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ABSTRACT 

 

EXPERIENCE AND EXPRESSION OF EMOTIONS IN MARITAL 

CONFLICT: AN ATTACHMENT THEORY PERSPECTIVE 

 

Özen, Ayça 

Ph.D., Department of Psychology 

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Nebi Sümer 

 

October 2012, 293 pages 

 

The current study aims to explore the potential mediating role of emotional 

experiences and expression during conflictual situations in marital relationships. 

Past studies have documented a strong relationship between attachment dimensions 

and/or styles and relationship satisfaction. It was also shown that negative emotions 

and dysfunctional and destructive expression of emotions have detrimental effect on 

marital functioning. The current study aims to empirically tie these two areas of 

research by exploring the mediating role of emotional experience and expression in 

the relationship between attachment dimensions (i.e., attachment anxiety and 

avoidance) and marital adjustment of couples using the Actor-Partner 

Interdependence Model (APIM, Kashy & Kenny, 2000). It was expected that 

attachment dimensions of wives and husbands would predict the experience of three 

negative emotions, namely, anger, sadness, and guilt and destructive expression of 

these emotions, and in turn, these emotions would predict both partners‘ marital 

dissatisfaction. Initially, two pilot studies using both qualitative and quantitative 

methods were conducted to see whether there were culture-specific ways of 

emotional experience and expression in Turkish cultural context. The findings 

confirmed the reliability and validity of the three separate emotional experiences 

scales assessing anger, sadness, and guilt. 
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Based on the findings of the initial studies, the main study involving a 

sample of 167 married couples who were in the early years of their marriages was 

conducted. Couples separately completed multiple measures of adult attachment 

and experience and expression of emotions, and marital quality. Mediating effects 

of emotional experience and expression in the relationship between the attachment 

dimensions and marital adjustment were tested utilizing a series of path analyses 

using the APIM analyses. The results revealed that attachment avoidance, rather 

than attachment anxiety, of both wives and husbands was the strongest predictor of 

own and partners‘ marital adjustment in the conflictual situations. In terms of 

emotional experience, wives‘ regret and husbands‘ anger were the marker 

mediating emotions. Regarding anger expression, wives‘ and husbands‘ distributive 

aggression styles mediated the relationship between attachment dimensions and 

marital adjustment. Analyses on sadness expression yielded only one significant 

actor mediation effect suggesting that avoidant husbands used more 

solitude/negative behavior, and this in turn, decreased their marital adjustment. 

However, guilt expression styles of wives and husbands did not mediate the 

relationship between attachment dimensions and marital adjustment of both 

partners. The current study extended the previous studies by providing evidence on 

the influence of the each partner‘s attachment orientation on the emotional 

experience and expression during marital conflict and marital adjustment of both 

spouses. The implications of the study for theory, practice, and future research were 

discussed. 

 

Keywords: Attachment anxiety and avoidance, emotional experience and 

expression, marital conflict, marital adjustment. 
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ÖZ 

 

EVLĠLĠKTE YAġANAN ÇATIġMALARDA HĠSSEDĠLEN VE ĠFADE 

EDĠLEN DUYGULAR: BAĞLANMA TEORĠSĠ PERSPEKTĠFĠ 

 

Özen, Ayça 

Doktora, Psikoloji Bölümü 

Tez Yöneticisi: Prof. Dr. Nebi Sümer 

 

Ekim 2012, 293 sayfa 

 

Bu çalıĢmanın amacı, evlilikte yaĢanan çatıĢmada hissedilen ve ifade edilen 

duyguların, eĢlerin bağlanma yönelimleri ve evlilik uyumları arasındaki iliĢkideki 

aracı rolünü araĢtırmaktır. GeçmiĢ araĢtırmalar, bağlanma boyutları ve/ya stilleri ile 

iliĢki doyumu arasında güçlü bir iliĢki olduğunu göstermiĢtir. Ayrıca, geçmiĢ 

çalıĢmalar yaĢanan olumsuz duyguların ve bu duyguların iĢlevsiz Ģekilde ifade 

edilmesinin iliĢkinin kalitesi bakımından yıkıcı etkisini ortaya koymaktadır. Bu 

çalıĢmada, Aktör-Partner Bağımlılık Modeli (APIM, Kashy & Kenny, 2000) 

kapsamında evlilik çatıĢmalarında yaĢanan duyguların ve bunların ifade edilme 

biçimlerinin karı ve kocanın bağlanma boyutları (kaçınmacı ve kaygılı bağlanma) 

ve her iki eĢin ikili uyumu arasındaki iliĢkide aracı değiĢken rolü incelenmiĢtir. 

Böylece iki farklı çalıĢma alanı görgül olarak iliĢkilendirilmiĢtir. Genel olarak karı 

ve kocanın kaygı ve kaçınma boyutlarının olumsuz duygu deneyimi (kızgınlık, 

üzüntü ve suçluluk) ve bu duyguların yıkıcı Ģekilde ifade edilmesi ile olumlu iliĢki 

göstermesi beklenmektedir. Bu etkinin de her iki eĢin evlilik uyumunu olumsuz bir 

Ģekilde etkilemesi beklenmektedir. Ġlk olarak, Türk kültürüne özgü yaĢanılan duygu 

türleri ve bunların kültüre özgü dıĢavurumlarının olup olmadığını incelemek 

amacıyla hem nicel hem de nitel ön çalıĢmalar yapılmıĢtır. Ön çalıĢma sonuçları 
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dikkate alınarak kızgınlık, üzüntü ve suçluluk duygularının ifadelerini kapsayan üç 

ayrı ölçeğin güvenirliği ve geçerliği sınanmıĢtır. 

Ana çalıĢmaya erken dönem evlilik yıllarında olan 167 çift katılmıĢtır. Evli 

çiftler temel çalıĢma değiĢkenleri olan bağlanma, duygular ve evlilik doyumuna 

iliĢkin çok sayıda ölçeği ayrı ayrı doldurmuĢlardır. YaĢanan duyguların ve bunların 

ifade edilme stillerinin, karı ve kocanın bağlanma boyutları ile her iki eĢin evlilik 

uyumu arasındaki iliĢkide aracı değiĢken rolünü araĢtırmak için APIM modeli 

kullanılarak bir dizi iz (path) analizi yapılmıĢtır. Bulgular hem karı hem de 

kocaların kaçınmacı bağlanma boyutunun eĢlerin evlilik uyumunu yordamada en 

güçlü değiĢken olduğunu göstermiĢtir. EĢlerin hissettiği duyguların aracı rolü 

incelendiğinde ise, kadınların hayal kırıklığı duygusu ve erkeklerin kızgınlık 

duygusunun temel aracı değiĢkenler olarak öne çıktığı bulunmuĢtur. Kızgınlık 

ifadesi açısından bakıldığında, sonuçlar kadınların ve erkeklerin yaygın kızgınlık 

stilinin, bağlanma boyutları ve evlilik uyumu arasındaki iliĢkide aracı rolü 

oynadığını göstermiĢtir. Üzüntü ifadesinin aracı rolüne iliĢkin analizler, sadece bir 

aktör aracı rolünün anlamlı olduğunu göstermiĢtir. Kaçınan bağlanma yönelimi 

yüksek olan kocaların üzüntülerini ifade ederken daha çok yalnızlık/olumsuz 

davranıĢ tarzını kullandıkları ve bu davranıĢ tarzının kendi evlilik uyumlarını 

düĢürdüğü bulunmuĢtur. Ancak, karı ve kocaların suçluluk ifade stillerinin, eĢlerin 

bağlanma stilleri ve evlilik uyumları arasındaki aracı rolü istatistiksel olarak anlamlı 

değildir. Bu çalıĢma her bir eĢin bağlanma boyutunun hem kiĢinin kendisinin hem 

de eĢinin hissettiği duyguyu ve bu duyguyu nasıl ifade edildiğini yordamadaki 

gücünü ve bunun eĢlerin evlilik uyumunu belirlemedeki rolünü araĢtırarak geçmiĢ 

araĢtırmalara katkı sağlamaktadır. ÇalıĢma bulguları, hem kuramsal ve pratik 

uygulamalar hem de gelecek araĢtırmalar bakımından tartıĢılmıĢtır. 

 

Anahtar Kelimeler: Kaygılı ve Kaçınmacı Bağlanma, duygusal deneyim ve ifade, 

evlilikte çatıĢma, evlilik uyumu 
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CHAPTER 1 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

“When we come into contact with the other person, our thoughts and actions should 

express our mind of compassion, even if that person says and does things that are 

not easy to accept. We practice in this way until we see clearly that our love is not 

contingent upon the other person being lovable.” 

