005; Levenson, Kiehl, & Fitzpatrick, 1995).

1.4.3 Machiavellianism

Machiavellianism has different etiology from narcissism and psychopathy. It is
generated from Machiavelli’s original books by Christie and Geis in 1970 (Paulhus
& Williams, 2002). Niccolo Machiavelli was a diplomat and a consultant in 16"
century in Italy, and he worked for Medici Family. He was known as an overly
ambitious and crafty person in his time. Therefore, Machiavellianism high scorers
are defined as cynical, unprincipled, and manipulator in order to earn success in their
lives (Jones & Paulhus, 2009). Machiavellist people behave toward others in a
manner that is manipulative, goal-oriented, and exploitative, and they have a
sensitive, cynical view toward others, and pragmatic morality (Ali, Amorim, &
Chamorro-Premuzic, 2009; Mcllwain, 2003). Machiavellians’ world view includes
strategical tactics and behaviors (Mclllwain, 2003). They do not care about
conventional morality and perform deception tactics in order to achieve personal

rewards, and they also use deception to prevent others’ benefits (Wilson, Near, &
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Miller, 1996). Research revealed their inability to recognize other people’s emotions
(Mcllwain, 2003), they are not affected by emotional situations, and they can keep
their aloof attitude under any circumstances (Mcllwain, 2003; Wilson, Near, &
Miller, 1996).

1.4.4 The Dark Triad as a combination of three personality traits

Paulhus and Williams (2002) claimed that narcissism, Machiavellianism, and
psychopathy personality traits share a conceptual resemblance and their common
measures overlap empirically. Therefore, these traits were investigated with regard to
their similarities and differences, and called “The Dark Triad” by Paulhus and
Williams in 2002. Especially in social and personality psychology field, it has
recently become an increasingly popular research focus (Vize, Lynam, Collison, &
Miller, 2016). In addition, differences of these three personality traits were
emphasized in many studies as well as their similarities such as callousness,
impulsivity, and aggressiveness (Furnham, Richards, & Paulhus, 2013). It is stated
in the literature that participants with these personality traits behave differently in
different contexts. For example, Machiavellians avoid cheating in high risk condition
while participants with psychopathy and narcissism personality traits are reckless
(Jones & Paulhus, 2017; Nathanson, Paulhus, & Williams, 2006). In addition,
narcissists focus on their selves and how they are perceived, and their sensitivity is
higher against ego threat compared to the other traits (Jones & Paulhus, 2010;
Paulhus & Williams, 2002). On the other hand, psychopaths behave more
aggressively and tend more to bully others than narcissists and Machiavellians
(Baughman et al., 2012). Furthermore, men reveal more the Dark Triad personality
characteristics than women (Jonason & Kavanagh, 2010).

It is stated that these three personality traits behave in a hypocrite way and show
dishonest characteristics (Jones & Paulhus, 2017). For instance, manipulativeness,
deceitfulness, and pathological lying are distinctive features of Machiavellianism and
psychopathy (McHoskey, Worzel, & Szyarto, 1998). Also, they tend to show

exploitative mating strategy in their relationships (Jonason, Luevano, & Adams,
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2012). On the other hand, psychopaths behave destructively in their relationships due
to their tendency to engage in thrill-seeking activities (Rauthmann & Kolar, 2012).
Although narcissists, in their short-term relationships, crave for success, they also
have a tendency to misbehave (Rauthmann & Kolar, 2012). Moreover,
Machiavellians have an issue to maintain a relationship because of the characteristic
including pessimism, fraudulent, exploitative and power-oriented (Rautman & Kolar,
2012). Shortly, it is indicated that the Dark Triad personality traits show lower
commitment in relationships (Paulhus & Williams, 2002; Wieser & Wiegel, 2015).

Therefore, it can be deduced that there is a link between the Dark Triad personality
traits and engaging in infidelity (Adams, Luevano, & Jonason, 2014; Alavi, Mei, &
Mehrinezhad, 2018; Visser, Pozzebon, Bogaert, & Ashton, 2010). The attitudes and
behaviors of the Dark Triad, use of deception (Paulhus & Williams, 2002),
exploitation of trust (Leary, Knight, & Barnes, 1986), and interest in alternate
partners (Campbell, & Foster, 2002) are consistent with extradyadic behaviors.
Research reveals that narcissism as a personality characteristic, which involves a
defensive, egocentric lack of empathy for others (Campbell, 1999; Rhodewalt &
Morf, 1995; see Morf & Rhodewalt, 2001, for a review), is positively associated with
unfaithful behavior in romantic relationships. Shackelford and Buss (1997) showed,
for example, that susceptibility to having an affair is positively correlated with
narcissism (as well as negatively correlated with conscientiousness). Atkins, Yi,
Baucom, and Christensen (2005) similarly found that narcissism was related to
infidelity such that individuals who were more focused on themselves and their own
needs and desires were more likely to be involved in an affair. Research by Exline,
Baumeister, Bushman, Campbell, and Finkel (2004) further suggested that narcissists
may be impaired in the areas of empathic identification and forgiveness more
generally. On the other hand, it is disputable in the literature that there are many
different factors such as context, motivation or characteristics lead to extradyadic
behaviors. For example, whether the factors such as intention of infidelity,
attractiveness (Holtzman & Strube, 2010), impulsivity (Vazire & Funder, 2006) and
risk-taking (Crysel, Crosier, & Webster, 2013) cause engaging in infidelity remains

argumentative. Especially impulsivity, which is one of the maladaptive personality
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components, might be one of the important determinants of infidelity in the Dark
Triad. Narcissists and psychopaths tend to show more impulsivity in their behaviors
compared to Machiavellians (Jones & Paulhus, 2011; Vazire & Funder, 2006).

1.5 The present study

In the literature, although there are many studies investigating the perceptions of
infidelity in terms of different variables such as gender, adult attachment or
relationship status, there is not a study, to the best of our knowledge, focusing on the
link between the Dark Triad and the infidelity perceptions. In addition, the majority
of the studies investigating the perceptions of infidelity mainly focus on the Western
cultural contexts although the role of culture is worthy of attention in terms of how
infidelity is perceived. Further, the Dark Triad in the context of close relationships is
relatively understudied in Turkish sample. Therefore, in the light of the literature,
this study is designed in order to reveal a deeper understanding of what constitutes
infidelity and how individuals define it. Particularly, the purpose of the current study
is to investigate how physical, emotional, and online infidelity are perceived in terms
of both individuals’ oneself and their partner in relation to the Dark Triad Personality
Traits (i.e. narcissism, Machiavellianism, and psychopathy), and Adult Attachment

Styles (i.e. anxious and avoidant attachment).

Based on the literature, it is hypothesized that gender will predict identifying
behaviors as infidelity in all the infidelity styles. Particularly, women will identify
more behaviors as infidelity than men. In addition, it is hypothesized that as
education level of participants increases, they will identify less behaviors as
infidelity. On the other hand, age will be investigated exploratorily due to the
inconclusive results in the literature. Moreover, it is expected that adult attachment
will predict the perceptions of infidelity. Specifically, attachment anxiety will
positively predict the perceptions of infidelity whereas attachment avoidance will
negatively predict it. On the other hand, the examination of the link between the
Dark Triad personality traits and the perceptions of infidelity will be tested

exploratorily since there is no such a study in the literature.
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CHAPTER 2

METHOD

2.1 Participants

In total, 377 participants between the ages of 18 and 60 (M.,. = 27.52, SD,,. = 7.91)
participated in this study. Among all the participants, 304 (80.6%) of them were
women, and 70 (18.6%) of them were men. Also, three participants stated their
gender as “other”. Education level of the participants were 25 (6.6%) from high
school, 9 (2.4%) from college (2 years), 249 (66.0%) from university (4 years), 62
(16.4%) from master’s degree, and 32 (8.5%) from PhD. Among all the participants,
347 (92.0%) of them were heterosexual, whereas 30 (8.0%) of them were gay,

lesbian, bisexual, and other.

In terms of the relationship status, 127 (33.7%) of the participants were single, 142
(37.7%) of the participants were in a relationship, 5 (1.3%) of the participants were
engaged, 78 (20.7%) of the participants were married, 5 (1.3%) of the participants
were dating, but not exclusively, 9 (2.4%) of the participants were in a complicated
relationship, 3 (0.8%) of the participants were divorced, 1 (0.3%) of the participants

were widow, and 6 (1.6%) of the participants were cohabitating.

In terms of the relationship duration, 42 (11.1%) of the participants had a
relationship between 0 and 6 months, 25 (6.6%) of the participants had a relationship
between 6 months and 1 year, 39 (10.3%) of the participants had a relationship
between 1 and 2 years , 74 (19.6%) of the participants had a relationship between 2
and 5 years, 34 (9.0%) of the participants had a relationship between 5 and 10 years,
and 43 (11.4%) of the participants were having a relationship for 10 years or more.
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2.2 Measures

2.2.1 Demographic information form

Demographic information form includes questions about age, gender, sexual
orientation, education level, relationship status, and relationship duration (see
Appendix A).

2.2.2 Experiences in Close Relationships - Revised

Experiences in Close Relationships-Revised (ECR-R) was developed by Fraley,
Waller, and Brennan (2000). The questionnaire includes 36 Likert-type items that
assess two dimensions: Anxiety and Avoidance (18 items for each subscale). High
Avoidance scores indicate finding discomfort with intimacy and seek independence,
whereas high Anxiety scores indicates tendency to fear rejection and abandonment.
Cronbach alpha values for Anxiety and Avoidance subscales were .86 and .90,
respectively. Turkish adaptation of the scale was conducted by Selguk, Giinaydin,
Stiimer, and Uysal (2005). Test-retest reliability coefficients for the subscales were
.82 and .81, respectively. In this study, Cronbach alpha values for Anxiety and

Avoidance subscales were found as .90 and .88, respectively (see Appendix B).

2.2.3 The Short Dark Triad

The Short Dark Triad (SD3; Jones & Paulhus, 2014) was used to assess the Dark
Triad personality traits: narcissism, Machiavellianism, psychopathy. SD3 is a self-
reported questionnaire including 27 items (9 items for each subscale). Although it is
relatively new, numerous studies supported the distinctive construct validity of this
measure. Also, it was reported as a reliable measurement tool with Cronbach’s alpha
coefficients as .71, .77, and .80 for narcissism, Machiavellianism and psychopathy
respectively. Each statement of the questionnaire was filled in by participants on 5-
point Likert type scale (1 — strongly disagree, 5 — strongly agree). The turkish

adaptation of the questionnaire (Kisaltilmis Karanlik Uglii Olgegi; Ozsoy, Rautmann,
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Jonason, & Ardig, 2017) was used in the present study. Cronbach’s alpha values for
the adapted questionnaire were .70 for Machiavellianism, .79 for narcissism, and .79
for psychopathy. In this study, based on the results of the reliability analyses (i.e.
item-total correlations), one item from the psychopathy subscale of the Short Dark
Traid (SD3) was excluded due to negative corrected item-total correlation.
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were found as .74 for narcissism, .79 for

Machiavellianism, and .79 for psychopathy in the current study (see Appendix C).

2.2.4 The perceptions of infidelity

In order to measure the perceptions of infidelity, the questionnaire developed by
Schonian (2013) was used. In the scope of this measurement tool, participants were
presented with 77 statements including various behavioral scenarios and asked to
rate on a four-point Likert type scale whether or not they perceive these behaviors as
unfaithful or not (1 — never considered infidelity, 2 — sometimes considered
infidelity, 3 — usually considered infidelity, 4 — always considered infidelity). The
infidelity scale statements are divided into three categories: physical infidelity,
emotional infidelity, and online infidelity. Each question is asked in two different
ways. One is how the behavior pertained to the participant’s oneself (e.g. “Hugging
someone who is not your partner”), and the other one is how the behavior pertained
to the participant’s partner (e.g. ““Your partner hugging someone who is not you”). If
the participant was not currently in a relationship, the participant was instructed to
answer the questions based on the standards of their previous or expected future
relationships. Chronbach’s alpha value for the whole scale was reported as .95.
Turkish version of this questionnaire was adapted for the current study through
translation-back translation method by the researcher of this study. Cronbach’s alpha
coefficients were found as .80 for physical infidelity for oneself, .90 for emotional
infidelity for oneself, and .90 for online infidelity for oneself; and, .86 for physical
infidelity for partner, .94 for emotional infidelity for partner, and .92 for online
infidelity for partner in the present study (see Appendix D).
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2.3 Procedure

First of all, ethical approval was taken from the Ethical Committee at Middle East
Technical University. Volunteer participants were sent an online survey through
Qualtrics program to complete the questionnaire package. They were informed about
the purpose of the study, anonymity of their responses, and confidentiality of the data
(see Appendix A). Before the administration, participants read and approved a
consent form. Then the participants completed demographic information form, the
Experiences in Close Relationships- Revised (ECR-R), Short Dark Triad (SD3), and
The Perceptions of Infidelity Scale. Completing the whole instruments took

approximately 25 minutes per participant.
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CHAPTER 3

RESULTS

First of all, the data screening process will be presented in this section. Secondly,
descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations of all variables will be provided.
Finally, regression analyses which were performed to predict the perceptions of
physical, emotional, and online infidelity from adult attachment styles and dark triad

personality traits will be presented.

3.1 Preliminary analyses

Before the main analyses, the data was controlled in terms of its accuracy. Data
cleaning was carried out; data including more than 17% missing were deleted (In
total, 239 participants which refer to 39% of the participants who started filling in the
questionnaire). The assumption of normality was tested in which univariate outliers
were examined through z scores, and multivariate outliers were examined through
Mahalanobis distances. The examination of univariate and multivariate outliers
indicated that there was one univariate outlier with the z score of 3.62, which was
deleted, whereas no multivariate outliers in the data.

3.2 Descriptive statistics

Descriptive statistics (i.e. minimum and maximum scores, mean and standard

deviations) of all study variables are presented in Table 1.
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Table 1

Descriptive statistics for all study variables (N = 377)

Min Max M SD
Anxious Attachment 1.06 6.61 3.49 1.06
Avoidant Attachment 1.00 5.76 2.80 1.02
Machiavellianism 1.00 5.00 2.91 .80
Narcissism 1.33 4.89 3.00 .70
Psychopathy 1.00 4.56 2.16 .66
Physical Infidelity (S) 1.00 4.00 2.63 .64
Emotional Infidelity (S) 1.00 4.00 2.01 .68
Online Infidelity (S) 1.00 4.00 2.51 .62
Physical Infidelity (P) 1.00 4.00 2.66 72
Emotional Infidelity (P) 1.00 4.00 2.30 .85
Online Infidelity (P) 1.00 4.00 2.63 .69

Note: SD: Standard deviation, S: Self, P: Partner.

3.3 Correlations

Bivariate correlation analysis was conducted in order to investigate the relationship
between all the variables including participants’ age, gender, education level,

relationship duration, adult attachment styles, dark triad personality traits, and the

perceptions of infidelity (see Table 2).

3.3.1 Correlations between demographic variables and the perceptions of

infidelity

Bivariate correlation analysis revealed that age is negatively correlated with the
perception of physical infidelity for oneself (r = -.27, p < .001); the perception of
emotional infidelity for oneself (r = -.24, p <.001); the perception of online infidelity

for oneself (r = -.17, p < .001); the perception of physical infidelity for partner (r = -
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.30, p <.001); the perception of emotional infidelity for partner (r = -.26, p < .001);
and the perception of online infidelity for partner (r =-.22, p <.001).