Thich Nhat Hanh 

 

1.1 General Introduction 

The current study aims to systematically tie two areas of research, namely 

attachment and emotion, by examining how attachment security, experience and 

expression of emotions predict dyadic adjustment in marital relationships. On the 

one hand, an extensive body of empirical research on marital relationships has 

revealed that how partners experience and express emotions during disagreements 

is one of the critical predictors of marital stability and satisfaction (e.g., Cordova, 

Gee, & Warren, 2005; Guerrero, Farinelli, & McEwan, 2009; Lafontaine & Lussier, 

2005). Emotions experienced in the intimate relationships are important in the sense 

that they are the main determinants of behavior in intimate relationships, which in 

turn, impact the quality of interactions. The response to partner‘s behaviors evokes 

new emotions that qualify the relationship between emotions and behaviors to be 

bi-directional (Gross & Thompson, 2007). Attachment theory (Bowlby, 

1973/1982), on the other hand, seeks to understand how ―working models‖, which 

are formed on the basis of early experiences with the caregiver, affect the ways 

people think, feel, and behave in close relationships. Emotion regulation is thought 

to be a central component of attachment. Specifically, attachment theory makes 
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specific assumptions regarding how different attachment styles are related to 

experience and expression of negative emotions (see Cassidy, 1994; Mikulincer & 

Shaver, 2007). 

Emotions are formed through the ongoing transactions between the 

individuals‘ inner psychological worlds and their social and physical environments 

(Thompson, 1994). Our experiences and behavior patterns are shaped by emotions 

we feel throughout our lives. Both own prior and partner‘s experiences during the 

day have an influence on the affective experiences and behaviors in marital 

relationships (Schoebi, 2008). Various feelings, such as fear of rejections, 

frustration, jealousy, security, joy, and gratitude experienced in close relationships 

are strong and diverse emotions that can have both short-term and long-term effects 

on one‘s own behaviors. These emotions in turn affect the partner‘s responses and 

determine the quality of dyadic interaction (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2005). 

With its deep roots in relationship concept, attachment theory offers a 

unique and comprehensive account of the inter-individual differences in emotional 

experience and emotion regulation in close relationships (e.g., Mikulincer & 

Shaver, 2005; Mikulincer, Shaver, & Pereg, 2003). A growing body of attachment 

literature illustrates that individual differences in attachment orientations affect how 

partners feel and behave in love relationships, hence the quality of the relationship 

(e.g., Collins & Read, 1990; Kobak & Hazan, 1991). Specifically, individual 

differences in attachment styles influence the quality of intimate interactions in 

dyadic relationships in several ways, especially in situations where attachment 

system is triggered (Collins & Feeney, 2004). 

Conflict as the most stressful situation in marriage activates the attachment 

system. Attachment theory has the potential to offer rich theoretical framework to 

explain why conflict arouses certain emotions and affects resulting satisfaction 

(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2003). Through development, attachment orientation is 

encapsulated cognitively as working models and depending on the positivity of 

working model of the individual, the attachment system is likely to be triggered if 

the partner response to the conflict is perceived as a threat. In such a case, the 
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behavior of the individual is directed by a number of emotion (affect) management 

strategies, which affect both the self and the partner (e.g., Pistole & Arricale, 2003). 

Based on the documented evidence in the previous research, the current 

dissertation aims to examine certain antecedents and consequences of emotional 

experience and expression during a conflict in marital relationships. Although, 

previous work has consistently documented the detrimental effects of attachment 

insecurity on marital satisfaction (e.g., Mikulincer, Florian, Cowan, & Cowan, 

2002), the current study aims to reveal the underlying mechanisms involved in this 

association. Specifically, the potential mediating effects of emotional experience 

and expression will be investigated in the dyadic association between attachment 

security and relationship adjustment considering both actor and partner effects. 

Although the existing literature provides abundant evidence regarding how people 

with different attachment dimensions and/or styles feel and behave in their 

relationships, past studies generally included the actor‘s perspective only (e.g., 

Meyers & Landsberger, 2002; Shi, 2003; Sümer & Cozzarelli, 2004). However, in 

dyadic relationships, partners are not independent from one another (Fincham, 

Stanley, & Beach, 2007). Indeed, their behaviors are interdependent and 

reciprocally related (Agnew & Etcheverry, 2006; Rusbult, Arriaga, & Agnew, 

2001). Thus, the current study aims to include both partners‘ individual 

characteristics (e.g., attachment dimensions) and relationship outcomes (e.g., 

marital adjustment and satisfaction) into the analyses. Moreover, the existing 

literature suggests that people with different attachment styles experience different 

kinds of emotions in conflictual situations and regulate these emotions in different 

ways (e.g., Consedine & Magai, 2003; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2005). Although the 

effects of attachment (in)security on the experienced emotions have been 

extensively investigated, its effects on the expressed emotions have been left largely 

unexamined. Considering the role of expressed emotions in the marital dispute, this 

study will shed light on the extent to which how attachment dynamics shape the 

expressed emotions, and in turn, if these emotions affect marital adjustment. 
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This dissertation consists of two related studies. In the first study, the 

aspects of emotion experience and expression specific to Turkish culture will be 

explored. In the second study, specific proposed models on the dyadic associations 

between attachment dimensions, emotions, and marital adjustment will be tested. 

People in different cultures differ in how they experience and express 

emotions in close relationships. Specifically, the ways of experiencing, regulating, 

as well as expressing emotions vary across cultures depending on the meanings 

attached to these emotions and associated values and social norms shaping how to 

express emotions. In the first part, using qualitative and quantitative methods two 

pilot studies were conducted to identify whether there are culture-specific ways of 

emotional experience and expression in the Turkish cultural context. 

The purpose of the second part is indeed threefold. First aim is to examine 

the mediating role of emotional experience in the relationships between attachment 

insecurity and marital adjustment. Second is to investigate the systematic 

associations between the fundamental attachment dimensions (i.e., attachment 

anxiety and avoidance) and the expressions of anger, guilt, and sadness. More 

specifically, emotion expression styles were considered as the potential mediators 

of the association between attachment dimensions and marital adjustment. Thus, the 

dyadic link between both partners‘ attachment orientations and marital satisfaction, 

and whether this link is mediated by emotional expression will be explored. 

Although the primary focus in this study is to test the dyadic effects, their 

interactive effects will also be examined. Third, the moderator role of one partner‘s 

attachment dimension in the relationship between other partner‘s attachment 

dimension and emotion experience and expression, as well as marital adjustment 

and marital satisfaction will be investigated.  

In the following sections, first a brief overview of the attachment theory 

focusing on the effect of early attachment experiences on adult close relationships 

and the role of attachment in marital relationships will be presented. And then, the 

studies on the interplay between the attachment processes and emotions will be 

summarized. In the last section, the importance of dyadic level of analysis in 
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examining marital relationships will be discussed and the specific hypotheses of the 

study will be presented. 

1.2 Theoretical Background of Attachment Theory and Adult Attachment 

1.2.1 Attachment System and Development of Attachment Bond 

Attachment theory (Bowlby, 1973; 1982) asserts that children have an innate 

attachment behavioral system, which is triggered under the conditions of threat or 

danger, has evolutionary value to increase the chance of survival. This system leads 

children to seek proximity to the main caregiver (attachment figure) when needed 

in order to reduce stress and to achieve felt security. In this sense, availability, 

sensitivity, and responsiveness of the attachment figure to the child‘s proximity 

seeking behaviors are critical for optimal psychosocial functioning. The 

achievement of proximity and protection gives rise to the feelings of relief and 

assurance of security. 

Every child becomes emotionally attached to his/her primary caregivers 

regardless of the quality of bond between caregiver and the child (Cassidy, 2008). 

However, the quality of the bond results in individual differences in attachment 

security. Following Bowlby‘s conceptualizations, Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, and 

Wall (1978) examined individual differences in attachment quality with a procedure 

called the “Strange Situation”. In this procedure, the behavior of infants was 

observed during the two separation-reunion episodes with the primary caregiver, 

who is the mother most of the time. Based on their reactions to these episodes, 

infants were classified into one of three categories, namely, secure, 

insecure/ambivalent, or insecure/avoidance. Infants who explored the environment 

confidently in the presence of their mothers, and felt distressed during the 

separation period, however were easily comforted after reunion were classified as 

secure. Mothers of these infants were usually sensitive and responsive to the child‘s 

needs. However, infants who felt frustrated and distressed during the separation, 

became inconsolable and preoccupied with their mothers‘ absence, and had little 

interest in exploring the environment after reunion were classified as 
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anxious/ambivalent. Mothers of these infants showed inconsistent behaviors in their 

interactions with the child, such as being unavailable, intrusive or excessively 

affectionate. Lastly, those infants showing little distress during both separation and 

reunion and did not seek contact with their mothers were classified as avoidant. 