In addition, gender is negatively correlated with the perception of physical infidelity
for oneself (r = -.15, p < .001); the perception of online infidelity for oneself (r = -
12, p < .05); the perception of physical infidelity for partner (r = -.16, p < .01); the
perception of emotional infidelity for partner (r = -.12, p < .05); and the perception
of online infidelity for partner (r = -.15, p < .01). That is, women identified more

behaviors as infidelity than men.

Moreover, education level is negatively correlated with the perception of physical
infidelity for oneself (r = -.11, p < .05); the perception of emotional infidelity for
oneself (r = -.15, p < .01); the perception of physical infidelity for partner (r =-.16, p
< .01); the perception of emotional infidelity for partner (r = -.16, p<.01); and the
perception of online infidelity for partner (r = -.13, p < .05). Finally, relationship
duration is negatively correlated with the perception of physical infidelity for oneself
(r=-.14, p < .05).

3.3.2 Correlations between adult attachment styles and the perceptions of

infidelity

The findings of bivariate correlation analysis revealed that anxious attachment style
is positively correlated with the perception of physical infidelity for oneself (r = .13,
p < .05); the perception of emotional infidelity for oneself (r = .13, p < .05); the
perception of online infidelity for oneself (r = .16, p < .001); the perception of
physical infidelity for partner (r = .22, p < .001); the perception of emotional
infidelity for partner (r = .14, p < .05); and the perception of online infidelity for
partner (r = .20, p <.01).

Moreover, avoidant attachment style is positively correlated with the perception of
physical infidelity for oneself (r = .14, p <.05); the perception of emotional infidelity

for oneself (r = .19, p <.001); the perception of online infidelity for oneself (r = .19,
33



p < .001); the perception of physical infidelity for partner (r = .17, p < .01); the
perception of emotional infidelity for partner (r = .19, p < .01); and the perception of

online infidelity for partner (r = .24, p <.001).

3.3.3 Correlations between dark triad personality traits and the perceptions

of infidelity

Bivariate correlation analysis revealed that psychopathy personality trait is positively
correlated with the perception of emotional infidelity for oneself (r = .21, p <.001);
the perception of online infidelity for oneself (r = .12, p < .05); the perception of
physical infidelity for partner (r = .17, p < .01); the perception of emotional infidelity
for partner (r = .27, p < .001); and the perception of online infidelity for partner (r =
18, p<.01).

3.3.4 Correlations between dimensions of the perceptions of infidelity

Bivariate correlation analysis revealed that the perception of physical infidelity for
oneself is positively correlated with the perception of emotional infidelity for oneself
(r = .69, p <.001); the perception of online infidelity for oneself (r = .71, p < .001);
the perception of physical infidelity for partner (r = .86, p < .001); the perception of
emotional infidelity for partner (r = .67, p < .001); and the perception of online
infidelity for partner (r = .69, p <.001).

Moreover, the perception of emotional infidelity for oneself is positively correlated
with the perception of online infidelity for oneself (r = .74, p < .001); the perception
of physical infidelity for partner (r = .71, p < .001); the perception of emotional
infidelity for partner (r = .86, p < .001); and the perception of online infidelity for
partner (r =.71, p <.001).

Furthermore, the perception of online infidelity for oneself is positively correlated

with the perception of physical infidelity for partner (r = .73, p < .001); the
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perception of emotional infidelity for partner (r = .74, p < .001); and the perception

of online infidelity for partner (r = .88, p <.001).

Finally, the perception of physical infidelity for partner is positively correlated with
the perception of emotional infidelity for partner (r = .78, p < .001); and the
perception of online infidelity for partner (r = .76, p < .001). Also, the perception of
emotional infidelity for partner is positively correlated with the perception of online

infidelity for partner (r = .82, p <.001).

3.3.5 Correlations of adult attachment styles with other variables

Bivariate correlation analysis revealed that anxious attachment style is positively
correlated with avoidant attachment style (r = .39, p < .001),; Machiavellianism (r =
.20, p < .001), and; psychopathy (r = .21, p < .001). In addition, it is negatively
correlated with age (r = -.11, p < .01); education level (r = -.15, p < .001); and
relationship duration (r = -.17, p <.01).

Moreover, avoidant attachment style is positively correlated with Machiavellianism
(r = .23, p < .001); and psychopathy (r = .23, p < .001), whereas negatively
correlated with age (r = -.13, p < .001); education level (r = -.18, p < .001); and
relationship duration (r = -.17, p < .01).

3.3.6 Correlations of dark triad personality traits with other variables

Bivariate correlation analysis revealed that Machiavellianism is positively correlated
with gender (r = .15, p < .01); that is, men have more Machiavellianism
characteristics than women; narcissism (r = .45, p <.001); psychopathy (r = .52, p <
.001). Narcissism is positively correlated with gender (r = .14, p < .01); and
psychopathy (r = .42, p < .001). Finally, psychopathy is positively correlated with
gender (r = .23, p < .001); that means men have more psychopathy characteristics

than women.
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3.4 Predicting the perceptions of infidelity from the Dark Triad and adult

attachment styles

In this study, six sets of hierarchical regression analyses were performed in order to
test whether adult attachment styles (i.e. anxious and avoidant), and dark triad
personality traits (i.e. narcissism, Machiavellianism, psychopathy) significantly
predict the perceptions of physical, emotional, and online infidelity in terms of
oneself and the partner. First of all, participants’ education level and relationship
duration have been entered to the model in order to check their potential effect on the
perceptions of infidelity, but they did not account for significant amount of variation
in the score. Therefore, education level and relationship duration were excluded from

the model in order not to decrease the statistical power.

In order to investigate whether anxious and avoidant attachment types as adult
attachment styles; and narcissism, Machiavellianism, psychopathy as dark triad
personality styles significantly predict the perceptions of infidelity physical,
emotional, and online infidelity for oneself and the partner, three-step hierarchical
regression analyses were conducted. Specifically, in the first step, age and gender
were entered into the model; secondly, narcissism, Machiavellianism, and
psychopathy were added into the model. As a third and final step, anxious

attachment and avoidant attachment styles were entered into the model.

The results of the analysis showed that age made a significant contribution in
predicting the perception of physical infidelity for oneself in the first model (R? =
.08, F (2, 273) = 16.47, p < .001), and it explained 8% of the variance on the
perception of physical infidelity for oneself. Specifically, the perception of physical
infidelity for oneself was negatively predicted by age (8 = -.23, t = -4.49, p < .001,
95% CI [-.027, -.011]). However, the other variables did not reveal a significant

association with the perception of physical infidelity for oneself (see Table 3).
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Table 3

Hierarchical Regression Analysis in Predicting the Perception of Physical Infidelity for Oneself

Physical Infidelity (S)

Step 1

Step 2

Step 3

Predictors

Age

Gender

Machiavellianism
Narcissism

Psychopathy

Anxious
Attachment
Avoidant
Attachment

39

29

32

RZ

.08

.09

10

AR?
.08

01

01

F AF B
16.47***  16.47***
-.02
-.15
7.00*** .70
-.07
.03
.05
5.86*** 2.84
.05
.05

SE

.01
.08

.05
.05
.06

.03

.04

_.23***
-.09

-.09
.03
.05

.07

.08

*p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .00L.



In the second model, age revealed a significant association with the perception of
emotional infidelity for oneself (R> = .06, F (2, 373) = 11.45, p < .001) and it
explained 6% of the variance on the perception of emotional infidelity for oneself.
Specifically, the perception of emotional infidelity for oneself was negatively
predicted by age (# =-.19, t =-3.93, p <.001, 95% CI [-.026, -.009]). In the second
step, psychopathy made a significant contribution in predicting the perception of
emotional infidelity for oneself (R? = .10, F (3, 370) = 8.33, p < .001). Particularly,
the perception of emotional infidelity for oneself was positively predicted by
psychopathy ( = .21, t = 3.45, p < .01, 95% CI [.096, .350]). On the other hand,
there were not any significant associations between the other variables and the
perception of emotional infidelity for oneself. Furthermore, in the third model, the
variables did not reveal a significant association with the perception of online
infidelity for oneself (see Tables 4 & 5).

In the fourth model, age and gender made a significant contribution in predicting the
perception of physical infidelity for the partner (R? = .10, F (2, 310) = 17.34, p <
.001). Particularly, age negatively predicted the perception of physical infidelity for
the partner (f = -.24, t = -4.40, p < .001, 95% CI [-.033, -.013]). In addition, gender
negatively predicted the perception of physical infidelity for the partner (8 =-.13,t =
-2.41, p < .05, 95% CI [-.417, -.042]); that is, women identified more behaviors as
physical infidelity for the partner than men. In the second step, there was a
significant association between psychopathy and the perception of physical infidelity
for the partner (R? = .14, F (3, 307) = 9.65, p < .001). Specifically, the perception of
physical infidelity for the partner was positively predicted by psychopathy (5 = .16, t
=2.38, p < .05, 95% CI [.030, .313]). On other hand, Machiavellianism (8 = -.05, t =
.06, p = .41, 95% CI [-.163, .067]) and narcissism (# = .04, t = .66, p = .51, 95% CI
[-.085, .172]) did not reveal a significant association with the perception of physical
infidelity for the partner. In the third step, anxious attachment style made a
significant contribution in predicting the perception pf physical infidelity for the
partner (R? = .15, F (2, 305) = 8.04, p < .001). It positively predicted the perception

of physical infidelity for the partner (8 = .13, t = 2.27, p < .05, 95% CI [.012, .168]).
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Table 4

Hierarchical Regression Analysis in Predicting the Perception of Emotional Infidelity for Oneself

Emotional Infidelity (S)

Predictors R R? AR?
Step 1 24 .06 .06
Age
Gender
Step 2 32 10 .04
Machiavellianism
Narcissism
Psychopathy
Step 3 34 14 01

Anxious
Attachment
Avoidant
Attachment

F AF B
11.45%**  11.45%**
-.02
-.09
8.33*** 5.96**
-.04
-.04
22
6.71*** 2.48
.02

.07

SE

.09

.06
.06
.07

.04

.04

- 19
-05

-.04
-.04
21%*

.03

.10

*p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .00L.
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Table 5.

Hierarchical Regression Analysis inPredicting the Perception of Online Infidelity for Oneself

Online Infidelity (S)

Predictors R R? AR? F AF B SE B

Step 1 20 .04 .03 7.34%* 7.34%*

Age -.01 01 -11

Gender -.16 .08 -11
Step 2 24 .06 .02 4.58*** 2.66*

Machiavellianism -.06 .05 -.07

Narcissism .08 .05 .09

Psychopathy .08 .06 .09
Step 3 29 .09 .03 4.87*** 5.35**

Anxious .06 .03 .18

Attachment

Avoidant .08 .03 A2

Attachment

*p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .00L.



However, avoidant attachment style did not predict the perception of physical
infidelity for the partner (8 = .04, t = .71, p = .48, 95% CI [-.053, .113]) (see Table
6).

In the fifth model, age and gender made a significant contribution in predicting the
perception of emotional infidelity for the partner (R? = .07, F (2, 312) = 10.86, p <
.001). Particularly, age negatively predicted the perception of emotional infidelity for
the partner (5 = -.20, t = -3.51, p < .01, 95% CI [-.033, -.009]). In addition, gender
negatively predicted the perception of emotional infidelity for the partner (f = -.13, t
=-2.37, p < .05, 95% CI [-.490, -.046]); that is, women identified more behaviors as
emotional infidelity for the partner than men. In the second step, there was a
significant association between psychopathy and the perception of emotional
infidelity for the partner (R? = .15, F (3, 309) = 10.97, p < .001). Psychopathy
positively predicted the perception of emotional infidelity for the partner (8 = .31, t=
4.66, p < .001, 95% CI [.228, .561]). On other hand, Machiavellianism (5 = -.09, t =
-1.27, p =.20, 95% CI [-.222, .047]) and narcissism (f = .01, t = .14, p = .89, 95% CI
[-.140, .161]) did not reveal a significant association with the perception of
emotional infidelity for the partner. Also, in the third step, anxious attachment style
(B =.02,t=.37,p=.71, 95% CI [-.074, .109]) and avoidant attachment style (8 =
.08, t =1.40, p = .16, 95% CI [-.028, .166]) did not reveal a significant association
with the perception of emotional infidelity for the partner (R?> = .16, F (2, 307) =
8.22, p <.001) (see Table 7).

In the sixth and final model, age (# = -.15, t = -.15, p < .01, 95% CI [-.023, -.003])
and gender (f = -.14, t = -.14, p < .05, 95% CI [-.412, -.049]) negatively predicted
the perception of online infidelity for the partner (R? = .06, F (2, 307) = 9.94, p <
.001); that is, women identified more behaviors as online infidelity for the partner
than men. In the second step, there was a significant association between
psychopathy and the perception of online infidelity for the partner (R?> = .11, F (3,
304) = 7.12, p < .001). Psychopathy positively predicted the perception of online
infidelity for the partner (6 = .17, t = 2.47, p < .05, 95% CI [.035, .311]). On other
hand, Machiavellianism (# = -.09, t = -1.34, p = .18, 95% CI [-.185, .035]) and

narcissism (f = .07, t = 1.20, p = .23, 95% CI [-.048, .200]) did not reveal a
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significant association with the perception of online infidelity for the partner. In third
step, avoidant attachment style made a significant contribution in predicting the
perception of online infidelity for the partner (R? = .14, F (2, 302) = 6.93, p < .001).
Avoidant attachment style positively predicted the perception of online infidelity for
the partner (f = .15, t = 2.50, p < .05, 95% CI [.022, .181]). However, anxious
attachment style did not predict the perception of online infidelity for the partner (5
=.09,t=151, p=.13, 95% CI [-.018, .133]) (see Table 8).
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Table 6.

Hierarchical Regression Analysis in Predicting the Perception of Physical Infidelity for Partner

Physical Infidelity (P)

Step 1

Step 2

Step 3

Predictors

Age

Gender

Machiavellianism
Narcissism

Psychopathy

Anxious
Attachment
Avoidant
Attachment

32

37

40

RZ

.10

14

15

AR?
.10

.04

.02

F AF B
17.34%**  17.34%**
-.02
-.23
9.65*** 4.17**
-.05
.04
A7
8.04*** 3.60*
.09
.03

SE

.01
.09

.06
.07
.07

.04

.04

- 24
-13*

-.05
.04
16*

A3*

.04

*p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .00L.
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Table 7.

Hierarchical Regression Analysis in Predicting the Perception of Emotional Infidelity for Partner

Emotional Infidelity (P)

Predictors R
Step 1 .26
Age
Gender
Step 2 39
Machiavellianism
Narcissism
Psychopathy
Step 3 40

Anxious
Attachment
Avoidant
Attachment

RZ

.07

15

16

AR?
.07

.09

01

F AF B
10.86***  10.86***
-.02
-.26
10.97***  10.38***
-.08
01
.39
8.22%** 1.30
01

.06

SE

.01
A1

.07
.08
.09

.05

.05

-.20%*
-.13*

-.09
.01

.31***

.02

.08

*p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .00L.
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Table 8.
Hierarchical Regression Analysis in Predicting the Perception of Online Infidelity for Partner

Online Infidelity (P)

Predictors R R? AR? F AF B SE B

Step 1 .25 .06 .06 9.94*** 9.94***

Age -.01 .01 -.15**

Gender -.23 .09 -.14*
Step 2 .32 A1 .04 7.12%** 5.00**

Machiavellianism -.08 .06 -.09

Narcissism .08 .06 .07

Psychopathy 17 .07 A7*
Step 3 .38 14 .03 6.93*** 5.90**

Anxious .06 .04 .09

Attachment

Avoidant .10 .04 15*

Attachment

*p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .00L.