Mothers of avoidant infants were found to be commonly rejecting to the needs of 

their children (Cassidy, 2008; Solomon & George, 2008). 

Attachment classification of the infants indeed reflect how they manage the 

balance between satisfaction of their needs that arouse from their attachment system 

and exploration system, which is another innate system that increases the chances of 

infant survival. Cassidy (2008) purports that the exploration system has 

evolutionary value in the sense that through development it enables the individuals 

to adapt to their environment. In that sense, application of secure strategy which 

refers to the balance between attachment and exploration experienced during 

childhood is predictive of the capacity to balance autonomy and relatedness needs 

in adulthood years. Furthermore, any deviation from this balance reflects the 

application of secondary strategies of attachment which will be discussed in detail 

in the following sections (Cassidy, 1994; 2008). 

1.2.2 Internal Working Models of Attachment 

Bowlby (1973) asserts that children develop the working models of 

attachment through their interactions with the caregivers. The working models of 

attachment correspond to the mental representations of the world and significant 

individuals as well as representations of the self. These representations are formed 

throughout infancy and early childhood, and the quality or positivity of these 

representations depends on the caregiver‘s emotional availability and 

responsiveness to the child‘s needs in early interactions (Collins, Guichard, Ford, & 

Feeney, 2004; Sroufe & Waters, 1977). These early experiences construct the 

blueprints of working models of self and others (see Mikulincer & Shaver, 2003; 

2007). 
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Working models of attachment are assumed to have two components, one 

referring to the attachment figure, the other referring to the self. The degree of 

availability, sensitivity, and responsiveness of the attachment figure determine the 

working model of attachment figure (or others). Based on the quality of these 

parental care-giving characteristics, the mental representation of the self is valued 

as either worthy or unworthy of love and care, which represents the working model 

of the self. Bowlby (1973) states that if a child is exposed to a consistent pattern of 

care-giving during childhood and adolescence, these repeated experiences make 

working models to become less sensitive to change. Indeed, consistent positive and 

responsive care-giving during childhood fosters child to become secure both in 

childhood and adulthood years. In that sense, if the quality of care-giving 

experiences changes in the early childhood, attachment models are rather apt to 

change (Collins et al., 2004). 

Early negative emotional experiences and associated behaviors aiming to 

manage these emotions are all internalized in the form of working models (Bowlby, 

1973, 1982). Thus, working models are also affect-laden constructs. When the 

working models are activated, the associated affect is expected to be automatically 

triggered (Collins & Read, 1990). Essentially, in the course of time, the child learns 

how to regulate affect in times of stress by using these mental representations of the 

self and the others. Their coping mechanisms constitute their unique characteristics 

that are represented in the attachment styles. 

In conclusion, working models, consciously or unconsciously, guide 

perceptions and determine what kinds of emotions to be experienced, and thus 

influence emotion regulation strategies, behaviors as well as defense mechanisms 

(Shaver, Collins, & Clark, 1996). Furthermore, once structured, these mental 

representations become activated automatically and unconsciously making them 

relatively resistant to change (Collins et al., 2004). Thus, the quality of early 

interactions with parents results in the positivity or negativity of internal working 

(mental) models of the self and others and the feeling of competence in both 
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personal and interpersonal domains, having implications for future close 

relationships. 

Whether or not the quality of early relationship between infant and caregiver 

would provide a base for later relationships with significant others (e.g., friends, 

partners, spouses etc.) is a controversial issue in attachment literature (e.g., 

Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; Roisman, Collins, Sroufe, & Egeland, 2005; Simpson, 

Collins, Tran, & Haydon, 2007a). According to attachment theorists, early 

attachment bond with parents which is reflected in the internal working models is 

predictive of the quality and functioning of other close relationships later in life 

(Ainsworth, 1989; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Bowlby, 1973, Waters & 

Cummings, 2000). However, Bowlby (1973) posits that besides the assimilation of 

early parent-child attachment relationship effects to later close relationships, the 

accommodation process is also important. Internal working models of relationships 

also accommodate into the current relationship partner. Changing life circumstances 

and experiences may lead to accommodation and updating of working models in 

childhood and adulthood. Revising and updating working models concordant with 

the characteristics of a partner might also contribute to the relationship adjustment. 

Thus, the attachment orientation in adulthood can be seen as a product of both 

earlier and current interpersonal relationships. In the following section, the effects 

of early attachment experiences on later close relationships are discussed in detail. 

1.2.3. General vs. Relationship-Specific Attachment Representations 

Extended literature has explored the predictive value of early attachment 

relationships on the quality of close relationships in adulthood (e.g., Fraley & 

Davis, 1997; Roisman et al., 2005; Roisman, Madsen, Hennighausen, Sroufe, & 

Collins, 2001; Simpson et al., 2007a). For example, Fraley and Davis (1997) 

studied the transference of early attachment relationships to peer relationships (best 

friends and romantic partners), and found that secure adults, rather than insecure 

ones, were more likely to form attachment bonds with their partners. Additionally, 

the transference of the attachment function from parents to romantic partners 

depended on the duration of the romantic relationships. As the duration of the 
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current relationship increased so did the influence of current relation on current 

attachment representations. Similarly, Simpson and colleagues (2007a) examined 

the early experiences with caregivers and their effects on peer and friend 

relationship with a developmental perspective in a longitudinal study. They tested a 

double meditational model and found that secure attachment at 12 months of age 

led to increased social competence in peer relationships (as rated by their teacher) 

when they were in elementary school. Social competence then resulted in secure 

close friendships at age 16. This, in turn, resulted in more positive experience of 

emotions in romantic relationships. Those who were secure in the early 

relationships showed less negative affect toward their romantic partners in the 

videotaped interaction tasks. 

However, there are also studies showing that there is a weak or moderate 

association between parent attachment and peer or romantic attachment (e.g., 

Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Simpson, Rholes, Oriña, & Grich, 2002). Collins 

and Read (1994) explained the attachment across the relationships in a network 

model and argued that attachment working models are conceptualized as an 

interconnected network, which was organized hierarchically. At the bottom of the 

hierarchy, relationship-specific models that correspond to interactions with 

particular relationship partners (e.g., best friend, romantic partner, parents) are 

placed. At the medium level, domain-specific models that include particular kinds 

of relationships (e.g., romantic, parental or friend relationships in general) take 

place. Lastly, at the top of the hierarchy, generic representations of attachment 

relationships are placed. Supporting this network model, previous studies have 

shown that domain specific measures of relationships and attachment were better 

predictors of outcome variables than the general measures of the given constructs 

(e.g., Cozzarelli, Hoekstra, & Bylsma, 2000; Miller & Hoicowitz, 2004; Sibley & 

Overall, 2008). More specifically, Cozzarelli et al. (2000) found that general 

working models were highly correlated with overall psychological adjustment. 

However, specific working models were strongly associated with relationship 

specific satisfaction. They also found that general and relationship specific models 
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were moderately associated. Further, Sibley and Overall (2008) found that domain-

specific attachment representations (e.g., attachments within romantic relations in 

general) predicted relationship-specific attachment representations of the same 

domain (e.g., attachments within a specific romantic relationship), but did not 

predict relationship-specific attachment representations of other domains. Thus, 

these studies overall highlight the importance of domain differentiation in the 

multiple attachment representations. 

In sum, the available evidence suggests that attachment styles may vary 

among relationship partners regardless of the fact that the generalized attachment 

style may influence their workings (Cook, 2000; La Guardia, Ryan, Couchman, & 

Deci, 2000). Thus, it can be proposed that when the interest lies on the analyzing 

and understanding the dynamics of existing close relationships, concentrating on 

relationship-specific working models are more reasonable and informative (e.g., 

Cozzarelli et al., 2000). Therefore, depending on the documented evidence it can be 

argued that partner attachment in marital relationships, rather than early attachment 

bonds, is more predictive of current marital adjustment. 

1.2.4 Attachment Patterns in Adulthood 

Adults get involved in relationships with a unique set of memories, beliefs, 

expectations and a history of interpersonal experiences. These experiences shape 

how they think, feel about, and behave in those relationships. Basically, attachment 

related needs are the basic motivators of the behaviors and feelings in close 

relationships, and these needs normatively function for the maintenance of 

closeness and security feelings in close relationships (Collins, Ford, Guichard, & 

Allard, 2006; Collins & Read, 1990). 