CHAPTER 4

DISCUSSION

In the literature, the perceptions of infidelity have been investigated in the context of
various variables such as gender, age or adult attachment styles. However, to the best
of our knowledge, there is no study investigating the relationship between the Dark
Triad personality traits, which is a relatively new concept, and how individuals
perceive infidelity. In addition, most of the studies investigating the Dark Triad in
the literature have been conducted in Western cultural context. Also, in Turkish
sample, the concept of the Dark Triad was studied within the scope of Industrial and
Organizational Psychology in order to investigate the personalities of employees and
managers or the relationship between them. Yet, in the context of close relationships,
there is limited number of studies in Turkish sample investigating these personality
traits. Therefore, it is aimed to investigate infidelity perceptions (i.e. physical,
emotional, and online infidelity) in terms of how these different types of infidelity
are perceived by the individual for oneself and for the partner within the context of
the Dark Triad Personality Traits (i.e. narcissism, Machiavellianism, and

psychopathy), and Adult Attachment Styles (i.e. anxious and avoidant attachment).

In this chapter, firstly there will be a review of the hypotheses of the present study.
Then, the findings based on hierarchical regression analyses will be discussed in the
light of the literature. After that, it will be evaluated what are the strengths of the
current study and how it has made a contribution to the literature. Lastly, limitations
of the current study will be explained and suggestions for future research will be

presented.
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4.1 Review of the hypotheses

In the present study, it was hypothesized that there will be a relationship between
gender and the infidelity perceptions. Specifically, female participants will identify
more behaviors as infidelity than male participants in all the infidelity types. In
addition, it is expected that as education level of participants increases, they will
identify less behaviors as infidelity. On the other hand, age will be investigated
exploratorily due to the inconclusive results in the literature. In addition, it was
expected that there will be a relationship between adult attachment styles and the
perceptions of infidelity. That is, individuals who have anxious attachment style will
identify more behaviors as infidelity than individuals who have avoidant attachment
style. Lastly, it was decided that the relationship between the Dark Triad personality
traits and the perceptions of infidelity will be investigated exploratorily since there is
not a study, to the best of our knowledge, evaluating the link between them.

4.1.1 Evaluation of regression analyses

The relationship between gender and the perceptions of infidelity is the first main
focus of the current study. The results of hierarchical regression analyses showed
that gender significantly predicts how individuals perceive infidelity in the context of
evaluating partner’s behaviors in all infidelity types. That is, when female
participants evaluate their partners’ behaviors, they identify more behaviors as
infidelity than male participants. These results are consistent with the literature
(Sharpe, Walters, & Goren, 2013; Henline et al., 2007; Thornton & Nagurney, 2011).
According to sex-role socialization theory, having numerous partners for a man is
acceptable, even reputable; whereas for women, engaging in infidelity is rather
shameful (Eaves & Robertson-Smith, 2007). Accordingly, women may feel
threatened in terms of considering their partners’ behaviors. In addition, self-esteem
may be one of the determinants of these results, as well. According to self-esteem
literature, individuals who have low self-esteem pay more attention to other people’s
misbehaviors, they do not forget about these behaviors, and easily believe that their

partners do not want to maintain the relationship compared to individuals with high
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self-esteem (Murray et al., 2002; Vorauer & Quesnel, 2013). Therefore, relationship
satisfaction tends to be low among those individuals who have low self-esteem
(Fincham & Bradbury, 1993). Moreover, it is stated regarding gender differences that
women tend to have lower self-esteem than men (Huang, 2010; Orth & Robins,
2014). In a study, female participants indicated that men cheat their partners in order
to gain self-esteem (Boekout et al., 1999). It can be suggested that women may be
more cautious than men in order to discern unfaithful behaviors of the partner.
Therefore, this finding of the current study regarding gender differences in
perceiving infidelity is supported by the literature mainly through sex-role
socialization theory and self-esteem. Also, age was decided to investigate
exploratorily due to the inconsistent findings in the literature regarding its link with
infidelity. The findings of the current study indicated that age negatively predicts the
perceptions of all types of infidelity except how individuals evaluate themselves
within the context of online infidelity. That is, as the participants’ age increase, they
are less likely to identify behaviors as infidelity. This result may be linked to trust in
the relationship. That is, older individuals have higher trust towards the others
because of strong emotional connection (Li & Fung, 2013). Although it is stated that
there is a nonlinear relationship between age and engaging in infidelity (Atkins &
Kessel, 2008), it is indicated in a more recent study (Leeker & Carlozzi, 2014) that
individuals under 40 are more likely to engage in infidelity than individuals above
40, which suggests a linear relationship between age and infidelity and is in line with
the findings of the current study. Furthermore, it was expected that as education level
of participants increases, they will identify less behaviors as infidelity. The findings
of the present study showed that education level did not predict how the participants
perceive infidelity. This lack of association might be due to the fact that the majority
of the participants have high educational background. Therefore, it was thought that
a small variance regarding education level in the current sample might impede to
observe a potential effect of it on the perception of infidelity, because there are
studies in the literature indicating a negative relationship between education level

and how individuals perceive infidelity (e.g. Allen et al., 2005).
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On the other hand, in this study, evaluation of the participants of their own behaviors
as infidelity was not related to gender. That is, individuals, whether male or female,
evaluate themselves different from their partners. This result seems to be consistent
with the concept of self-serving bias, which means that individuals perceive
themselves more favorable than other people (Myers & Twenge, 2015). Moreover,
according to self-enhancement bias, individuals tend to believe that they are better
than other people (Heck & Kruguer, 2016). In other words, in the current study,
participants of both genders may evaluate themselves as faithful individuals to their
partners due to both self-serving and self-enhancement biases. In addition, it can be
suggested that separate assessment of the perceptions of infidelity as for oneself and
for the partner may cause social desirability bias, as well. That is, the scores of
participants may have been affected due to giving socially desirable answers instead

of reflecting their own perceptions (Grimm, 2010).

The second main hypothesis of the present study was that adult attachment styles
will be related to the perceptions of infidelity. Particularly, anxiously attached
participants were expected to have higher scores in the perceptions of infidelity scale
than avoidantly attached participants. This hypothesis is partially supported. That is,
in terms of evaluation of physical infidelity of partner, participants who have anxious
attachment style identify more behaviors as infidelity than participants who have
avoidant attachment style. It is indicated that insecurely attached individuals have
doubts about the availability of their partners (Brennan & Shaver, 1995; Feeney &
Noller, 1990). Specifically, individuals who have anxious attachment style are
inclined to exaggerate relationship threats, and to question the commitment of their
partners (Collins, 1996). Also, it is claimed that when there is a lack of intimacy and
approval in the relationship, anxiously attached individuals tend to cope with
loneliness and to neglect by having sex (Birnbaum et al., 2006). It is also stated that
women who have anxious attachment style are inclined to have sexual relations with
someone other than their partners (Bogaert, & Sadava, 2002.). Therefore, it can be
stated that individuals who have anxious attachment style have a tendency to
physical infidelity. On the other hand, in this study, as an unexpected result, anxious

attachment style did not predict infidelity perceptions in terms of emotional and
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online infidelity. Moreover, results in the current study unexpectedly indicated that
avoidantly attached individuals have high scores in terms of evaluation of online
infidelity of partner. In the literature, it is stated that avoidantly attached individuals
tend to have numerous partners simultaneously and are more open to casual sexual
relations (Brenann & Shaver, 1995; Paul et al., 2000). Also, in order to avoid
commitment, avoidantly attached individuals are more likely to engage in infidelity
(Dewall et al., 2011; Russel et al., 2013). However, it is difficult to indicate whether
this prediction is consistent with the literature or not due to the fact that online

infidelity studies are relatively new in the literature.

For the third main hypothesis, the relationship between the Dark Triad personality
traits and the perceptions of infidelity was investigated exploratorily due to the fact
that not only the Dark Triad personality traits’ relationship with infidelity
perceptions have not been studied in the psychology literature, to the best of our
knowledge, but also the concept is understudied in the context of close relationships
in Turkish sample. That is, there is no study about how the individuals who exhibit
the Dark Triad personality characteristics perceive unfaithful behaviors although
how they engage in infidelity or intend to engage in infidelity was investigated in the
literature (Harris, Rice, Hilton, Lalumiere, & Quinsey, 2007; Jones & Wieser, 2013;
McHoskey, 2001). In the current study, the results revealed that psychopathy, one of
the dimensions of the Dark Triad, predicts the perceptions of infidelity within the
context of emotional infidelity for oneself; and physical, emotional and online
infidelity for partner. A previous study suggested that individuals who have high
scores on the Dark Triad personality traits behave hypocritically and exhibit
deceptive characteristics, which are linked to unfaithfulness in their close
relationships (Jones & Paulhus, 2017). Particularly for psychopathy, the most
malignant part of the Dark Triad, it is stated that they are inclined to engage in thrill-
seeking activities and exhibit exploitative strategies in order to have a partner in their
close relationships (Jonason et al., 2012; Rauthmann & Kolar, 2012). Moreover,
previous studies stated that psychopaths are more likely to engage in infidelity than
Machiavellians and narcissists due to their extreme impulsiveness, antisocial, callous

manipulative nature, and careless sexual relations (Jonason, Koenig & Tost, 2010;
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Jones & Figueredo, 2012). Therefore, these characteristics of psychopaths can be
associated with their infidelity perceptions, as those with high levels of psychopathy
may identify more behaviors as infidelity than Machiavellianism and narcissism, as
in line with the findings of the current study. In addition, it is suggested that
psychopath-related fundamental personality traits are callousness and a lack of
emotional personality characteristics, including low empathy or guilt, inability to
have social relations, and superficial emotional responses (Frick & White, 2008;
Viding & McCrory, 2012). These characteristics of psychopathy may be related to
prediction on emotional infidelity both for oneself and for the partner. That is, the
individuals who have psychopathic characteristics may have identified the statements
like “having a lunch with colleague” or “sharing a special time with someone other
than the partner” as infidelity instead of a business relationship or a friendship. This
can be speculated as the predisposition of psychopaths to conservativeness (Arvan,
2012), which is related to the endorsement of traditionality, may affected the
perceptions of infidelity that the psychopathic participants had. Also, the result may
be an implication to understand the relationship between violence and psychopathy
personality trait within the context of Turkish culture as an honor culture (Sakalli-
Ugurlu & Akbas, 2013). In honor cultures, whether some behaviors are appropriate
or not is determined by commonly held cultural values. In these cultures, for
instance, violence against women is frequently encountered in order to avoid
embarrassment and protect reputation. That is, when individuals, especially women,
do not behave appropriately, they may be subjected to violence to protect the honor.
Also, it is indicated that high levels of callousness and conduct problems associated
with psychopathy contributes the implementation of honor culture, as well (Somech
& Elizur, 2009).

On the other hand, there were not any relationship between Machiavellianism or
narcissism and how the individuals perceive infidelity in the present study. Although
psychopathy, Machiavellianism, and narcissism have a resemblance and overlapping
characteristics, some of the concepts have different underlying dynamics for each
trait. For instance, as overlapping characteristics, deceitfulness and untrustworthiness

related to infidelity is the trademark of the Dark Triad personality traits due to fact
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that these individuals do not concern well- being of other people (Jones & Figueredo,
2012). On the other hand, as a different mechanism corresponding with betraying
trust, whereas psychopaths behave deviously due to their impulsivity, narcissists
behave this way due to their entitlement (Jones & Paulhus, 2009). In addition,
Machiavellians behave calculatedly which makes them most untrustworthy among
these three dimensions (Jones & Paulhus, 2009). Therefore, it can be speculated that
these underlying mechanisms may cause differences among the perceptions of

psychopathy, Machiavellianism, and narcissism toward infidelity in this study.

In addition, studies suggested that Machiavellians exhibit strategical manners and
protective self- monitoring in order to protect their reputation in their relationships
(Rauthmann, 2011; Jonason & Webster, 2012), and also tend to promote their selves
deceitfully (Abell & Brewer, 2014). Moreover, once Machiavellians cheated their
partners, they act in a way that they do not ruin their relationships, although
psychopaths ruin their relationships when they engage in infidelity due to their
impulsivity (Jones & Figueredo, 2012). It is stated that unfaithfulness of
Machiavellianism is difficult to detect due to the fact that they are adept at
concealing their behaviors and thoughts (Jones & Figueredo, 2012). Thus, it may
cause a confusion due to collecting data via self-report for Machiavellians in the
current study. Therefore, this distinctness of Machiavellianism may be related to how
they identify the behaviors as infidelity, and the assessment method for
Machiavellianism is suggested for future research to be in implicit ways in order to
avoid the potential handicaps of self-report in such delicate issues as malignant
personality traits. Moreover, Machiavellianism can vary from culture to culture. In a
study focusing on Machiavellianism within the context of cultural differences, it is
claimed that U.S. participants are more likely to exhibit characteristics of
Machiavellianism than Turkish participants (Yetigser, 2014). In Western nations,
individualism is endorsed whereas collectivism is much more common in non-
Western nations (Markus, & Kitayama, 1991). Therefore, in the U.S., which is
known as one of the most individualistic cultures, Machiavellianism may be favored
in order to emphasize individualism, and it may be a more indicative personality trait

compared to Turkish culture which is a predominantly collectivistic one. On the
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other hand, although it has genetic roots, cultural and environmental factors
determine narcissistic characteristics, as well (Twenge, 2011). It is indicated that
individuals who are from Western cultures are more likely to have higher scores on
narcissism than individuals who are from Eastern cultures (Campbell & Twenge,
2003). In addition, as in Machiavellianism, narcissists are also oversensitive about
how people perceive them, and tend to protect their selves against ego threat (Jones
& Paulhus, 2010; Paulhus & Williams, 2002).

4.2 Limitations and future suggestions

There are some limitations of the present study. First of all, as mentioned above,
infidelity is a sensitive topic to study. Therefore, no matter how anonymous the
participants are, the effect of social-desirability bias is unignorable. Also, there were
many unfinished surveys in the data collection process of the study. It was difficult
to understand why they didn’t finish what they started. Either it may be relevant to
sensitivity of the topic or it may be related to the length of the survey. In addition,
evaluating the same statements both for oneself and for the partner may create
frustration for the participants. Therefore, in future studies, the infidelity perceptions
can be investigated separately for oneself and for their partners, which can also make

available for participants to participate a shorter survey.

Finally, generalizability is another limitation of the present study. Most of the
participants were having high education levels. Since data were collected from the
participants who have online access, individuals with low levels of socioeconomic
status may not have had the opportunity to fill out the survey. In addition, the
overwhelming majority of participants were female (i.e. 80.6%), which is also a
threat for generalizability. It was not possible to equalize this gender gap due to
shortage of time for the current study, yet further research are strongly suggested to

study this topic with more balanced gender distribution and educational background.