The seminal study of Hazan and Shaver (1987) acted as a vanguard opening 

the pathway for the adult attachment research. This study carried the attachment 

research into the adulthood by adopting the three categories of infant attachment 

styles of Ainsworth et al.‘s (1978) into the adult romantic relationships. Similar to 

early attachment patterns, these adult attachment styles were named as secure, 
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avoidant, and anxious/ambivalent. According to the results of this study, 

participants who were classified into the two insecure groups, namely avoidant and 

anxious/ambivalent, reported more negative experiences and beliefs about love, had 

a history of relatively short romantic relationships, presented less positive 

descriptions of their childhood and relationships with parents than those in the 

secure group. Following Hazan and Shaver‘s initial study, Bartholomew and 

Horowitz (1991) proposed a four-category model of attachment (secure, 

preoccupied, dismissing, and fearful) in adult close relationships as a matrix derived 

from two dimensions of mental (working models) representations, and extended 

earlier three category approach. The first dimension, the model of self, named as 

dependence reflects the degree to which individuals worry about being rejected, 

abandoned, or unloved by significant others. The second dimension, model of 

others, corresponds to avoidance in close relationships. Individuals high in this 

dimension are characterized with the avoidance of contact with others in order to 

prevent aversive consequences of possible rejection, or of discomfort with being 

close (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991) Later studies have shown that model of self 

represents the dimension of attachment-related anxiety and model of others 

represents the dimension of attachment-related avoidance (Brennan, Clark, & 

Shaver, 1998; Collins et al., 2004; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). 

Four attachment patterns were defined at the intersection of these two 

fundamental dimensions. Secure individuals have positive mental models of self 

and others or are low on both attachment anxiety and avoidance dimensions, 

implying that the self was considered as worthy of love (lovability), and other 

individuals were generally considered as accepting and responsive. Individuals in 

this category report being comfortable with closeness and they have a functional 

level of interdependence in close relationships. Preoccupied individuals were high 

on anxiety (negative model of self) and low on avoidance dimension (positive 

model of others), suggesting that the self is seen as unworthy of love (unlovability), 

whereas other individuals are generally considered as accepting and responsive. 

Anxious or preoccupied individuals generally strive for self-acceptance by gaining 
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the acceptance or approval of valued others as well as being characterized with lack 

of attachment security, a strong need for closeness, worries about relationships, and 

exhibiting hyperactivating strategies for satisfying attachment related needs in case 

of an attachment related threat (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Mikulincer & 

Shaver, 2003). Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991) differentiated between the 

dismissing avoidance and fearful avoidance. Dismissing avoidants were high on 

avoidance and low on anxiety. For dismissing avoidants, whereas self is considered 

as worthy of love, others are expected to be untrustworthy and rejecting. Fearful 

avoidants, however, have both a negative model of self and a negative model of 

others or they have high levels both attachment anxiety and avoidance making them 

the most disadvantaged group in close relationships. 

Bowlby (1973) originally argued that proximity and support seeking are the 

primary strategies when people experience stress. When this strategy is blocked, 

alternative strategies are acquired that haunt the individuals all through life cycle. 

When the attachment system of secure individuals gets activated under distressful 

situations, they can more easily calm themselves through their easy access to earlier 

positive interaction memories with their attachment figures, and thus, they can 

alleviate distress by turning literally or cognitively to others for comfort and support 

they need. However, when the attachment system of insecures gets activated, their 

early insensitive caretaking experiences can augment the accessibility of worries 

about rejection and separation, and thus they could not engage in effective support 

seeking behaviors (see also Mikulincer & Shaver, 2003, 2007, for review). These 

dysfunctional strategies of insecure individuals are labeled as secondary attachment 

strategies (Main, 1990), which are discussed in the next section. 

1.2.4.1 Secondary Attachment Strategies 

Depending on their conceptualization of attachment, previous researchers 

have utilized dimensional or categorical approaches having either four or three 

categories. However, recently attachment researchers have commonly classified 

attachment behaviors in terms of two basic dimensions; the attachment anxiety 
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experienced in close relationships and avoidance of others (Brennan et al., 1998; 

Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007), and related emotional/behavioral regulation strategies. 

Specifically, attachment anxiety and avoidance are regulated by two 

behavioral/emotional strategies. Specifically, being high on at least one of these two 

dimensions leads to the application of secondary strategies for satisfying attachment 

related needs (see Main, 1990). These are basically two distinct behavioral 

strategies used in regulating interpersonal behaviors and coping with stress. One of 

them is the hyperactivating strategy representing attachment anxiety dimension, 

which is the key characteristic of the anxious attachment style. This strategy reflects 

a “fight” strategy in the case of stress. Individuals using hyperactivating strategies, 

aggravate their proximity seeking attempts in order to force attachment figures for 

providing love and support needed. This strategy also keeps the attachment system 

in a chronically activated state, which forces the individuals to exaggerate threats 

and threat appraisals. Exaggeration of threat appraisals causes the individual to 

think that their own self is the source of threat, hence promotes the chronic doubts 

about self-worth, trapping the individual in a vicious cycle. In terms of close 

relationships, hyperactivating strategies are closely linked with continuous 

monitoring of the relationship partner and sturdy attempts to sustain proximity. 

These individuals are also overdependent on the relationship partner to attain 

comfort. Consequently, they show intense demands for care and attention, cling and 

try to control behaviors to attain partner‘s affection and support. These anxious 

individuals are also highly sensitive to rejection cues and show intense worries 

about separation and abandonment and use emotion-focused coping strategies in the 

case of conflict (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2003; 2007). 

The second strategy is called deactivating strategy representing the 

attachment avoidance dimension and it reflects a “flight” strategy in the case of 

stress. Deactivating strategy is defined as the key characteristic of the avoidant 

attachment style and this strategy results in having negative core beliefs about the 

relationship partner as a source of security and relationships in general, along with 

the distorted positive beliefs about the self as capable of coping with stress without 
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social support. Individuals using deactivating strategies ignore or avoid the 

attachment relevant negative events, repress any threat-related thoughts that may 

activate the attachment system, and deny their attachment related needs. They turn 

their attention away from self-relevant sources of threat and hinder negative 

appraisal of the self. These individuals try to view the self more positively than 

others and this can be achieved at the cost of negative beliefs and thoughts about 

others. These individuals also perceive their close relationships as not warm enough 

and emotionally involved. On the one hand, deactivation of threat appraisals causes 

the individual to think that their partner is the source of threat, hence try to distance 

them from relationship partners. On the other hand, they also show defensive 

behavior patterns to promote self-enhancement and to emphasize their uniqueness 

and self-strength (see Mikulincer & Shaver, 2003, 2007, for a review). 

The detrimental effects of hyperactivating and deactivating strategies on 

anxious and avoidant people‘s relationship functioning have been extensively 

studied in the past literature. Before presenting the empirical findings regarding the 

effects of attachment insecurity on conflict in marital relationships, attachment 

relationship in romantic and marital relationships is discussed in the next section. 

1.2.5 Attachment in Romantic and Marital Relationships 

Close relationships, in which partners have spent some time together, are 

generally considered as attachment relationships. Although it is imperative to test 

whether the romantic relationship provides attachment-related functions for each 

partner, this postulation has not been tested directly. Reviewing the related literature 

Fraley and Shaver (2000) proposed three features of attachment relationships that 

differentiate attachment relationships from other kinds of emotional and 

nonattachment relationships in adulthood. First, the individual should have a 

propensity to stay in close contact with the partner. This refers to the proximity 

maintenance feature. When the attachment figure is seen as unavailable or 

separation occurs, the individual feels distress and protests it. Second, when it is 

needed, especially in times of illness, stress or threat, attachment figure could be 

used as haven of safety and this refers to the safe haven feature. Lastly, the 
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attachment figure should provide a secure base for the individual‘s unrestrained and 

undistracted exploration of the environment, which refers to the secure base feature. 

Further, Fraley and Davis (1997) argued that transference of the attachment 

functions from parents to romantic partners took roughly two years and secure 

attachment was more likely to be transferred to romantic partners than insecure 

attachment. Specifically, Fraley and Davis found that dismissing avoidants were 

less likely to establish attachment bonds with their partners as compared to secure 

ones when relationship duration was controlled. Thus, they suggest that the lack or 

delay of transference of attachment related functions is specific to the dismissing 

attachment style and this constitutes a critical characteristic of avoidant individual. 

Similarly, George and West (1998) also highlighted the importance of relationship 

duration and argued that in the early stages of the relationship, couples had not yet 

developed an attachment relationship with each other. If partners see each other as 

the primary source of emotional support (as in the early attachment relationships), 

then this type of relationship may be considered as an attachment relationship (cited 

in Bouthillier, Julien, Dubé, Bélanger, & Hamelin, 2002). 

Individuals differ in the degree of intimacy that they experience, and of their 

use of the partner as a safe haven in adult romantic relationships. Therefore, the 

partner should be perceived as both willing and responsive to one‘s needs and also 

provide attachment relevant functions to feel secure in intimate relationships 

(Collins & Feeney, 2000). Collins and Feeney (2004) defined ‗relationship-specific 

felt security‘ as “individual’s overall sense of confidence in the partner’s love and 

commitment, and expectations concerning the partner’s responsiveness to need” (p. 