54



4.3 Strengths and contributions

There are several strengths of the present study. First of all, studies in the literature
investigating the relationship between infidelity and the Dark Triad personality traits
mainly focus on the predisposition to infidelity instead of focusing on the perception
of it. However, how individuals perceive infidelity is crucial since different opinions
regarding different determinants of infidelity cause disagreements in close
relationships. Moreover, perceptions of infidelity were studied in the context of
various variables such as gender, age and adult attachment styles. However, there are
no study which investigated them in the context of the Dark Triad. So, the current
study is important in terms of contributing to fill such a gap in the literature. In
addition, most of those studies in the literature were conducted via qualitative
approach. Although qualitative research has several benefits in order to understand
the nature of the data, it may be difficult to investigate the concept of infidelity via
qualitative research due to the fact that infidelity is a subject related to various
negative emotions such as pain, guilt, shame, doubt. Therefore, individuals can
reflect themselves while participating the study via anonymous survey, as in the
current study, instead of answering the open-ended questions. Also, the perceptions
of the infidelity scale utilized in the present study investigates the perceptions in two
different perspectives: how the individuals perceive infidelity in terms of themselves
and in terms of their partners. Although these two dimensions are investigated
together in all the existing studies in the literature, it was decided to be separated in
the current study; because it is believed that this separation in the survey revealed
how the participants judge themselves and their partners differently, and enabled us
to become aware of and to avoid potential biases such as self-serving bias or self-

enhancement bias.

Moreover, the current study is the first in terms of investigating the infidelity
perceptions with a Turkish sample. In addition, to the best our knowledge, there were
no scale in Turkish measuring how individuals perceive infidelity. As mentioned
above, most of the studies also focus on tendencies or relationship histories of

participants in Turkish sample, but not how Turkish people identify certain behaviors
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as infidelity or not. Moreover, emergence of the Dark Triad in Turkish sample is also
considerably new in the scope of close relationships. Understanding the concept of
the Dark Triad in the close relationship context is crucial due to affecting various
dynamics in a relationship. Therefore, the present study contributes the literature of
the malignant behaviors experienced in the close relationships. Especially how
psychopathic individuals perceive infidelity offers an explanation in order to
understand their proneness to violence, which can be used in future intervention

studies against violence.

Lastly, for clinicians, understanding what constitutes infidelity in terms of the
client’s perception and how people perceive it in general population contributes
therapeutic process. Negotiation of boundaries, expectations of spouses, and
relationship rules can be discussed clearly when clinicians have a knowledge how the
general population think in order to enable better communication. Although every
human being is unique and has own perspective about infidelity, it can be indicated
that some variables help to understand what kind of dynamic he/she experiences. So,
the findings of the current study may contribute to the field of clinical psychology, as

well.
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APPENDICES

A. DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION FORM

Yasiniz:

Cinsiyetiniz:

Egitim durumunuz
lIkogretim:  Lise:  Yiiksekokul:  Universite:

Yiikseklisans:  Doktora:
Cinsel Yoneliminiz
Heteroseksiiel: Gay: Lezbiyen: Bisekstiel:

Diger:

Mliski durumunuz

Mliskisi yok:  1Iliskisi var:  Nisanl:  Evli:  Birlikte
yasadigi biri var:_ Serbest bir iliskisi var: Karmagik bir iligkisi
var: Esinden ayri yasiyor: ~ Bosanmis: ~ Esini kaybetmis:
Diger:

Eger varsa, mevcut iliskiniz ne kadar siiredir devam etmekte?
0-6 ay arasi: 6 ay- 1 yil arast: 1- 2 yil arast: 2-5yil

arast: 5- 10 y1l arast: 10 y1l ve veya daha fazlasi:
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B. EXPERINCES IN CLOSE RELATIONSHIPS -REVISED

Asagidaki maddeler romantik iligkilerinizde hissettiginiz duygularla ilgilidir.
Bu arastirmada sizin iliskinizde yalnizca su anda degil, genel olarak neler
olduguyla ya da neler yasadiginizla ilgilenmekteyiz. Maddelerde sozii gegen
"birlikte oldugum kisi" ifadesi ile romantik iliskide bulundugunuz kisi
kastedilmektedir. Eger halihazirda bir romantik iliski igerisinde degilseniz,
asagidaki maddeleri bir iliski i¢inde oldugunuzu varsayarak cevaplandiriniz.
Her bir maddenin iliskilerinizdeki duygu ve diisiincelerinizi ne oranda
yansittigini karsilarindaki 7 aralikli 6lgek iizerinde, ilgili rakam {izerine carp1
(X) koyarak gosteriniz.

1--mmmmeee- 2-mmmmmmmennan 3-mmmmmmmmeeee 4o O-mmmmm e B---mmmmmmeaeee 7
Beni hi¢ Beni tamamen
tammmlanmiyor tammmhyor

1. Birlikte oldugum kisinin sevgisini
kaybetmekten korkarim.
2. Gergekte ne hissettigimi birlikte

oldugum kisiye gostermemeyi tercih
ederim.

3. Siklikla, birlikte oldugum kisinin
artik benimle olmak istemeyecegi
korkusuna kapilirim.

4. Ozel duygu ve diisiincelerimi
birlikte oldugum kisiyle paylagmak
konusunda kendimi rahat hissederim.
5. Siklikla, birlikte oldugum kisinin
beni gergekten sevmedigi kaygisina
kapilirim.

6. Romantik iliskide oldugum kisilere
giivenip inanmak konusunda kendimi
rahat birakmakta zorlanirim.

7. Romantik iliskide oldugum
kisilerin beni, benim onlar1
onemsedigim kadar
onemsemeyeceklerinden endise

duyarim.
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8. Romantik iliskide oldugum kisilere
yakin olma konusunda ¢ok
rahatimdir.

9. Siklikla, birlikte oldugum kisinin
bana duydugu hislerin benim ona
duydugum hisler kadar giiglii
olmasini isterim.

10. Romantik iliskide oldugum
kisilere agilma konusunda kendimi
rahat hissetmem.

11. Tliskilerimi kafama ¢ok takarim.

12. Romantik iliskide oldugum
kisilere fazla yakin olmamay1 tercih
ederim.

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

14. Romantik iliskide oldugum kisi
benimle ¢ok yakin olmak istediginde
rahatsizlik duyarim.

15. Romantik iliskide oldugum
kisilere duygularimi gosterdigimde,
onlarin benim i¢in ayn1 seyleri
hissetmeyeceginden korkarim.

16. Birlikte oldugum kisiyle kolayca
yakinlasabilirim.

17. Birlikte oldugum kisinin beni terk
edeceginden pek endise duymam.

18. Birlikte oldugum kisiyle
yakinlagmak bana zor gelmez.

19. Romantik iliskide oldugum kisi
kendimden siiphe etmeme neden olur.

20. Genellikle, birlikte oldugum
kisiyle sorunlarimi ve kaygilarimi
tartigirim.

21. Terk edilmekten pek korkmam.

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

23. Birlikte oldugum kisinin, bana
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benim istedigim kadar yakinlasmak
istemedigini digtiniiriim.

24 Birlikte oldugum kisiye hemen
hemen her seyi anlatirim.

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

26. Basimdan gecenleri birlikte
oldugum kisiyle konusurum.

27. Cok yakin olma arzum bazen
insanlar1 korkutup uzaklastirir.

28. Birlikte oldugum kisiler benimle
cok yakinlastiginda gergin
hissederim.

29. Romantik iligkide oldugum bir
kisi beni yakindan tanidik¢a, “gercek
ben”den hoslanmayacagindan
korkarim.

30. Romantik iliskide oldugum
kisilere giivenip inanma konusunda
rahatimdir.

31. Birlikte oldugum kisiden ihtiyac
duydugum sefkat ve destegi
gorememek beni 6fkelendirir.

32. Romantik iliskide oldugum kisiye
giivenip inanmak benim i¢in kolaydir.

33. Baska insanlara denk
olamamaktan endise duyarim.

34.Birlikte oldugum kisiye sefkat
gostermek benim i¢in kolaydir.

35.Birlikte oldugum kisi beni sadece
kizgin oldugumda 6nemser.

36.Birlikte oldugum kisi beni ve
ithtiyaclarimi gergekten anlar.
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C. THE SHORT DARK TRIAD

Asagidaki maddelerde belirtilen davranislarin, size ne 6l¢iide uydugunu
belirtiniz.

1o 2--- 3---- fommmmmmee - 5
Hi¢ Kesinlikle
Katilmiyorum Katiliyorum

1 2 3 4 5

1. Sirlariniz1 anlatmak akillica degildir.

2. Istedigimi elde etmek icin akillica
manipiilasyon (kendi ¢ikarlar
dogrultusunda birilerini yada bir seyleri
yonlendirme) yapmaktan hoslanirim.

3. Her ne pahasina olursa olsun, 6nemli
kisileri kendi tarafina ¢ekmelisin.

4. Baskalartyla dogrudan gatigma
yasamaktan kacinin, ¢iinkii bu kisiler
ileride isinize yarayabilir.

5. Daha sonra insanlara kars1
kullanabileceginiz bilgileri bir kenarda
tutmak akillicadur.

6. Insanlardan intikam almak i¢in dogru
zamani beklemelisiniz.

7. Insanlarm bilmesi gerekmeyen seyleri
onlardan saklamalisiniz.

8. Planlarinizin bagkalarina degil,
kendinize fayda saglayacagindan emin
olun.

9. Bir¢ok insan manipiile edilebilir.

10. Insanlar beni dogal bir lider olarak
gorur.

11. ilgi odag1 olmaktan nefret ederim.

12. Bircok grup aktivitesi bensiz sikici
olur.

13. Ozel biri oldugumu biliyorum, ¢iinkii
herkes bana stirekli boyle soyliiyor.
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14. Onemli kisilerle tanigsmaktan
hoslanirim.

15. Biri bana iltifat ederse mahcup
olurum.

16. Unlii kisilerle mukayese edilmisligim
vardir.

17. Ortalama biriyim.

18. Hak ettigim saygiy1 gormekte 1srar
ederim.

19. Yetkililerden intikam almak hosuma
gider.

20. Tehlikeli durumlardan kaginirim.

21. intikam hizl1 ve ¢irkin (bedeli agir bir
sekilde) olmalidir.

22. Insanlar siklikla kontrolden ¢iktigimi
sOyler.

23. Baskalarina kars1 kaba olabildigim
dogrudur.

24. Benimle ugrasanlar daima pisman
olur.

25. Yasa dis1 islere bulagmaktan dolay1
hi¢ sorun yasamadim.

26. Kaybedenlere satasmaktan
hoslanirim.

27. Istedigimi almak igin her seyi
sOylerim.
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D. THE PERCEPTIONS OF INFIDELITY SCALE

Liitfen, bir sonraki boliim i¢in asagidaki talimatlar1 dikkatle okuyun.

1) Asagidaki maddelerde belirtilen davraniglari, verilen sadakatsizlik
derecelerine gore degerlendiriniz.

2) Aksi belirtilmedigi takdirde, asagidaki maddeleri kendi cinsel
yoneliminiz dogrultusunda degerlendiriniz.

3) Her bir maddeyi, sizin partnerinizden baska biri ile, partnerinizin ise
sizden baska biri ile gergeklestirdigi bir davranis oldugunu varsayarak
degerlendiriniz.

4) Herhangi bir iliski icinde degilseniz, kendi standartlariniz
dogrultusunda, gegmis veya gelecek donemdeki iligkilerinize gore
degerlendiriniz.

Asagidaki maddelerde belirtilen davraniglarin, hangi 6l¢iide sadakatsizlik
oldugunu belirtiniz.

: Kesinlikle sadakatsizlik degil
: Biraz sadakatsizlik

: Cogunlukla sadakatsizlik

: Kesinlikle sadakatsizlik

B WLWN —

1 [ Partnerinizden baska biri ile el ele

tutugsmak

2 | Partnerinizin sizden baska biri ile el

ele tutugmasi

3 | Partnerinizden baska birine sarilmak

4 | Partnerinizin sizden baska birine

sarilmasi

5 | Partnerinizden baska birini samimi

bir sekilde 6pmek

6 | Partnerinizin sizden baska birini

samimi bir sekilde 6pmesi

7 | Partnerinizden baska birine samimi
bir niyetle dokunmak
8 | Partnerinizin sizden bagka birine
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samimi bir niyetle dokunmasi

Partnerinizden bagka biri ile dans
etmek

10

Partnerinizin sizden baska biri ile
dans etmesi

11

Parterinizin yonelim gosterdigi
cinsiyetin aksi cinsiyette biri ile dans
etmesi (Omn., heteroseksiiel bir
kadinin, baska bir kadin ile dans
etmesi.)

12

Cinsel icerikli canli gosteri izlemek
(Orn., striptiz kuliibii veya pavyon).

13

Partnerinizin, cinsel icerikli canli
gdsteri izlemesi (Orn., striptiz kuliibii

veya pavyon.)

14

Cinsel zevkler i¢in para 6demek

15

Partnerinizin cinsel zevkleri i¢in para
O6demesi

16

Partnerinizin bilgisi disinda tek
basiniza mastiirbasyon yapmak

17

Partnerinizin sizin bilginiz disinda
tek basina mastiirbasyon yapmasi.

18

Alkol veya yasadis1 madde etkisi
altindayken, partnerinizden bagka biri
ile cinsel igerikli davranis
sergilemek.

19

Partnerinizin, alkol veya yasadisi
madde etkisi altidayken sizden baska
biri cinsel igerikli davranis
sergilemesi.

20

Partnerinizden baska biri ile ilgili sir
saklamak

21

Partnerinizin baska biri ilgili sizden
sir saklamasi

22

Kisisel meselelerinizi partnerinizden
baska biri ile paylagmak.(Orn.,
Heterokstiel bir erkegin, kisisel
meselelerini partneri olmayan bir
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kadin ile paylagsmasi).

23

Partnerinizin, kisisel meselelerini
sizden bagka biri ile paylasmast.(
Orn., partnerinizin heteroseksiiel bir
kadin oldugunu varsayarsak, kisisel
meselelerini baska bir erkek ile
paylagmast)

24

Partnerinizden bagka birinden
duygusal destek almak. (Orn.,
heterosekstiel evli bir erkekseniz,
esinizden bagka bir kadindan
duygusal destek istemeniz.)

25

Partnerinizin sizden baska birinden
duygusal destek almasi. (Ornegin,
heterosekstiel evli bir kadmnin, baska
bir erkekten duygusal destek almast).

26

Partnerinizden bagka biri ile 6zel bir
sohbet igerisinde bulunmak.

27

Partnerinizin, sizden baska biri ile
0zel bir sohbet i¢erisinde bulunmasi.

28

Is arkadasiniz ile samimi ve 6zel
bulusmalar gergeklestirmek.

29

Partnerinizin, is arkadasi ile samimi
ve 0zel bulusmalar gerceklestirmesi

30

Is arkadasimiz ile birlikte bas basa
0gle yemegine ¢ikmak.

31

Partnerinizin, is arkadasi ile bas basa
birlikte 6gle yemegine ¢ikmasi.

32

Partnerinizden baska birine 6zel vakit
ayirmak.

33

Partnerinizin sizden baska birine 6zel
vakit ayirmast.

34

Partnerinizden baska biri ile
yemeginizi paylagsmak.
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35

Partnerinizin sizden bagka biri ile
yemegini paylasmasi.