170). In sum, whether the self is perceived as worth of love and cared for by the 

relationship partner and whether the partner is emotionally available when needed, 

and responsive to the one‘s needs are critical features of attachment that make 

partners feel secure in romantic relationships. 

Marriage, which is one of most committed relationships, has potential to 

fully enable the functioning of attachment system in adulthood. Past studies have 

documented a strong relationship between attachment dimensions or styles and 
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marital quality and these studies support the theoretical expectation that secure 

attachment is strongly related with better marital functioning than insecure 

attachment (e.g., Feeney, 2008; Simpson, Rholes, & Nelligan, 1992). Based on the 

available evidence, marriage could be qualified as an attachment relationship. 

Therefore, married couples are included in the current study assuming that 

attachment bond between married partners has been developed and experienced and 

expressed emotions are systematically related with attachment functioning. 

In the next section, first a review of empirical findings regarding the 

relationship between conflict and emotion in marital relationships is presented, and 

then the effect of attachment dimensions on this relationship is provided. 

1.3 Conflict and Emotion in Marital Relationships 

Conflict is an unavoidable part of all human interactions. Past researchers 

have extensively studied conflict in dyadic relationships, especially by 

concentrating on how partners handle conflict in their relationships (e.g., 

Christensen & Heavey, 1990; Fincham & Beach, 1999; Gottman, 1993). The 

stability and quality of relationships is dependent on the behavior patterns displayed 

in couple conflict. Thus communication abilities are important to manage 

conflictual areas successfully and to sustain long-term dyadic stability and 

satisfaction. Deficiency in communication and problem-solving skills gives rise to 

dyadic distress. Specifically, if partners avoid conflict and negotiation of conflictual 

issues, resolution of these conflicts will be hindered, which in turn may cause a 

conflict in the future (Gottman & Krokoff, 1989). Similarly, if partners handle 

conflictual issues in a destructive way, this may prevent resolution of conflict and 

produce negative affect in the relationship (Christensen & Shenk, 1991). However, 

some researchers argued that certain amount of conflict might in fact help to 

reinforce the harmony of the couple and in general it might assuage the boredom 

caused by excessive dyadic consensus (e.g., Sprey, 1969). In a similar vein, 

Vuchinich (1987) asserts that some degree of verbal conflict could be functional 

since it provides a catharsis and enhances open communication. 
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Sentiment override is also important in understanding the couples‘ reactions 

during marital interaction (Weiss, 1980). Weiss defined sentiment override as a 

positivity or negativity toward one‘s partner and one‘s marriage rather than the 

objective qualities of the interaction. On the one hand, positive sentiment override 

is defined as one‘s perceiving and interpreting partner‘s message and/or behavior in 

a positive manner rather than it is evident by observed behavior. On the other hand, 

Weiss defined negative sentiment override as perceiving and interpreting partner‘s 

message and/or behavior in a negative manner. Previous research indicated that 

couples perceive the partner responses depending on the positivity or negativity of 

their sentiments. For instance, while neutral message (as judged by independent 

observers) is perceived as positive by spouses with positive sentiment override, it is 

perceived as negative by spouses with negative sentiment override. Past research 

also found that sentiment override is associated with marital satisfaction. In such a 

way, highly satisfied couples rated their partner‘s behavior as more positive as 

judged by observers (Floyd & Markman, 1983). 

Perceptions of emotions in relationships also vary for husbands and wives 

using sentiment override. Specifically, newlywed wives who are low on marital 

bond reported their partners‘ expression of anger as a negative emotion indicating 

negative sentiment override. However, wives who are high on marital bond reported 

their partners‘ expression of negative affect (e.g., anger and domineering) as a 

neutral emotion, suggesting positive sentiment override (Hawkins, Carrère, & 

Gottman, 2002). 

Past research has mainly focused on the key role of emotions in 

understanding the effect of conflict on couple interaction. Emotion expression 

during conflict has important and lasting effect on the quality of the relationships. It 

is argued that when conflict reveals negative affect, partners are more likely to be 

distressed (Johnson et al., 2005). Furthermore, while lower marital satisfaction is 

related to more hostility (e.g., angry, critical, domineering, contemptuous) and more 

distress (e.g., anxious/fearful, sad, withdrawn), higher marital satisfaction is related 

to more empathy (e.g., interest in understanding partner, acknowledges partner‘s 
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perspective) (Waldinger, Schulz, Hauser, Allen, & Crowell, 2004). Gottman, 

Markman, and Notarious (1977) found that distressed couples show more negative 

affect as compared to nondistressed couples. Reciprocity of negative affect is 

commonly observed in distressed couples. Furthermore, negative and neutral affect 

have a greater effect on the predictability of divorce in married couples (Gottman & 

Levenson, 2002). Inability to regulate negative emotions was also found to be 

related with intimate partner violence in newlyweds (McNulty & Hellmuth, 2008). 

In conclusion, emotions, being positive or negative, have in depth effects on 

dyadic relationships. In the current dissertation, attachment theory is used as a 

framework to understand the mediating role of experience and expression of 

emotions. In the next section, a review of empirical findings regarding the 

relationship between attachment system and emotions is presented. 

1.4 Attachment Processes and Emotions in Marital Relationships 

A significant amount of research has documented the effects of attachment 

orientations on relationship satisfaction in both dating (e.g., Collins & Feeney, 

2000) and married couples (see Mikulincer et al., 2002). Attachment theory is 

critical for understanding the centrality of emotion in development and reveals the 

antecedents and consequences of emotions aroused by attachment (Collins, 1996; 

Mikulincer & Shaver, 2008). Collins (1996) argued that emotion is strongly related 

with working models of attachment and influences cognitive and behavioral 

strategies which are related to particular attachment dimensions or styles. 

1.4.1 Emotional Experiences in Marital Relationships 

Past researchers have generally used clusters of negative emotions (such as 

angry, rejected, and worried etc.) as an index of emotional distress or negative 

states in studying the relationship between emotional experiences and attachment 

dimensions or styles (e.g., Collins, 1996; Collins et al., 2006; Gross & John, 2003; 

Kerr, Melley, Travea, & Pole, 2003). Several studies have documented the effects 

of different emotions on partner or self behavior. For instance, although both anger 

and sadness are defined as negative emotions, they do not have same or similar 
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meanings as well as they may have different effects on relationship-related 

cognitions and behavior (e.g., Bell & Song, 2005; Rivers, Brackett, Katulak, & 

Salovey, 2007). 

Previous studies showed that the emphasis should be on discrete negative 

emotional experiences rather than the cluster of negative emotions. For instance, 

Sanford and Rowatt (2004) found that although anger and sadness were highly 

positively associated, they had opposite effects on marital functioning. More 

specifically, emotions like sadness, disappointment, and hurt were grouped as soft 

emotions and emotions like anger and annoyance were grouped as hard emotions. 

Sanford and Rowatt found that although soft and hard emotions were highly 

positively associated, the former one was positively correlated with high 

satisfaction, low conflict, and low avoidance in marriage, whereas the latter one was 

associated with low satisfaction and high conflict as well as avoidance. They also 

argued that soft emotions like sadness might signal the need for support from a 

partner which might result in intimacy between partners. Soft emotions might 

indicate vulnerability and these emotions might repress self-protective and 

aggressive behavior patterns during conflict in close relationships. Thus, the 

experience and expression of certain negative emotions, such as sadness, can 

positively affect relationship outcomes and serve a positive function in 

relationships. 

Similarly, previous studies have demonstrated that hard emotions were 

negatively related with positive communication, low conflict resolution, and power 

assertion, whereas soft emotions were related with minimal increase in negative 

communication, pursuit of prosocial goals, and positive communication (Sanford, 

2007a, 2007b). Although the effects of emotional clusters on behavior have been 

examined, the studies investigating the effects of discrete emotions are rather 

scarce. In the next section, studies investigating the relationship between attachment 

and discrete emotions are presented. 
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1.4.1.1 Emotional Experiences and Adult Attachment 

According to the attachment framework, the attachment system is most 

likely to be triggered upon experiencing negative emotions and internal working 

models of attachment lead to the way of expressing and regulating emotions 

(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2005; Simpson & Rholes, 1994). Thus, people with different 

attachment orientations experience different kinds of emotions during conflict. In 

their detailed review, Mikulincer and Shaver (2005) argued that people with 

different attachment styles experience distinct emotions in distress situations. For 

example, although partner‘s relationship relevant distress elicits emotions like 

shame and despair for anxiously attached individuals, the same situation elicits 

emotional reactions like resentment and hostility for avoidantly attached ones. On 

the contrary, partner‘s relationship irrelevant distress elicits personal distress and 

despair for anxiously attached individuals and pity, hostility, contempt, and gloating 

for avoidantly attached individuals. Mikulincer and Shaver argued that 

hyperactivating strategies lead anxious individuals to augment the degree of 

personal distress in situations of relationship irrelevant distress whereas 

deactivating strategies result in an increase in the feelings of disdain and pity for the 

avoidant ones. For the secure individuals, partner‘s relationship relevant distress 

results in emotions like guilt and reparation and partner‘s relationship irrelevant 

distress elicits emotions like empathic compassion. 