36 | Partnerinizden baska birine hediyeler
vermek.

37 | Partnerinizin sizden bagka birine
hediyeler vermesi.

38 | Partnerinizden baska birinden
hediyeler almaniz.

39 | Partnerinizin sizden bagka birinden
hediyeler almasi.

40 | Sinif veya is arkadasiniz ile iyi
iligkiler gelistirmek

41 | Partnerinizin, sinif arkadasi veya is
arkadas ile iyi iligkiler gelistirmesi

42 | Daha 6nceki partnerleriniz ile
internet ortaminda iletisime gegmek
(Orn, Facebook).

43 | Partnerinizin, daha dnceki partnerleri
ile internet ortaminda iletisime
gecmesi (Orn., Facebook).

44 | Onceki partneriniz ile yiiz yiize
bulugmak

45 | Partnerinizin, onceki partneri ile yliz
yliz bulusmas.

46 | Partnerinizden baska birine mesaj
atmak.

47 | Partnerinizin sizden baska birine
mesaj atmasi.

48 | Partnerinizden baska birine cinsel
icerikli mesaj atmak.

49 [ Partnerinizin sizden baska birine

cinsel igerikli mesaj atmasi.
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50

Partnerinizinden baska birine e-posta
gondermek.

51

Partnerinizin sizden baska birine e-
posta gondermesi.

52

Partnerinizden bagka biri ile
internette canli sohbet etmek (Chat
yapmak).

53

Partnerinizin sizden baska biri ile
internette canli sohbet etmesi (Chat
yapmasi).

54

Partnerinizden bagka birine sosyal
aglar iizerinden mesaj atmak (Orn.,
Facebook, Twitter).

55

Partnerinizin sizden baska birine
sosyal aglar lizerinden mesaj
atmas1.(Orn., Facebook, Twitter).

56

Partnerinizden baska biri ile internet
iizerinden goriintiilii gériisme
yapmak.

57

Partnerinizin sizden bagka biri ile
internet lizerinden goriintiilii goriisme
yapmasi.

58

Porno izlemek.

59

Partnerinizin porno izlemesi.

60

Romantik bir iliski i¢indeyken
randevu sitelerinde profil olusturmak.

61

Partnerinizin randevu sitelerinde
profil olusturmasi.

62

Aldatmaya olanak saglayan internet
sitelerini kullanmak.

63

Partnerinizin aldatmaya olanak
saglayan internet sitelerini
kullanmasi.

64

Snapchat uygulamasini kullanarak
partnerinizden bagka biri ile iletisim
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kurmak( Snapchat: Kullanicilarin,
sinirlt siirelerde goriintiilenmesi izin
verilen resim paylasimlar1 yapmasini
saglayan bir akilli telefon
uygulamast)

65

Partnerinizin sizden bagka biri ile
snapchat uygulamasini kullanarak
iletisim kurmasi (Snapchat:
Kullanicilarin, sinirl siirelerde
goriintiilenmesi izin verilen resim
paylasimlari yapmasini saglayan bir
akill telefon uygulamasi)

66

Cinsel olarak kiskirtict resimleri
sosyal medyada (Om., Instagram)
paylagmak.

67

Partnerinizin cinsel olarak kiskirtici
resimlerini sosyal medyada
(Orn.,Instagram) paylasmast.

68

Internette, samimi veya cinsel
iletisim kurma amaci iceren gruplara
katilmak

69

Partnerinizin internette, samimi veya
cinsel iletisim kurma amaci igeren
gruplara katilmasi

70

Internet iizerinden partnerinizden
baska biri ile oyun oynamak.

71

Partnerinizin sizden baska biri ile
internet lizerinden oyun oynamasi.

72

Internet iizerinden partnerinizden
baska biri ile oyun oynarken, oyun
oynadigimiz kisi ile sohbet etmek.

73

Partnerinizin sizden baska biri ile
internet lizerinden oyun oynarken,
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oyun oynadigi kisi ile sohbet etmesi.

74

Partnerinizden baska birine viicudu
teshir eden fotograflar gondermek.

75

Partnerinizin sizden baska birine
viicudu teshir eden fotograflarini
gondermesi.

76

Partnerinizden bagka birinin
internette paylagimlarini begenmek.

77

Partnerinizin sizden baska birinin
internette paylasimlarini begenmesi.
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G. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

Ciftler aras1 baglanma insanligin ayirt edici bir 6zelligi olmasina ragmen, yakin
iliskilerde sadakatsizlik yogun bir sekilde deneyimlenmektedir (Blow ve Hartnett,
2005b). Aldatma {izerine yapilan ¢alismalar, sadakatin romantik iligkileri siirdiirmek
icin onemli unsurlardan biri oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Bir¢cok farkli ¢calismaya
gore, romantik iliskilerde kabul edilen norm tek esliliktir (Atwater, 1979; Buss ve
Shackelford, 1997; Butler, Rodriguez Roper ve Feinauer, 2010; Treas ve Giesen,
2000; Wiederman ve Allgeier, 1996). Bununla birlikte, romantik iliskilerde
sadakatsizlik, ¢ok cesitli toplumlardaki insanlar tarafindan ahlaki ag¢idan yanlis ve
affedilemez olarak degerlendirilmektedir (Glass ve Wright, 1992; Negash, Cui,
Fincham ve Pasley, 2014). Sadakatsizligin yayginligi ile ilgili farkli ¢alismalar, farkli
veriler sunmaktadir. Bir ¢aligmada, ¢iftler arasi sadakatsizligin kadinlar i¢in %26 ila
%70 arasinda, erkekler i¢in ise %33 ila %75 arasinda degistiginden bahsedilmektedir
(Eaves ve Robertson-Smith, 2007). Yayginliginin dogru bir sekilde Olgiilebilmesi
icin sadakatsizligin operasyonel tanimi yapilmalidir. Bu noktada, sadakatsizlik
tanimi s6z konusu oldugunda, algiya odaklanmak olduk¢a dnemli olmaktadir. Diger
yandan, sadakatsizlik algisi kisiden kisiye degisebilmektedir. Yani, bireylerin
sadakatsizligi nasil algiladiklar1 cinsiyet, yas, iliski siiresi, iliski durumu, cinsel
yonelim, kisilik tiirleri veya baglanma stilleri gibi c¢esitli degiskenler agisindan

degisebilmektedir.

Karanlik Uglii kisilik &zellikleri, birbirinden farkli, ayn1 zamanda birbiri ile drtiisen
kisilik o6zelliklerini igeren nispeten yeni bir kavram olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir.
Narsisizm, Makyavelizm ve psikopati olarak belirlenen bu kisilik 6zellikleri, kotiiciil
insan dogasini ortaya koydugu ifade edilmektedir (Furnham, Richards ve Paulhus,
2013; Paulhus ve Williams, 2002). Bu nedenle, sadakatsizlik ile Karanlik Uglii

kisilik 6zellikleri arasindaki baglantiy1 arastirmak oldukc¢a dnemlidir.

Baglanma Kurami, romantik iliski dinamiklerini agiklayan en 6nemli kuramlardan

biri olarak goriilmektedir (Hazan ve Shaver, 1987). Bireylerin birbirleri ile nasil bir
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bag kurdugunu ve bu bagi korudugunu anlamak i¢in baglanma stilleri ile ilgili
caligmalar yapilmaktadir (Furman ve Flanigan, 1997). Bu nedenle, literatiirde,
yetigkin baglanma stilleri ile yakin iliskilerdeki sadakatsizlik arasindaki iliskiye
odaklanan ¢esitli calismalar bulunmaktadir (Allen ve Baucom, 2004; Brenann ve
Shaver, 1995; Dewall, Finkel ve Denson, 2011; Paul, McManus ve Hayes, 2000;
Russel, Baker ve McNulty, 2013). Sonug olarak, Karanlik Uglii kisilik 6zellikleri ve
yetigskin baglanma stillerinin, bireylerin sadakatsizligi nasil algiladigini anlamak i¢in

onemli bir etkisi olabilecegi diisiiniilmektedir.

Sadakatsizlik

Sadakatsizligin tanimlar:

Psikoloji literatiiriinde, sadakatsizligin tartismali tanimlar1 bulunmaktadir (Blow ve
Hartnett, 2005b). Hangi davranislarin sadakatsizligi temsil ettigini tanimlamak ve
anlamak zorlayic1 olabilmektedir. “Tarihsel olarak sadakatsizlik, evlenmis veya
baska bir sekilde baglilik i¢eren bir iliskide olan iki kisi arasinda cinsel ayricalik
sozlesmesinin kirilmasi1” olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Hertlein, Wetchler ve Piercy,
2005). Sadakatsizlik, aralarinda 6zel bir bagi olan iki kisi arasindaki anlasmayi ihlal
eden davranislar olarak tanimlanabilmektedir (Lusterman, 1998). Perel'e (2017) gore,
bir davranisi sadakatsizlik olarak tanimlamak i¢in {i¢ unsur olmalidir: gizlilik, cinsel
acidan kisileraras1 kimya ve duygusal katilim. Sadakatsizligin baska bir tanimi1 i¢in
de yakinliga odaklanilmaktadir. Kisinin partnerine hem cinsel hem de duygusal
olarak sadik kalmasini sagladigi i¢in yakinlik bir iliskide olduk¢a 6nemli olmaktadir

(Fife, Weeks ve Gambescia, 2008).

Moller ve Vossler (2015), “cinsel iligki olarak sadakatsizlik”, “klasik olmayan cinsel
faaliyetler olarak sadakatsizlik” ve “duygusal ihanet olarak sadakatsizlik” gibi
sadakatsizlik ¢alismalarinda ii¢ kiimenin incelendigini belirtmistir. Her ne kadar bu
kiimeler agisindan sadakatsizligi tanimlarken bazi kesinlikler var gibi goriinse de

sadakatsizligi tanimlama acisindan sorunlu bir yonii olabilir. Buna ek olarak, bazi
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kiiltiirel bakis agilar1 nedeniyle sadakatsizligin cinsel iligski agisindan tanimlanmasi

zor olabilir.

Literatlirde, tanim1 agikliga kavusturmak i¢in, sadakatsizlik {i¢ ana baslik altinda
temsil edilmektedir: fiziksel sadakatsizlik, duygusal sadakatsizlik ve online
sadakatsizlik. Guitar ve galisma arkadaslari (2017), sadakatten bahsedildiginde ilk
akla gelenin fiziksel sadakatsizlik oldugunu o©ne siirmektedirler. Fiziksel
sadakatsizligin en basit taniminda, fiziksel yakinlig1 ima eden, opilismek, sarilmak,
seks yapmak gibi esten baska biriyle cinsel iliskileri igeren davranislari igermektedir
(Guitar vd., 2017; Hertlein vd., 2005). Diger yandan, duygusal sadakatsizligin
belirlenmesi ve anlasilmasi, fiziksel sadakatsizlikten daha karmasiktir. Oziinde,
duygusal sadakatsizlik, asik olmak, biriyle duygusal olarak yakinlagmak veya birincil
iliskinin digindaki biriyle 6zel bir ani paylasmaktan olusan bir dizi eylemler
olabilmektedir (Hertlein ve digerleri, 2005; Whitty ve Quigley, 2008). Baska bir
sadakatsizlik tiirti, giderek yaygimlastigi bilinen online sadakatsizliktir (Henline,
Lamke ve Howard, 2007). Online sadakatsizlik en basit haliyle, fiziksel ve/veya
duygusal olarak online cihazlar araciligiyla biriyle yakin bir iliski kurmak olarak
tanimlanabilmektedir (Weiss ve Samenow, 2010). “Porno web sitelerini goriintiileme
ve mastiirbasyon yapma”, “insanlarla online flort etme” ve “online bir iligkiye sahip
olma” gibi ¢esitli diizeylerde diisiintilebilir (Wiess ve Samenow, 2010). Fiziksel ve
duygusal sadakatsizlikle karsilastirildiginda, online sadakatsizlik literatiirde oldukg¢a

yeni bir kavramdir.

Sadakatsizligin yayginhgi

Sadakatsizligin yaygmligina iliskin ¢alismalar, kisilerin % 2 ila %4'liniin iliskilerinin
herhangi bir yilinda partnerlerine karsi sadakatsiz oldugunu gostermektedir (Treas ve
Giesen, 2000; Whisman, Gordon ve Chatav, 2007). Bununla birlikte, sadakatsizlik
oranlarinin 1991 ve 2006 yillar1 arasinda tiim yas gruplarinda bir degisiklik
gosterdigi one siiriilmektedir. Ozellikle 65 ila 90 yaslar1 arasinda onemli bir

degisiklik bulunmaktadir (Parker-Pope, 2008). 60 yas iizerindeki sadakatsizlik orant
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erkekler icin %20'den 28'e, kadinlar icin %5'ten 15'e yiikseldigi one siiriilmektedir
(Barker, 2011).

Sadakatsizlik meselesinin kiiltiirel bir yonii ve farkli kiiltiirel baglamlara dayanan
farkli yayginhik oranlar1 da vardir. Ozellikle, Huber ve meslektaslarinin
gergeklestirdigi kiiltiirleraras1t bir ¢alisma (2004), 60 farkli toplumun yarisindan
fazlasinda sadakatsizligin 1limli siklik olarak tanimlandigin1 ve bu toplumlarda
yasayan bireylerin %J10'undan azmin sadakatsizlik sergiledigi belirtilmektedir.
Yenigeri ve Kokdemir (2006) Tiirkiye’deki ¢alismalarinda, tiniversite 6grencilerinin
%19,6'sinin iliskilerinde sadakatsiz oldugunu belirtmektedirler. Ayrica, Tirkiye'de
1004 katilimci ile yapilan g¢alisma, erkeklerin %25'inin ve kadmlarin %11'inin
partnerlerine sadik olmadigini gostermektedir (Harris Interactive, 2001). Tirkiye
Aile ve Sosyal Politikalar Bakanligi'nmin (2014) arastirmasina gore, sadakatsizlik
Tiirkiye'de birincil bosanma nedeni olarak rapor edilmektedir. Tiirkiye'de bosanmig
370 katilimci ile yapilan bir ¢alisma, katilimeilarin %23"iniin sadakatsizlik nedeniyle

partnerlerinden ayrildigin1 gostermektedir (Akoglu ve Kiiglikkaragoz, 2018).

Sadakatsizligin etkileri

Sadakatsizlik iliskilerde hasara neden olmaktadir. Sadakatsizlik deneyimi sonrasinda
sadece aldatilmis olan degil, ayn1 zamanda aldatan kisi de incitir (Hall ve Fincham,
2009; Shackelford, LeBlanc ve Drass, 2000; Wang, King ve Debernardi, 2012).
Sadakatsizlik, ayriliklarin ana nedenlerinden biridir (Hall ve Fincham, 2006). ihanete
ugramig partnerler arasinda ofke, hayal kirikligi, tiziintli, sugluluk ve kaygi gibi
olumsuz duygularin ortaya c¢iktigi belirtilmektedir (Shackelford ve ark., 2000).
Bununla birlikte, sadakatsizligin yasanmasi diisiik benlik saygis1 ve giiven kaybina
yol agmaktadir (Hall ve Fincham, 2009).