In that sense, attachment styles have an effect on the experienced discrete 

emotions in response to the context and also influence the applied strategies in 

conflict. Creasey and Hesson-McInnis (2001) examined the effects of emotions 

such as sadness, anger, and fear on conflict resolution tactics and found that anxious 

and avoidant individuals use different affective-cognitive routes to select conflict 

management tactics. Anxious individuals perceived more negative emotions (anger 

and sadness) and had less confidence in controlling these emotions. However, fear 

did not have a significant effect in the relationship between attachment anxiety and 

problematic conflict tactics. Avoidant individuals also reported less emotional 
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distress in the conflict process. Furthermore, avoidant individuals reported anger 

but not sadness in conflictual situations. 

Feeney (1998) found that although partners with high anxiety in 

relationships were more likely to feel despair and anger during physical separations 

from dating partners, they were less likely to talk about these feeling with their 

partners. Moreover, Gentzler and Kerns (2006) examined the relationship between 

attachment anxiety and avoidance and memory for recalled positive and negative 

events. They hypothesized that avoidant people would underestimate earlier 

negative affect whereas anxious people overestimate the same negative affect. 

However, contrary to their hypotheses, they found that both attachment anxiety and 

avoidance were related to underestimation of negative affect. Avoidant individuals 

also underestimate earlier positive affect for interpersonal events. Gentzler and 

Kerns argued that since close relationships are very critical for anxious people‘s self 

worth, they may recall negative interpersonal events positively after a while. 

Attachment styles may also influence the intensity of the emotions as well as 

their expression and inhibition. Kerr and his colleagues (2003) found that while 

individuals with secure and anxious attachment styles reported higher levels of 

emotional experience (both positive and negative), avoidant individuals reported the 

lowest level of emotional experience. When the negative and positive emotional 

experience was examined separately, it was found that anxious individuals 

experienced higher levels of negative emotions like anger, guilt, fear, and 

nervousness compared to both secure and avoidant individuals. Further, although 

anxious individuals‘ negative emotional experience was higher than avoidant ones, 

anxious and avoidant individuals were not significantly different in terms of 

emotional expressivity. 

Past studies using older samples also revealed the similar patterns regarding 

the relations between attachment and emotional experience. For example, 

Consedine and Magai (2003) examined how people in older ages with different 

attachment styles experience different kinds of emotions in their day to day 

experiences. Results showed that attachment security was associated with both high 
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levels of joy, interest, sadness, fear, anger and also low levels of guilt, contempt, 

and shame. They argued that secure people are capable of expressing and 

experiencing both negative and positive emotions in interpersonal relationships and 

they have an open style of emotion regulation. They can openly face with their 

negative emotions (i.e., guilt and shame) and may handle the emotions and the 

conflictual situations constructively rather than being destructive and passive in 

handling them in their daily lives. However, dismissing attachment was found to be 

related with lower levels of joy, shame, and fear. Consedine and Magai argued that 

this negative association between dismissing attachment and emotions like shame 

and fear is indicative of an affect minimization process because these emotions 

might evoke feelings like interpersonal weakness and need of dismissed people and 

these feelings might deteriorate their positive model of self. Similar findings were 

also obtained in Consedine and Fiori‘s (2009) study, such that higher attachment 

anxiety predicted higher anger, sadness, fear, shame, disgust, guilt, and contempt. 

High attachment avoidance, however, predicted lower levels of shame and fear. 

Other studies have also confirmed that attachment security (i.e., low anxiety 

and avoidance) is related with high levels of positive affect and secures usually 

report more affect directed toward social connectedness with others when compared 

to dismissing participants (Alford, Lyddon, & Schreiber, 2006) and secures also 

recall high levels of positive emotions regarding positive events (Gentzler & Kerns, 

2006). Davila, Bradbury, and Fincham (1998) studied the mediating role of 

negative affectivity in the relationship between attachment insecurity and 

relationship satisfaction. They defined negative affectivity as ―the stable tendency 

to experience and express negative emotion‖ (p. 467). Data from two samples of 

married couples provided support for the hypothesis that negative affectivity 

mediated the relationship between both avoidance and anxiety and marital 

satisfaction for both wives and husbands. Therefore, avoidant and anxious spouses 

had more negative emotions in their marriages and this, in turn, predicted less 

marital satisfaction. However, the authors assessed negative affectivity in general; 

they did not differentiate specific negative emotions. Furthermore, although they 
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measured the experience of negative affect, they did not assess the expression of 

emotion. Negative emotion can be expressed in many different ways such as 

distributive aggression and withdrawal from conversation. Their effects on marital 

satisfaction can also potentially differ. Therefore, varying effects of discrete 

emotions and different pathways to express these emotions should be clarified to 

better understand the link between emotions and attachment processes. 

Consequently, the reviewed literature suggests that attachment anxiety and 

avoidance were systematically associated with different kinds of emotions in 

conflictual situations. Mikulincer and Shaver (2005) argued that negative emotions 

like anger, guilt, and sadness have particular importance for attachment system and 

partner‘s relationship relevant distress elicits these three emotions for secure, 

anxious, and avoidant individuals. Hence, three particular types of negative 

emotions—anger, guilt, and sadness—were particularly focused in the current 

thesis. 

1.4.2 Emotion Expression in Marital Relationships 

In the previous studies, it is commonly emphasized that experience of 

emotions does not necessarily mean the expression of these emotions in the 

relationships though both experience and expression of emotions are important in 

the construction and maintenance of the relationships. Specifically, experience of 

emotions does not imply that partners automatically exhibit them. As mentioned 

above, experience of emotions refers to the intrapsychic processes and expression 

of emotions refers to the interpersonal processes (Diamond & Fagundes, 2008). 

Recent research has shown that intrapsychic perspective of emotions has shifted to 

a more relational perspective. Consistent with this, Madden-Derdich (2002) argues 

that emotions are critical in the sense that they determine how people perceive their 

partners and attach meaning to their partner‘s behaviors and actions, and also how 

partners respond to one another. Emotions also predict the duration that partners 

remain connected. In sum, emotions are integral part of couple interaction system. 

Hence, how people experience and express their emotions in conflictual situations 

is important and has implications especially for marital satisfaction and stability. 
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Available studies showed that expression of negative emotions does not 

always necessarily affect relationship quality in a negative way; it may even be 

beneficial to the relationship depending on how emotions are expressed. Indeed, 

constructive expressions of negative emotions, such as anger and sadness, were 

found to be positively related with marital satisfaction (Guerrero, La Valley, & 

Farinelli, 2008). Therefore, the same emotion might signify different psychological 

states to different individuals. For instance, while anger can be challenging for 

some, it may be hampering for others and interferes with their daily lives. Thus, for 

latter ones, anger is something to be avoided or denied. Given that people may 

inflate or lessen the intensity of their emotional responses, how people regulate their 

emotions is an important part of individual differences (Thompson, 1994). 

Researchers also showed that expression of the same emotion might vary 

according to the type of the marriage. Specifically, Guerrero and colleagues (2008) 

found that expression of the same emotions might vary in equitable versus 

inequitable relationships (e.g., Guerrero et al., 2008). Considering these findings, 

Guerrero (1994) defined four types of anger expression depending on whether a 

given emotion is destructive or constructive and active or passive. Partners using 

distributive aggression show more assertive, hostile, and attacking behaviors, such 

as throwing objects or slamming doors. Passive aggression includes destructive but 

passive behaviors like physically pulling away and giving cold or angry looks. 

Assertion includes behaviors that are constructive and the focus of the people using 

this type of anger expression is problem solving and self disclosure. People using 

avoidance/denial hide or reject their angry feelings (cited in Guerrero et al., 2008). 

After reviewing the related literature, Guerrero and colleagues (2008) 

defined four types of guilt expression and five types of sadness expression. 

Apology/concession (e.g., admitting responsibility), explanations/justifications (e.g., 

giving an explanation for the actions), appeasement (e.g., being extra nice to the 

partner), and denial/withdrawal (e.g., avoiding to talk about the issue) constitute the 

four responses to guilt. Positive activity (e.g., keeping busy with things one likes to 

do), social support seeking (e.g., talking over the problems with the spouse), 
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immobilization (e.g., staying in bed), solitude (e.g., spending time alone), and 

dependent behavior (e.g., waiting for someone to help) comprise five types of 

sadness expression. Depending on this differentiation Guerrero and her colleagues 

(2008) found that couples who perceived their relationships as equitable reported 

using more constructive and prosocial expression of anger, sadness, and guilt 

emotions. However, people who perceived inequity in their relationships used more 

destructive and antisocial expression of anger, sadness, and guilt emotions in the 

marriage. To summarize, whether negative emotions are expressed in a constructive 

or destructive manner depends on how people perceive their partner and their 

relationship and closely influenced by their attachment orientation. 

How people express their emotion in their relationships is one of the key 

concepts in close relationships since the way emotion is communicated (or not 

communicated) affects relationship satisfaction and stability to a great extent 

(Gottman & Levenson, 1986; Gottman et al., 1977). Further, it is argued that the 

expression of negative emotions like contempt and the occurrence of negative 

behavior cycle between partners make it possible to predict the likelihood of 

divorce from a 15 minute conflict discussion (Gottman, 1994). Therefore, 

determining the factors that affect the experienced and expressed emotions is 

critical in close relationship research area. 

Apart from the relationship quality, attachment orientations also influence 

how people perceive their relationships and the way they express their emotions 

during interactions with partners. According to the attachment theory, working 

models affect both how to organize the behavior and how to perceive and process 

emotionally significant information (see Collins & Read, 1994; Simpson & Rholes, 

1994). Thus, depending on the hyperactivating and deactivating strategies, anxious 

and avoidant individuals, respectively, express their emotions differently. 

Specifically, anxious individuals intensify their emotions while expressing them, 

whereas avoidant individuals suppress their emotions (intensification and 

suppression). Both strategies, however, lead to dysfunctional emotions even though 

the resulting problems may differ (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). Collins (1996) 
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found that both anxious and avoidant individuals provide negative explanations 

regarding relationship events. However, whereas anxious individuals reported 

emotional stress, avoidant ones did not report any stress at all. Thus, these different 

strategies lead anxious and avoidant individuals to express their negative emotions 

differently in conflictual situations. In the next three sections, how people with 

different attachment orientations express emotions are discussed. 

1.4.2.1 Emotional Expression and Adult Attachment 

1.4.2.1.1 Attachment Anxiety and Emotional Expression 

Anxious/ambivalent individuals cope with conflict in line with their 

hyperactivating strategies targeting maximal closeness. They wish to have high 

levels of proximity, look for approval from others, and depend on their relationships 

for happiness (Guerrero & Jones, 2005). Anxious individuals are generally 

concerned about their partner‘s availability and dependability (Hazan & Shaver, 

1987). Anxious individuals are indiscriminately and inappropriately expressive and 

disclosing in their emotions and relationships (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; 

Mikulincer & Nachshon, 1991). In conflictual situations, anxious individuals are 

inclined to put pressure on their partners and dominate conflict resolution processes 

(Corcoran & Mallinckrodt, 2000), express less positive affect (Paley, Cox, 

Burchinal, & Payne, 1999), and show greater hostility (Simpson, Rholes, & 

Phillips, 1996). Additionally, Mikulincer and Shaver (2003) state that 

hyperactivating strategies of anxious individuals result in exaggerating the conflict 

and fight aggressively with a partner (dominating strategy), and use emotion 

focused coping, which increases distress more. Thus, their maladaptive conflict 

management strategies put them in a vicious cycle and hinder the development of 

autonomy and self-confidence (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Kobak & Sceery, 

1988; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2003). Anxious individuals were also found to be high 

both on emotional expressivity (Kerr et al., 2003) and negative emotional 

experience (Kerr et al., 2003; Simpson, 1990). 

Overall, past studies have demonstrated that hyperactivation of the 

attachment system lead anxious individuals to sustain and intensify vigilant 
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emotional states making the relationship problems difficult to solve. As stated by 

Mikulincer and Shaver (2007) “problem solving may thwart an anxious person’s 

wish to perpetuate problematic situations and continue expressing needs and 

dissatisfactions” (p. 194). Furthermore, studies revealed a positive correlation 

between dysfunctional anger and anxious attachment. Indeed, attachment anxiety 

was found to be related with intimate violence. Especially, female anxiety was 

found to be directly associated with the use of both psychological and physical 

violence in married and cohabiting couples (Lafontaine & Lussier, 2005). Anxious 

people‘s dysfunctional anger expression was also observed in experimental studies. 

For instance, while discussing an unresolved problem with a dating partner, anxious 

people were found to express more anger and hostility (Simpson et al., 1996). 

Anxious people further have difficulty in controlling their angry feelings (e.g., 

Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; Shaver & Mikulincer, 2004). 

Mikulincer and Shaver (2007) suggest that anxious individuals experience 

ambivalent feelings, which cause them to behave inconsistently in times of conflict. 

They desire to receive constant attention, affection, and love from their partners and 

compulsively approach them to attain these needs. When these needs are not met, 

they put pressure on their partners in order force them to meet these needs. 

Anxious people experience doubts about their ability to get what they want 

from their partners and feel a strong fear of rejection. Thus, when they feel the 

possibility of rejection by their relationship partner, their approach tendencies may 

be hampered and they tend to get away from their partner. This ambivalence is 

named as approach-avoidance conflict. In other words, they either behave in a 

dominant manner or submissively to their partners in conflictual situations 

depending on the situation. Anxious people‘s doubts about how to react in social 

situations cause problems in adaptively regulating interpersonal relationships. This 

ambivalence also makes them vulnerable for abuse or domestic violence 

(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). 

Mikulincer and Shaver (2007) argued that anxious people experience and 

express anger in a complex manner and anger may include a mixture of other 
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emotions such as resentment, hostility, fear, sadness, and depression. Studies have 

provided evidence for both approach and avoidance tendencies of anxious 

individuals. For instance, on the one side, some researchers found that anxious 

individuals generally express negative affect in their romantic relationships 

(Guerrero & Jones, 2005; Kobak & Sceery, 1988). Indeed, Guerrero and colleagues 

(2009) found that preoccupation is highly positively related with distributive 

aggression. Furthermore, destructive anger expression (i.e., distributive and passive 

aggression) fully mediated the relationship between preoccupied attachment and 

relationship satisfaction. On the other side, some researchers found that anxious 

people sometimes withdraw when conflict occurs and become inexpressive because 

of fear of abandonment (Tucker & Anders, 1998). Consistent with this 

ambivalence, Feeney (1995; 1998) argued that although anxious individuals 

experience greater anger, they avoid expressing these angry feelings in conflictual 

situations. As a result, anxious ambivalent individuals‘ preoccupation with 

relationships is associated with both active and passive manifestations of anger (see, 

Guerrero et al., 2009). 

Regarding the sadness in romantic relationships, Feeney (1995) found that 

compared to secure or mixed couples, insecure couples hindered sadness 

expressions and they were more likely to control sadness feelings. Guerrero and 

colleagues (2009) also found that preoccupied partners were dependent on their 

partners to help them cope with sadness. They are unable to handle sadness feelings 

on their own due to their negative model of self, thus rely on relationship partners in 

conflictual situations. 

Anxious-ambivalent people were found to seek support especially in an 

anxiety producing situations (Simpson et al., 1992). Their need for social support in 

times of stress reflects their desire for close relationships but they are not capable 

enough in maintaining their relationships. Although anxious people ask for social 

support more than their secure counterparts, they cannot effectively use the support 

they receive (e.g., Collins & Feeney, 2000; Feeney & Collins, 2001; Kane, Jaremka, 

Guichard, Ford, Collins, & Feeney, 2007). Consequently, attachment anxiety is 
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generally related with emotional ups and downs and people with anxious style seem 

to use both active/destructive and dependent behavior patterns while expressing 

their sadness (e.g., Guerrero et al., 2009). 

Although past studies have provided evidence regarding anxious 

individuals‘ anger and sadness expression in conflictual situations, the relationship 

between guilt expression and attachment anxiety was left unexamined. Earlier 

studies found a positive relationship between reported frequency of felt guilt and 

anxious and fearful attachment (e.g., Consedine & Fiori, 2009). Thus, feelings of 

guilt are mostly related with the negative model of self. In terms of guilt expression, 

when anxious people feel guilt during a conflict, they may prefer to apologize or 

make explanations for their behaviors because of their positive model of others. 

However, more studies are needed to explore how anxious individuals express their 

guilt. 