Partnerler kadar, iliskinin kendisi de durumdan etkilenir. Partnerler arasindaki
yakinlik ve inang, ihanet ile birlikte azalmaktadir (Wang vd., 2012). Bununla birlikte,
sadece partnerler arasindaki iliski degil, ¢iftin ¢ocuklari, arkadaglar1 ve ebeveynleri

ile olan iligkileri de sadakatsizlikten etkilenmektedir (Wang vd., 2012).
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Duygusal reaksiyonlarin yani sira, ihanete ugraya kisiler kusma veya ishal gibi
yogun fiziksel reaksiyonlar da sergileyebilmektedirler (Lusterman, 1998). Ote
yandan, ihanet partnerler arasinda fiziksel kavgaya, cinayete hatta intihar etmeye yol
acabilir (Lusterman, 1998). Buna ek olarak, Brown (2001) ihanete ugramis partnerin
olay1 kesfettikten sonra farkli agamalar yagadigini belirtmistir. Birincisi, aldatilan kisi
sok gegirir ve sonra sok 6fkeye doniisiir. Daha sonra, ihanete ugrayan es olayla ilgili
ruminasyonla bas etmeye calisir. Ac1 ve yikimdan kagmak i¢in, ihanet edilen es,
partnerinin kendisine sdylediklerine inanmak istemez. Ancak, ¢ogu zaman ihanete
ugramis es, olayla ilgili sorular sormaya devam eder. Ayrica, ihanete ugrayan es,
sadakatsizlik olayiyla ilgili isaretleri yakalamadigi i¢in kendisini suglayabilmektedir
(Hertlein, Wetchler ve Piercy, 2005).

Sadakatsizligin yordayicilar

Sadakatsizligi nelerin yordadigi sorusunun sosyoekonomik durum, iligki durumu,
egitim diizeyi, alternatiflerin mevcudiyeti, heyecan, kisilik, baglanma ve cinsiyet gibi
cesitli cevaplart bulunmaktadir (Treas ve Giesen, 2000). Greeley (1994) ve
Shackelford ve Buss'a (1997) gore, soru “Sadakatsizlige ne sebep olur?” seklinde
olusturuldugunda c¢esitli cevaplar ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Bu cevaplar “mutsuz aile
yasami, bagimlilik davranisi, yalnizlik, intikam, heyecan ihtiyaci, yakinlik korkusu,

duygusal yakinlik ihtiyaci, ihmal, arzuyu giiclendirmek™ olabilmektedir.

Cinsiyetin, sadakatsizligin 6nemli belirleyicilerinden biri oldugu vurgulanmaktadir.
Cesitli  ¢alismalar  sadakatsizligin ~ yordayicilarin1  bulmak igin  cinsiyete
odaklanmaktadir (6rn. Mark, Jansenn ve Millhausen, 2011). Bu c¢alismalarin
bulgularma gore, erkeklerin kadinlara gore aldatmaya daha yatkin oldugu
belirtilmektedir (Fincham ve Mayis, 2017). Toplumsal cinsiyet rolleri ile ilgili
olabilecek olan bu durum, erkeklerin cok sayida partnerinin olmasi igin

desteklenmesine baglanabilmektedir (Eaves ve Robertson-Smith, 2007).

Mliski durumu, sadakatsizligin bir baska belirleyicisidir. Evliligin, sadakatsizlige kars:

koruyucu bir faktor oldugu belirtilmektedir (Treas ve Giesen, 2000). Bir takim
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toplumsal veya resmi kurallarin eksikligi nedeniyle evli olmayan cgiftlerin, evli

ciftlere kiyasla sadakatsiz olma olasiligi daha yiiksek oldugu belirtilmektedir
(McAnulty ve McAnulty, 2012).

Egitim diizeyi ile sadakatsizlik arasinda da bir iligski olabilir. Bir ¢alisma, yiiksek
egitim seviyelerine sahip bireylerin sadakatsizligi kabul etme olasiliklarinin daha
yiiksek oldugunu gostermektedir (Allen vd., 2005). Diger yandan, yas ve
sadakatsizlik arasindaki iliski literatiirde kesin degildir. Sadakatsizlik oranlar1 yasla
birlikte artmasina ragmen, 50'li yaslarin sonunda sadakatsiz eylemlerin olasiligi
azalmaktadir (Allen ve ark., 2005; Atkins ve Kessel, 2008). Ayrica, 18 ila 30 yaslar1
arasinda, bireylerin cinsel kesif nedeniyle sadakatsiz olma olasiligi daha yiiksektir

(Atkins ve Kessel, 2008).

Baska bir yordayici ise kisiliktir. Kisilik 6zellikleri arasindaki iliskiyi bes faktorlii
model ve sadakatsizlik agisindan arastiran ¢alismalar, diisiik diizeyde uyumlulugun,
yiiksek disadoniikliigiin ve yiiksek yenilige agiklik diizeyinin, sadakatsizligin
belirleyicileri arasinda oldugunu belirtmektedir (Orzeck ve Lung, 2005; Schmitt,
2004). Son olarak, sadakatsizligin yordayicilarindan olan Baglanma kurami ve

Karanlk Uclii kisilik 6zellikleri ayrintili olarak ele alinacaktir.

Baglanma kuram

Baglanma kurami (Bowlby, 1969) bebek bakim veren arasindaki iliskiyi agiklamak
icin kullanilan ve en ¢ok kabul goren kuramlardan biridir. Bununla birlikte,
baglanma kurami kisilik siireclerini (Gilliath, Karantzas ve Fraley, 2016) ve
yetigkinlikte yakin iliski dinamiklerini agiklamak i¢in ¢ok Onemli hale gelmistir

(Hazan ve Shaver, 1987).

Baglanma kurami, bebeklerin bakim verenleri ile 6zel bir bag olusturma egiliminde
oldugunu gostermektedir (Bowlby, 1969). Baglanmanin varhigini belirten ti¢ farkli

ozellik bulunmaktadir: “bakim veren ile yakinlik aramak”, “bakim vereni gevreyi
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kesfetmek igin giivenli bir temel olarak kullanmak” ve “bakim vereni bir tehdit

varliginda giivenli bir siginak olarak kullanmak™ (Bowlby, 1969).

Bebek ile bakim veren arasindaki baglanma oriintiileri devamlilik gostermektedir. Bu
nedenle, baglanma oriintiilerinin yetiskin romantik iligkilerinin dinamikleri igin bir
temel olusturduguna inanilmaktadir (Feeney ve Noller, 1990). Hazan ve Shaver
(1987) tarafindan ilk kez arastirilan bebek ile bakim veren arasindaki baglanma
orintiisii ile partnerler arasindaki baglanma arasindaki tutarli iliski uzun yillar
boyunca arastirilmistir (Bartholomew ve Horowitz 1991; Feeney ve Noller, 1990;
Hazan ve Campa, 2013 ). Ozellikle, Hazan ve Shaver (1987) romantik iliskilerde,
bebek ile bakim vereni arasindaki iliskiye benzer bir dinamik oldugunu
belirtmislerdir; ve ayrica ii¢ ana baglanma stilinin (yani glivenli, kaygili/kararsiz ve
kagingan baglanma stilleri) bebek-bakim veren baglanma stillerinde belirtildigi gibi
yetiskinlikte yakin iliskileri etkiledigini belirtmislerdir (Ainsworth vd., 1978). Hazan
ve Shaver’in (1987) galismasina ek olarak, Bartholomew (1990), iki eksenli
baglanma modelini olusturmustur. Bireylerin, kendilerini ve c¢evrelerini nasil

algiladigina dayanan bu modele gore dort farkli baglanma stili bulunmaktadir.

Bu baglamda, diisiik kaygi ve kagcinma boyutlaria sahip bireyler giivenli bir sekilde
baglanmis olarak adlandirilmaktadirlar (Bartholomew ve Horowitz, 1991; Hazan ve
Shaver, 1987). Giivenli baglanma stiline sahip bireylerin kendileri ve digerleri
hakkinda olumlu bir goriise sahip olduklari belirtilmektedir. Bu dogrultuda, bu
bireyler yakin bir iliskiye girmeye ve onu siirdiirmeye heveslidirler (Bartholomew ve
Horowitz, 1991; Hazan ve Shaver, 1987). Ayrica, giivenli baglanan bireyler
iliskilerinde mutlu, giivenilir ve destekleyici olma egilimindedirler (Hazan ve
Shaver, 1987). Dahasi, bu bireylerin iliski memnuniyeti daha yiiksektir ve
yakinliklar1 glivensiz baglanma stiline sahip bireylerden daha derindir (Mikulincer ve

Erev, 1991; Tucker ve Anders, 1999).

Diisiik kaginma ve yiliksek kaygi boyutlarindaki bireyler, Hazan ve Shaver'in
caligmasindaki kaygili/kararsiz baglanma stiline karsilik gelen saplantili baglanma

tarzi (Bartholomew ve Horowitz, 1991) olarak adlandirilmaktadir (Feeney ve Noller,
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1996). Saplantili baglanma tarzi olan bireylerin digerleri hakkinda olumlu bir goriisi
vardir; ancak kendileri i¢in endise duymaktadirlar (Bartholomew ve Horowitz, 1991;
Gilliath, Karantzas ve Fraley, 2016). Bir yandan, saplantili baglanma tarzi bir iliskide
baglilik ve samimiyet arzusunu ifade eder; 6te yandan, duygusal inis ¢ikiglar ve
kiskanglik anlamina gelmektedir (Gilliath, Karantzas ve Fraley, 2016). Saplantili
kisiler, kisilerarasi etkilesimlerinde endiselidirler, bu nedenle genellikle partnerler
arasinda catismaya yol agan olumsuz geri bildirim alma konusunda kaygil
hissederler (Carnelley, Israil ve Brennan, 2007). Ayrica, terk edilme Kkorkusu

yasamakta ve her zaman onay aramaktadirlar (Fish ve ark., 2012).

Diisiik anksiyete ve yiiksek kagcinma boyutlari, nadir olarak goriinen dislayici
kagingan baglanma stiline isaret etmektedir (Bartholomew ve Horowitz, 1991).
Dislayici kacingan baglanma stili, yakin iliskiler konusunda temkinli olmaya isaret
etmektedir. Basar1 ve kendine giiven, bu baglanma tarzi kapsaminda yakin bir iligki

kurmak ve siirdiirmekten daha 6nemlidir (Gilliath, Karantzas ve Fraley, 2016).

Son olarak, yiiksek kaygi ve kaginma boyutlarina sahip bireyler, Hazan ve Shaver'in
calismasinda kagingan baglanma stiline karsilik gelen korkulu baglanma tarzi olarak
tanimlanmaktadir (Feeney ve Noller, 1996). Korku ile bagl bireyler samimi bir iliski
kursalar bile, giiven eksikligi nedeniyle bu iligkiyi siirdiiremezler. Bununla birlikte,
korku ile bagli bireyler, partnerleriyle olan mesafelerini korumak istemektedirler
(Dewall ve ark., 2011). Bu nedenle, giivensizligin yarattigi mesafe, iliskide

samimiyeti ve baglilig1 6nlemektedir.

Baglanma ve Sadakatsizlik Tliskisi

Yetiskin romantik baglanma stilleri ve sadakatsizlik arasindaki iligkiyi arastiran
caligmalar, giivenli baglanan bireylerin, giivensiz baglanan bireylere gore daha
kararl, tek esli, sadik ve istikrarl yakin iligkilere sahip olma olasiliginin daha yiiksek
oldugunu gostermektedir (Allen ve Baucom, 2004; Bogaert ve Savada, 2002; Dewall
vd., 2011, Hazan ve Shaver; 1987; Russell vd., 2013). Bunun nedeninin, giivenli

baglanma stiline sahip bireylerin, romantik partnerlerinin ihtiya¢ duyuldugunda her
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zaman orada olacagina inandiklar1 gercegi oldugu belirtilmektedir. Dahasi, iliskideki
yuksek baglilik nedeniyle, giivenli baglanma gelistiren bireyler cinsel iliskiyi sevdigi
kisi ile deneyimlenmesi gereken Ozel bir eylem olarak algilamaktadirlar ve “tek
gecelik iliski” gibi cinsel faaliyetlerden kaginma egiliminde olduklari gézlenmektedir

(Paul ve ark., 2000).

Ote yandan, giivensiz baglanan kisiler, romantik partnerinin varligi konusunda
siiphelidir. Ornegin, kaygil1 baglanma tarz1 olan bir kisi, sevilen kisiye veya iliskinin
kendisine bagimliliga yol acabilecek onay ve yakinlik arama egilimindedir (Brennan
ve Shaver, 1995; Feeney ve Noller, 1990). Ayrica, kaygili baglanan bireyler, esleri
yakinlikk ve onay ihtiyaglarim1 karsilamadiklarinda cinselligi bir basa ¢ikma
mekanizmasi olarak algilamaktadirlar (Birnbaum, Reis, Mikulincer, Gilliath ve
Orpaz, 2006). Dahasi, ilging bir sekilde, kacingan baglanma stiline sahip bireyler,
yakinligi korumak igin partnerlerinden kaginma egilimindedirler (Brennan ve
Shaver, 1995; Gentzler ve Kerns, 2004). Ayrica, kagingan baglanma stiline sahip
bireyler erken yasta cinsel iliskiye girme ve iligkiyi bir tiir oyun olarak algilama
egilimindedirler (Brenann ve Shaver, 1995; Paul vd., 2000). Kagingan baglanma stili
ile sadakatsizlik motivasyonu arasindaki iliskinin baglilik ve cinsel tutum ikilemleri

nedeniyle anlamli oldugu bulunmustur (Dewall ve ark. 2011; Russel ve ark. 2013).

Karanlik iiclii Kisilik 6zellikleri ve baglanma ile iliskisi

Paulhus ve Williams (2002), narsisizm, Makyavelizm ve psikopati kisilik
ozelliklerinin kavramsal bir benzerlik paylastigini iddia etmistir. Bu nedenle bu
kisilik 6zellikleri, benzerlikleri ve farkliliklart a¢isindan incelenmis ve 2002 yilinda
Paulhus ve Williams tarafindan “Karanlik Uclii” olarak adlandirilmistir. Ozellikle
sosyal psikoloji ve kisilik psikolojisi alaninda, son zamanlarda giderek daha popiiler
bir aragtirma odagi haline gelmistir (Vize, Lynam, Collison ve Miller, 2016). Buna
ek olarak, bu ti¢ kisilik 6zelliginin farkliliklar1 yani sira duygusuzluk, diirtiisellik ve
saldirganlik gibi benzerlikleri vurgulanmistir (Furnham, Richards ve Paulhus, 2013).
Literatiirde bu kisilik 6zelliklerine sahip katilimcilarin farkli baglamlarda farkli

davrandiklar1 belirtilmektedir. Ornegin, Makyavelyanlar yiiksek risk altinda hile
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yapmaktan kag¢inirken, psikopati ve narsisizm kisilik 6zellikleri pervasizdir (Jones ve
Paulhus, 2017; Nathanson, Paulhus ve Williams, 2006). Ayrica, narsisistler kendi
benliklerine ve nasil algilandiklarina odaklanirlar ve ego tehdidine karsi
duyarhiliklar1 diger ozelliklere kiyasla daha ytiksektir (Jones ve Paulhus, 2010;
Paulhus ve Williams, 2002). Ote yandan, psikopatlar daha saldirgan davranirlar ve
digerlerine kars1 narsisistlerden ve Makyavelyanlar'dan daha fazla zorbalik yaparlar
(Baughman ve ark., 2012). Dahas1, erkekler Karanlik Uglii kisilik 6zelliklerine

kadinlardan daha fazla sahip olmaktadirlar (Jonason ve Kavanagh, 2010).

Bu ¢ kisilik 6zelligine sahip bireylerin ikiyiizlii davrandigi ve diiriist olmayan
ozellikler gosterdigi belirtilmektedir (Jones ve Paulhus, 2017). Ornegin,
manipiilatorliik, aldaticilik ve patolojik yalan, Makyavelizm ve psikopatinin ayirt
edici oOzellikleridir (McHoskey, Worzel ve Szyarto, 1998). Ayrica, iligkilerinde
sOmiiriict ozellikler gosterme egilimindedirler (Jonason, Luevano ve Adams, 2012).
Ote yandan, psikopatlar heyecan arayan faaliyetlere katilma egilimleri nedeniyle
iligkilerinde yikict davranirlar (Rauthmann ve Kolar, 2012). Narsistler kisa vadeli
iliskilerinde basar1 icin istek duysalar da ayni zamanda yanli davranma egilimi
gosterirler (Rauthmann ve Kolar, 2012). Ayrica Makyavelyanlar, karamsarlik, hileli,
somiiriici ve giic odakli ozellikleri nedeniyle bir iliskiyi silirdiirme sorununa
sahiptirler (Rautman ve Kolar, 2012). Kisacasi, Karanlik Uglii kisilik dzelliklerine
sahip bireylerin iliskilerinde daha az baglilik gosterdikleri belirtilmektedir (Paulhus
ve Williams, 2002; Wieser ve Wiegel, 2015).

Bu nedenle, Karanlik Uglii kisilik &zellikleri ile sadakatsizlik arasinda baglanti
oldugu sonucuna varilabilmektedir (Adams, Luevano ve Jonason, 2014; Alavi, Mei
ve Mehrinezhad, 2018; Visser, Pozzebon, Bogaert ve Ashton, 2010 ). Karanlik
Uclii'niin tutum ve davranislari, aldatmay1 (Paulhus ve Williams, 2002), giiveni
istismar1 (Leary, Knight ve Barnes, 1986) ve alternatif partnerlere olan ilgiyi
(Campbell ve Foster, 2002) igermektedir. Arastirmalar, narsisizmin bagskalari i¢in
savunmaci, egosentrik bir empati eksikligini iceren bir kisilik 6zelligi olarak ortaya

ciktigin1 belirtmektedir (Campbell, 1999; Rhodewalt ve Morf, 1995; Morf ve
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Rhodewalt, 2001). Ayrica, uyumsuz kisilik bilesenlerinden biri olan diirtiisellik,

Karanlik Uclii'deki sadakatsizligin 6nemli belirleyicilerinden biri olabilmektedir.

Amac ve hipotezler

Literatiirde, cinsiyet, yetiskin baglanmasi veya iliski durumu gibi farkli degiskenler
acisindan sadakatsizlik algilarini arastiran birgok ¢alisma olmasina ragmen, Karanlik
Uclii kisilik 6zellikleri ile olan iliskiye odaklanan bir ¢alismaya rastlanmamustir.
Buna ek olarak, sadakatsizlik algilarini arastiran c¢alismalarin ¢ogunlugu, Bati
kiiltiirlerinde gerceklestirilmistir. Ayrica, yakim iliskiler baglaminda Karanlik Uglii
kisilik ozellikleri, Tirk 6rnekleminde nispeten daha az incelenmistir. Bu ¢alismanin
amaci, Karanlik Uglii Kisilik Ozellikleri (narsisizm, Makyavelizm ve psikopati) ve
Yetiskin Baglanma Stilleri’nin (kaygili ve kagingan baglanma) sadakatsizlik algisina
etkisini, fiziksel, duygusal ve online sadakatsizlik ¢ergevesinde hem bireylerin

kendilerini hem de partnerlerini degerlendirmeleri agisi ile arastirmaktir.

Bu calismada, kadmlarin erkeklere gore daha fazla davranisi sadakatsizlik olarak
tanimlamalar1 beklenmektedir. Ayrica, katilimcilarin egitim seviyesi arttikca, daha az
davramis1 sadakatsizlik olarak tamimlayacaklar1 varsayillmaktadir. Ote yandan,
literatiirdeki tartigmali sonuglar nedeniyle yasin etkisi arastirilacaktir. Bununla
birlikte, yetiskin baglanma stillerinin  sadakatsizlik algilarin1  yordamasi
beklenmektedir. Ozellikle, kaygili baglanma stiline sahip bireylerin, kagingan
baglanma stiline sahip bireylere goére daha fazla davranis1 sadakatsizlik olarak
tanimlamalar1 beklenmektedir. Son olarak, Karanlik Uclii kisilik ozellikleri ile
sadakatsizlik algis1 arasindaki iligki, literatiirde aymi tiirde bir ¢calisma olmadigindan

dolayi, arastirmaci bir sekilde test edilecektir.
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YONTEM

Katilimcilar

Toplamda 18-60 yas aras1 377 kisi bu ¢aligmaya katilmistir. Katilimcilarin, 304't
kadin, 70'i erkektir. Ayrica, ti¢ katilimer cinsiyetlerini “diger” olarak belirtmistir.
Katilimcilarin, 25’1 lise, 9°u yiiksekokul, 249’u {iniversite, 62’si yiiksek lisans, 32’si
ise doktora mezunu oldugunu belirtmistir. Katilimcilarin, 127’si bekar, 142’si bir
iliskide oldugunu belirtmistir. Son olarak, katilimcilarin 42'sinin 0 ila 6 ay arasinda,
25’inin 6 ay ila 1 yil arasinda, 39’unun 1 ila 2 yil arasinda, 74’{inilin 2 ila 5 yil
arasinda, 34’liniin 5 ila 10 y1l arasinda, 43’{linilin ise 10 yi1ldan daha uzun bir iliskide

oldugu saptanmistir.

Veri Toplama Araclar

Demografik bilgi formu: Demografik bilgi formu, yas, cinsiyet, cinsel yonelim,

egitim diizeyi, iliski durumu ve iligki siiresi ile ilgili sorulart igermektedir.

Yakin iliskide Yasantilar Envanteri-1l: Yakin iliskide Yasantilar Envanteri
(Experiences in Close Relationships Scale — Revised) Fraley, Waller ve Brennan
(2000) tarafindan gelistirilmistir. Olgek, kaygi ve kaginma olarak iki boyutu
degerlendiren Likert tipi 36 madde icermektedir. Kaygi ve kaginma alt 6lgekleri igin
Cronbach alfa degerleri sirasiyla .86 ve .90 olarak belirlenmistir. Olgegin Tiirkce
uyarlamasi Selguk, Giinaydin, Stimer ve Uysal (2005) tarafindan yapilmistir. Alt
Olgekler icin test-tekrar test giivenirlik katsayilari sirasiyla .82 ve .81'dir. Bu
calismada kayg1 ve kKag¢inma alt 6lg¢eklerinin Cronbach alfa degerleri sirasiyla .90 ve

.88 olarak bulunmustur.

Kisaltilmis Karanhk Uclii Olcegi: Kisaltilmis Karanlik Uclii Olgegi (The Short
Dark Triad (SD3); Jones ve Paulhus, 2014), Karanlik Ucglii kisilik 6zelliklerini
degerlendirmek i¢in kullanilmistir.  Narsisizm, Makyavelizm ve psikopati igin

Cronbach alfa katsayilari sirasiyla .71, .77 ve .80 olarak rapor edilmistir. Anketin her
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bir ifadesi katilimcilar tarafindan 5'li Likert tipi Olgekte doldurulmustur (1 -
kesinlikle katilmiyorum, 5 - kesinlikle katiliyorum). Bu ¢alismada 6lgegin Tiirkce
uyarlamasi (Kisaltilmis Karanlik Uglii Olgegi; Ozsoy, Rautmann, Jonason ve Ardig,
2017) kullanilmistir. Uyarlanmis anket i¢in Cronbach’in alfa degerleri Makyavelizm
icin .70, narsisizm igin .79 ve psikopati i¢in .79 olarak belirlenmistir. Bu ¢aligmada,
giivenilirlik analizlerinin sonuglarina dayanarak, psikopati alt 6lgeginden bir madde
cikarilmistir. Bu c¢alismada Cronbach alfa katsayilar1 narsisizm igin .74,

Makyavelizm igin .79 ve psikopati igin .79 olarak bulunmustur.

Sadakatsizlik Algis1 Olgegi: Sadakatsizlik algilarmi 6lgmek igin Schonian (2013)
tarafindan gelistirilen 6lgek kullanilmistir. Bu 6l¢iim araci kapsaminda, katilimcilara
cesitli davranis senaryolarint igeren 77 ifade sunulmus ve bu davranislar
sadakatsizlik olarak algilayip algilamadiklart konusunda dortlii Likert tipi bir 6lgekte
degerlendirmeleri istenmistir. Sadakatsizlik algis1 6l¢egi ifadeleri li¢ kategoriye
ayrilmaktadir: fiziksel sadakatsizlik, duygusal sadakatsizlik ve online sadakatsizlik.
Her soru, katilimcilarin kendilerini ve partnerleri degerlendirmeleri i¢in iki farkl
sekilde sorulmaktadir. Tim o6l¢ek igin Chronbach’in alfa degeri .95 olarak
bulunmustur. Bu anketin Tiirk¢e versiyonu arastirmaci tarafindan geviri-geri-geviri
yontemi ile bu ¢aligmaya uyarlanmistir. Cronbach’in alfa katsayilari, bireyin kendisi
icin fiziksel sadakatsizlik igin .80, duygusal sadakatsizlik i¢in .90 ve online
sadakatsizlik igin .90; ve partnerinin degerlendirmesi agisindan fiziksel sadakatsizlik
icin .86, duygusal sadakatsizlik i¢in .94 ve online sadakatsizlik i¢in .92 olarak

bulunmustur.

Veri Toplama Siireci

Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Etik Kurulu'ndan etik onay alimustir. Katilimcilara
Qualtrics programi araciligiyla online bir anket gonderilmistir. Katilimcilar,
calismanin  amaci, yamitlarmin gizliligi  ve verilerin  gizliligi  hakkinda
bilgilendirilmiglerdir. Calismaya baslamadan Once katilimcilar onam formunu
okumuslar ve onaylamiglardir. Ardindan katilimcilar veri toplama araglarindaki

Olcekleri doldurmuslardir.
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BULGULAR

On Analizlere liskin Bulgular

Ana analizlerden once veriler dogrulugu agisindan kontrol edilmistir. Veri temizleme
yapilmis; %17'den fazla eksik bilgi igeren veriler silinmistir. Normallik varsayimlari
test edilmistir. Z skoru 3.62 olan tek bir aykir1 deger oldugu saptanmis ve veri

setinden ¢ikarilmstir.

Degiskenlerin Korelasyonlarina iliskin Bulgular

Katilimcilarin yasi, cinsiyeti, egitim diizeyi, iligki siiresi, yetiskin baglanma stilleri,
Karanlik Uglii kisilik o6zellikleri ve sadakatsizlik algilar1 arasindaki iliskiyi

aragtirmak i¢in Pearson Korelasyon analizi yapilmistir (Bknz: Tablo 2)

Karanlk Uclii Kisilik Ozelliklerinden ve Yetiskin Baglanma Stillerinden

Sadakatsizlik Algilarimin Yordanmasi

Bu caligmada, yetiskin baglanma stilleri (kaygili ve kagingan) ve Karanlik Uglii
kisilik 6zellikleri (narsisizm, Makyavelizm, psikopati) fiziksel, duygusal ve online
sadakatsizlik g¢ercevesinde, bireylerin kendisi ve partnerleri agisindan sadakatsizlik
algilar1 arastirilmistir. Onemli bir varyans aciklamadigidan istatistiksel giicii

azaltmamak adina egitim diizeyi ve iligki siiresi modelden ¢ikarilmistir.

Calismada ii¢ asamal1 hiyerarsik regresyon analizleri yapilmustir. Ilk adimda yas ve
cinsiyet modele girilmistir. Ikinci adimda, narsisizm, Makyavelizm ve psikopati
modele eklenmistir. Ugiincii ve son adim olarak ise, kaygili baglanma ve kagingan

baglanma stilleri modele eklenmistir.

Analiz sonugclari, yas degiskeninin, bireylerin kendilerini degerlendirdigi 1. modelde,
fiziksel sadakatsizlik algisin1 yordadigimi gostermektedir. Spesifik olarak, bu

modelde bireyler yaslar1 arttikca daha az davranist sadakatsizlik olarak
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tanimlamiglardir. Duygusal sadakatsizligi bireyin kendisi i¢in degerlendirdigi 2.
modelde ise yas, 1. model ile uyumlu sonuglar gostermistir. Bu modelde, yas
degiskeninin yaninda psikopati kisilik 6zelligi anlamli bir sonug¢ olarak
belirlenmistir. Yani, psikopati kisilik 6zelligine sahip bireyler daha fazla davranis
sadakatsizlik olarak tanimlamiglardir. Online sadakatsizligin bireyin kendini
degerlendirmesi agisindan incelendigi 3. modelde, herhangi anlamli bir sonug
bulunamamustir. Fiziksel sadakatsizligin bireyin partnerini degerlendirmesi agisindan
incelendigi 4. modelde, yas ve cinsiyet degiskenleri, sadakatsizlik algisim
yordamistir. Spesifik olarak, bireyin yasi arttikga daha az davranisi sadakatsizlik
olarak tanimlamiglardir. Bununla birlikte, kadinlar, erkeklere gore daha fazla
davranis1 sadakatsizlik olarak tanimlamislardir. Ayrica, psikopati ve kaygil
baglanma stili de modelde anlamli bulunmustur. Psikopati kisilik 6zelligine sahip
bireyler ve kaygili baglanan bireyler daha fazla davranisi sadakatsizlik olarak
tanimlamiglardir. Duygusal sadakatsizligin bireyin partnerini degerlendirmesi
acisindan incelendigi 5. modelde, yas, cinsiyet ve psikopati 4. model ile uyumlu
olarak bulunmustur. Online sadakatsizligin bireyin partnerini degerlendirmesi
acisindan incelendigi 6. modelde ise, yas, cinsiyet ve psikopatinin uyumlu olmasinin
yani sira, kacingan baglanan bireyler daha fazla davranisi sadakatsizlik olarak

tanimlamiglardir.

TARTISMA

Bu caligmada, ilk olarak, cinsiyet ile sadakatsizlik algis1 arasinda bir iligki olacagi
hipotez edilmistir. Ozellikle, kadm katilimcilar, tiim sadakatsizlik tiirlerinde erkek
katilimcilardan daha fazla sadakatsizlik davranisini tanimlamasit beklenmektedir.
Ayrica, katilimeilarin egitim seviyesi arttik¢a, daha az davranis1 sadakatsizlik olarak
tanimlamalar1  beklenmektedir. Ote yandan, literatiirdeki tartismali sonugclar
nedeniyle yasin etkisi arastirilacaktir. Ayrica, yetiskin baglanma stilleri ile
sadakatsizlik algilar1 arasinda bir iliski olmasi beklenmektedir. Yani, kaygili
baglanma stiline sahip bireyler, kacinga baglanma stiline sahip bireylerden daha
fazla davranis sadakatsizlik olarak tanimlayacaktir. Son olarak, Karanlik Uclii kisilik

ozellikleri ile sadakatsizlik algilar1 arasindaki iliski arastirilacaktir.
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Cinsiyet ve sadakatsizlik algilar1 arasindaki iliski, bu g¢alismanin ilk odagidir.
Hiyerarsik regresyon analizlerinin sonuglari, cinsiyetin, bireylerin tiim sadakatsizlik
tiirlerinde esin davranislarini  degerlendirme baglaminda sadakatsizligi nasil
algiladigin1 6nemli Olclide tahmin ettigini gostermistir. Yani, kadin katilimecilar
eslerinin davraniglarin1 degerlendirdiklerinde, erkek katilimcilardan daha fazla
davranis1 sadakatsizlik olarak tanimlamaktadirlar. Bu sonuglar literatiirle tutarlidir
(Sharpe, Walters ve Goren, 2013; Henline ve ark., 2007; Thornton ve Nagurney,
2011).

Ayrica, literatlirdeki sadakatsizlikle olan bagintisiyla ilgili tutarsiz bulgular nedeniyle
yasin arastirilmasina karar verilmistir. Mevcut ¢aligmanin bulgulari, bireylerin online
sadakatsizlik baglaminda kendilerini nasil degerlendirdikleri disinda, yasin tim
sadakatsizlik algilarini olumsuz yonde yordadigini gostermistir. Yani, katilimcilarin
yast arttik¢a, davraniglari sadakatsizlik olarak tanimlama olasiliklar1 daha diistiktiir.
Bu sonug iligkiye olan gilivenin yas ile artmasi ile iliskilendirilebilir (Li ve Fung,
2013).

Ayrica, katilimcilarin egitim seviyesi arttik¢a, daha az davranisi sadakatsizlik olarak
tanimlamalar1  beklenmektedir. Bu c¢alismanin  bulgular1 egitim diizeyinin
katilimcilarin  sadakatsizligi nasil algiladi@ini tahmin etmedigini gostermistir. Bu
iligki eksikligi, katilimcilarin ¢ogunun yiiksek egitim ge¢misine sahip olmasindan
kaynaklanabilir. Bu nedenle, mevcut 6rneklemdeki egitim diizeyine iligskin kii¢iik bir
varyansin, aldatma algis1 lizerinde potansiyel bir etki gdzlemlemeyi
engelleyebilecegi diisliniilmiistiir, ¢linkii literatiirde egitim diizeyi ile bireylerin
sadakatsizligi nasil algiladigini gosteren ¢alismalar bulunmaktadir. (6rn. Allen ve

digerleri, 2005).

Ote yandan, bu calismada, katilimcilar kendi davraniglarinin ve partnerlerinin
davraniglarint farkl sekillerde degerlendirmislerdir. Yani ister erkek ister kadin
olsun, bireyler kendilerini partnerlerinden farkli olarak degerlendirmislerdir. Bu

sonug, kendi kendine hizmet eden 6nyargi kavrami ile tutarli goriinmektedir, bu da
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bireylerin kendilerini diger insanlardan daha olumlu degerlendirdikleri anlamina

gelmektedir (Myers ve Twenge, 2015).

Bu calismanin ikinci ana hipotezi, yetiskin baglanma stillerinin sadakatsizlik
algilariyla iligkili olacagidir. Ozellikle, kaygili baglanan katilimcilarin sadakatsizlik
6l¢eginde, kagingan baglanan katilimcilara goére daha yiiksek puanlara sahip olmasi
beklenmistir. Bu hipotez kismen desteklenmektedir. Yani, partnerin fiziksel
sadakatsizliginin degerlendirilmesi acisindan, kaygili baglanma stiline sahip
katilimcilar, kagingan baglanma stiline sahip katilimcilardan daha fazla davranislar
sadakatsizlik olarak tanimlamaktadirlar. Giivensiz sekilde bagli bireylerin
partnerlerinin ulasilabilirligi hakkinda siipheleri oldugu belirtilmektedir (Brennan ve
Shaver, 1995; Feeney ve Noller, 1990). Ozellikle, kaygili baglanma stiline sahip
bireyler iligski tehditlerini abartmaya ve partnerlerinin bagliligini sorgulamaya
meyillidirler (Collins, 1996).

Ucgiincii ana hipotez igin Karanlik Uglii kisilik 6zellikleri ile sadakatsizlik algilari
arasindaki iliski arastirilmistir. Bu calismada, sonuglar Karanhk Ugli kisilik
Ozellikleri’nin boyutlarindan biri olan psikopatinin, bireyin kendisi i¢in duygusal
sadakatsizlik baglaminda sadakatsizlik algilarin1 yordadigi; ve partneri icin fiziksel,
duygusal ve online sadakatsizlik algilarmi yordadigi ortaya gikmistir. Onceki bir
calisma, Karanlik Ucglii kisilik 6zellikleri ile ilgili yiiksek puanlara sahip bireylerin
ikiyiizlii davrandigimi ve yakin iligkilerindeki sadakatsizlikle baglantili aldatict
ozellikler sergiledigini ileri siirmektedir (Jones ve Paulhus, 2017). Ozellikle Karanlik
Uclii'niin en kétiiciil kism1 olan psikopati igin, heyecan verici faaliyetlere girmeye ve
yakin iligkilerinde partneri elde edebilmek i¢in somiiriicii stratejiler sergilemeye
meyilli olduklar1 belirtilmektedir (Jonason vd., 2012; Rauthmann ve Kolar, 2012).
Bununla birlikte, onceki ¢aligmalar, psikopatlarin asirt diirtiisellikleri, antisosyal,
duygusuz manipiilatif dogas1 ve dikkatsiz cinsel iligkileri nedeniyle Machiavellians
ve narsisistlerden daha fazla sadakatsizlikle iliskili olduklarini belirtmismektedir
(Jonason, Koenig ve Tost, 2010; Jones ve Figueredo, 2012). Bu nedenle,
psikopatlarin bu 6zellikleri, yiiksek diizeyde psikopatisi olanlar, mevcut ¢alismanin

bulgularina gore, Makyavelizm ve narsisizmden daha fazla davranislar1 aldatma
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olarak tanimlayabileceginden, sadakatsizlik algilariyla iliskilendirilebilir. Ote yandan
bu calismada, Makyavelizm ve narsisizm ile ilgili olarak bireylerin sadakatsizligi
nasil algiladiklar1 arasinda bir iligski ortaya ¢ikmamustir. Psikopati, Makyavelizm ve
narsisizm benzer ve Ortiisen dzelliklere sahip olsa da bu kisilik 6zelliklerinin altinda

yatan farkli dinamikler bulunabilmektedir.

Buna ek olarak, ¢caligmalar Makyavelyanlarin iliskilerindeki itibarlarini korumak igin
stratejik davraniglar sergiledigini 6ne siirmektedir (Rauthmann, 2011; Jonason ve
Webster, 2012). Dahasi, Makyavelyanlar partnerlerini aldattiktan sonra, psikopatlar
diirtiisellikleri nedeniyle sadakatsiz olduklarinda iliskilerini mahvetmesine ragmen,
iligkilerini mahvetmeyecekleri sekilde hareket ederler (Jones ve Figueredo, 2012).
Makyavelizm'in sadakatsizliginin tespit edilmesinin, davranislarin1 ve diisiincelerini
gizleme konusunda usta olduklar igin tespit edilmesi zor oldugu belirtilmektedir
(Jones ve Figueredo, 2012). Bununla birlikte, Makyavelizm kiiltiirden kiiltiire
degisebilmektedir. Kiiltiirel farkliliklar baglaminda Makyavelizme odaklanan bir
calismada, ABD'li katilimcilarin Makyavelizmin 6zelliklerini Tiirk katilimcilardan
daha fazla sergiledigi ileri siiriilmektedir (Yetiser, 2014). Bat1 uluslarinda bireycilik
desteklenirken kolektivizm Bati dis1 uluslarda ¢ok daha yaygindir (Markus ve
Kitayama, 1991). Bu nedenle, en bireyselci kiiltiirlerden biri olarak bilinen ABD'de,
Makyavelizm, bireyciligi vurgulamak i¢in tercih edilebilir ve baskin olarak

kolektivistik olan Tiirk kiiltiiriine kiyasla daha belirleyici bir kisilik 6zelligi olabilir.

Giiclii Yonler ve Katkilar

Bu c¢alismanm bir takim gii¢lii yonleri bulunmaktadir. Ilk olarak, literatiirde
sadakatsizlik ve Karanlik Uglii kisilik o6zellikleri arasindaki iliskiyi arastiran
caligmalar, algiya odaklanmak yerine genelde sadakatsizlige olan yatkinliga
odaklanmaktadirlar. Bununla birlikte, bireylerin sadakatsizligi nasil algiladiklar1 cok
onemli olmaktadir ¢linkii farkli sadakatsizlik yordayicilart hakkindaki farkliliklar
yakin iliskilerde anlagsmazliklara neden olabilmektedir. Ayrica, sadakatsizlik algilari
cinsiyet, yas ve yetiskin baglanma stilleri gibi c¢esitli degiskenler baglaminda

incelenmistir. Diger yandan, Karanhk Uclii kisilik 6zellikleri baglaminda
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sadakatsizlik algisin1 arastiran bir g¢alisma yoktur. Bu nedenle, bu c¢alisma
literatiirdeki boyle bir boslugu doldurmaya katkida bulunmak agisindan énemlidir.
Ayrica literatiirdeki bu ¢alismalar ¢ogunlukla nitel yaklasimla yiiriitilmistiir. Nitel
arastirmanin verilerin dogasini anlamak igin c¢esitli faydalari olmasina ragmen,
sadakatsizligin siiphe, sucluluk ve utang gibi ¢esitli olumsuz duygular ile iliskili bir
konu olmasi nedeniyle, sadakatsizlik kavramini nitel arastirma yoluyla ¢alismak zor
olabilmektedir. Bu nedenle bireyler, acik uglu sorular1 cevaplamak yerine, mevcut
calismada oldugu gibi anonim bir anket yoluyla ¢alismaya katilirken kendilerini daha
dogal bir sekilde yansitabilirler. Ayrica, bu calismada kullanilan sadakatsizlik
Olgeginde katilimcilarin algilari, bireylerin sadakatsizligi kendileri ve partnerleri
acisindan nasil algiladiklari olarak, iki farkli bakis agisiyla arastirilmaktadir. Her ne
kadar bu iki boyut literatiirdeki mevcut ¢aligmalarin hepsinde birlikte arastirilsa da
bu calismada ayrilmaya karar verilmistir. Bu sayede, oOl¢ekteki bu ayrimin
katilimcilarin - kendilerini ve partnerlerini nasil farkli yargiladiklarin1 ortaya
koyduguna ve kendine hizmet eden yanlilik veya kendi kendini gelistiren yanlilik

gibi potansiyel yanliliklardan haberdar olmamizi sagladigina inanilmaktadir.

Ayrica bu calisma, Tiirkiye ornekleminde sadakatsizlik algilarimin arastirilmasi
agisindan ilk caligmadir. Bilindigi kadariyla, Tiirkge dilinde bireylerin sadakatsizligi
nasil algiladiklarmi Slgen bir dlgek bulunmamaktadir. Yukarida belirtildigi gibi,
calismalarin ¢ogu, Tiirkiye ornekleminde belirli davranislarin sadakatsizlik olarak
nasil tanimladigindan ziyade, katilimcilarin sadakatsizlik egilimlerine veya iliski
gecmislerine odaklanmaktadir. Dahasi, Tiirkiye 6rnekleminde Karanhik Uglii kisilik
ozelliklerinin ortaya ¢ikisi da yakin iliskiler ¢alismalar1 kapsaminda oldukga yenidir.
Iliskide cesitli dinamikleri etkilemesinden dolay1, Karanlik Uglii kisilik 6zelliklerini
yakin iligkiler baglaminda anlamak ¢ok onemlidir. Bu nedenle, bu ¢alisma yakin
iligkilerde yasanan kotiiciil davraniglarin literatiirline katkida bulunmaktadir.
Ozellikle psikopati kisilik &zelliklerine sahip bireylerin sadakatsizligi nasil
algiladiklar1 siddete egilimlerini anlamak icin gelecege yoOnelik miidahale

calismalarinda kullanilabilecek bir agiklama sunmaktadir.
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Son olarak, klinisyenler igin, danisanlarin sadakatsizlik algilart ve genel
popiilasyonda bunun nasil algilandiginin anlasilmasi agisindan sadakatsizligi neyin
olusturdugunu anlamak terapotik siirece katkida bulunabilir. Iliskilerde smurlar,
eslerin beklentileri ve iligki kurallar gibi konularda klinisyenler genel niifusun nasil
disiindiigiinii bildiklerinde daha iyi bir iletisim saglamak i¢in net bir sekilde
tartisilabilir. Her insan benzersiz olsa da ve aldatma konusunda kendi bakis agisina
sahip olsa da, bazi1 degiskenlerin sadakatsizlik konusunda ne tiir bir dinamik
olusturdugunu anlamak 6nemli olabilmektedir. Dolayisiyla, bu ¢alismanin bulgular

klinik psikoloji alanina da katkida bulunabilir.

Smirhhiklar ve Oneriler

Her calismada oldugu gibi, bu ¢alismanin da bazi sinirlamalart bulunmaktadir. Her
seyden Once, yukarida da belirtildigi gibi, sadakatsizlik kavrami tizerinde ¢alismak
icin hassas bir konudur. Bu nedenle, katilimcilar ne kadar anonim olursa olsun,
sosyal arzu edilebilirlik yanliliginin etkisi kaginilmazdir. Bununla birlikte,
calismanin veri toplama siirecinde pek ¢ok tamamlanmamis Ol¢ek bulunmaktaydi.
Katilimcilarin, basladiklar1 olgekleri neden bitirmediklerini anlamak zordu. Bu
durum, konunun hassasiyeti ile ilgili olabilir ya da 6lgegin uzunlugu ile de ilgili
olabilir. Ayrica, ayn ifadeleri hem kendisi hem de partner i¢cin degerlendirmek
katilimcilar i¢in yilginlik yaratabilir. Bu nedenle, gelecekteki ¢aligmalarda,
sadakatsizlik algilar1 bireylerin kendileri ve partnerleri i¢in ayri ayri arastirilabilir.

Bu sayede katilimcilar daha kisa bir ¢alismaya katilmis olabilirler.

Son olarak, genelleme ile ilgili konu bu g¢alismanin bir baska sinirlamasidir.
Calismada katilimeilarin ¢ogu yiiksek egitim seviyesine sahiptir. Online erisimi olan
katilimcilardan veri toplandigindan, sosyoekonomik diizeyi diisiik olan bireyler
6l¢egi doldurma firsatt bulamamig olabilir. Ek olarak, katilimcilarin ¢ogunlugunun
kadin (% 80.6) oldugu ifade edilmistir. Bu durum da genelleme i¢in bir sorun olarak
belirtilebilir. Mevcut ¢alisma i¢in zaman yetersizliginden dolay1 bu cinsiyet farkini

esitlemek miimkiin degildi, ancak bu konuyu daha dengeli cinsiyet dagilimi ve

113



egitim durumu ile incelemek i¢in daha fazla arastirma yapilmasi siddetle tavsiye

edilmektedir.
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