In conclusion, as compared to secures, anxious people appear to show more 

destructive behavior patterns while expressing their negative emotions. They 

usually put pressure on their partners and show nagging behaviors in facing 

negative life events to achieve closeness in their relationships. However, if they feel 

strong fear of rejection and they perceive the possibility of rejection during the 

interaction with the partner, they may behave submissively towards the partner. The 

existing research provides empirical evidence for both approach and avoidance 

behavior patterns of anxious individuals while expressing their anger and sadness. 

However, it is imperative to reveal the conditions in which they behave 

destructively and/or submissively. Furthermore, past studies have not examined the 

relationship between attachment anxiety and guilt expression. Although they are 

more likely to feel guilt when compared to avoidant people, it is not clear how they 

express those feelings towards their partners. Therefore, the current study aims to 

fill these gaps by exploring the interplay between guilt expression and attachment 

via including both partners concurrently. 
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1.4.2.1.2 Attachment Avoidance and Emotional Expression 

While anxious people cope with conflict in line with their hyperactivating 

strategies, avoidant individuals handle conflict in line with their deactivating 

strategies. Avoidantly attached individuals may exhibit behaviors which are at odds 

with the behaviors that are required for the optimal functioning of the relationship 

and for keeping a close interpersonal connection with the partner. Specifically, 

avoidants are inclined to withdraw from conflict resolution and distress, avoid 

confronting the partner because of their deactivating strategies (Mikulincer & 

Shaver, 2003; Paley et al., 1999). 

Because of their positive model of self avoidant people feel independent and 

strong, and therefore, generally do not experience greater emotional ups and downs 

like anxious people (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). Avoidant individuals when 

compared to anxious and secure ones usually report low levels of both emotional 

experience and expressivity, suggesting less need for support seeking (Kerr et al., 

2003). Avoidant individuals also exhibit less confidence in regulating their negative 

moods (Creasey, Kershaw, & Boston, 1999). 

Negative emotions usually activate attachment system (e.g., Suslow, 

Dannlowski, Arolt, & Ohrmann, 2010). Thus, deactivation of the attachment system 

leads avoidant individuals to generally ignore or repress negative emotions and 

acknowledgement of distress and deny their needs for intimacy. Simply they draw 

their attention away from conflict and negative attachment issues (Bartholomew & 

Horowitz, 1991; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2003). The inhibition is mostly intended for 

emotions like anger, sadness, shame, guilt, and fear since these emotions may cause 

them to feel weak or vulnerable, which deteriorate their positive model of self. 

Furthermore, avoidant individuals may decrease the intensity of positive emotions 

like happiness and joy within close relationships not to enhance closeness and/or 

investment to the relationship (Cassidy, 1994). 

Regarding the anger in romantic relationships, Guerrero and colleagues 

(2009) found that dismissive attachment was significantly and negatively associated 

with passive aggression. Although preoccupation positively predicted passive 
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aggression, dismissiveness negatively predicted passive aggression. While 

expressing anger during a conflict, dismissing people might not prefer to behave 

manipulative and furious towards the partner, which might increase the involvement 

to the relationship. Although Guerrero et al. hypothesized that dismissing 

attachment would be associated with avoidant aggression they could not find such 

an association. However, further analyses revealed that detached communication in 

general (i.e., low social support seeking and low positive affect) fully mediated the 

relationship between dismissing attachment and relationship satisfaction. In the 

present study, Guerrero et al.‘s study will be expanded by including both emotional 

experience and expression in married couples considering actor and partner effects. 

Furthermore, guilt expression styles will also be included in the model. 

Although deactivating strategies lead to suppression of negative emotions 

for avoidant people, they might also show domineering and destructive behavior 

patterns when they could not suppress those feelings. Avoidant attachment was also 

found to be related with active expression of anger (e.g., Feeney, 1995; Guerrero et 

al., 2009). Indeed, Lafontaine and Lussier (2005) found that when compared to 

security, avoidance of intimacy was related with both experience and expression of 

dysfunctional anger, which resulted in intimate violence. Especially, male 

avoidance was found to be directly associated with psychological intimate violence 

in married and cohabiting couples. When avoidant individuals could not withdraw 

from conflictual situations, they might show dominating behaviors toward their 

partners. These behaviors are consistent with their negative model of others and 

narcissistic confidence in their self views (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). Consistent 

with this view, Campbell, Simpson, Kashy, and Rholes (2001) found that avoidant 

partners were less relationship dependent and behaved more negatively towards 

their partners (e.g., criticism). Avoidant spouses‘ negative behavior in turn elicited 

negative behavior from their partners. 

In terms of sadness expression, although dismissiveness is associated with 

social support seeking and dependent behavior negatively, it is associated with 

solitude behavior positively. Therefore, unlike preoccupieds, dismissings are not 
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dependent on their partners to help them cope with sadness. Indeed, their negative 

model of others thwarts them to seek social support when they feel sad. They prefer 

to handle sadness feelings on their own. 

As discussed above, guilt experience is mainly related with anxious and 

fearful attachment rather than avoidant attachment. However, the relationship 

between guilt expression and avoidant attachment was unclear in the past literature. 

Since feeling guilty, admitting their guilt, and/or making explanations for their 

behavior are not compatible with the positive self-model of avoidant people; they 

prefer to deny their guilt during marital conflict, rather than apologizing and making 

explanations. Therefore, more studies are needed to explore how avoidant people 

express their guilt in close relationships, especially during marital disputes. 

In conclusion, avoidant people generally consciously or unconsciously avoid 

expressing and acknowledging their both positive and negative emotions. They tend 

to inhibit their emotional states to prevent the activation of attachment system. 

Especially, they hinder negative emotions, such as anger, sadness, and guilt since 

these emotions may require emotional involvement and interpersonal closeness, and 

also they are not consistent with their positive model of self. These emotions further 

might signal vulnerability and weakness. Hence, in order to avoid such a conflicting 

situation, they attempt to block those emotional reactions (Cassidy, 1994). 

However, if they are unable to suppress (deactivate) these emotions in their close 

relationships, they can behave destructively in both active and passive ways 

(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). 

1.4.2.1.3 Attachment Security and Emotional Expression 

Secure attachment strategy is considered as the optimal (primary) strategy 

among the available affect-management strategies since the application of this 

strategy enables the individual to alleviate his/her stress effectively and to stay 

connected with others at the same time. Although individuals with secure strategy 

may sometimes exhibit anxious or avoidant behavior, they have the ability to 

choose the best possible response rather than compulsively being stuck to a 

dysfunctional behavior pattern like anxious and avoidant individuals do. Supporting 
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their effective communication skills, secure individuals have been found to be 

higher in verbal engagement (Collins & Read, 1990) and self disclosure 

(Mikulincer & Nachson, 1991) as compared to their insecure counterparts. As a 

primary strategy used in alleviating stress, they are more likely to depend on or seek 

support from others and also effectively use the support they receive in stressful 

situations (Collins & Feeney, 2000; Feeney & Collins, 2001). 

Simpson (1990) studied the effects of attachment styles on romantic 

relationships and found that secure individuals experience higher levels of 

relationship interdependence, positive emotions, trust, and they have higher levels 

of relationship commitment and satisfaction than insecure individuals. Other studies 

also showed a significant association between positive emotions and attachment 

security (e.g., Mehta, Cowan, & Cowan, 2009). Additionally, Guerrero et al. (2009) 

found that prosocial emotional communication (i.e., integrative aggression, positive 

activity, social support seeking, and general positive affect) fully mediated the 

relationship between secure attachment and relationship satisfaction in dating and 

marital relationships. 

The stress buffering effect of secure attachment was also found in couple 

relationships. More specifically, if an actor had low depressive symptoms and 

securely attached to their partner, the partner expresses less sadness during 

conflictual situations (Mehta et al., 2009). Secure people use constructive attempts 

to solve conflict and engage in mutual discussion and understanding (Mikulincer & 

Shaver, 2003). They generally use integrating and compromising strategies in 

conflictual situations (Corcoran & Mallinckrodt, 2000). They are less likely to use 

withdrawal and verbal aggression in case of conflict (Creasey et al., 1999). 

Additionally, secure individuals were found to be high on emotional and social 

expressivity indicating that they both show their emotions, verbally express 

feelings, and use their body language and other social signals to express their 

feelings (e.g., DiTommaso, Brannen-McNulty, Ross, & Burgess, 2003; Kerr et al., 

2003). Such an emotional expressivity indicates that they naturally expect others to 

care about them. 
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In addition, they have low levels of negative emotional experiences (Kerr et 

al., 2003). This may imply that unlike anxious and avoidant individuals, secure 

individuals usually receive the care they are looking for and show constructive 

responses such as negotiation and expression when expressing negative emotions 

like anger and sadness (Feeney, 1995; Guerrero et al., 2009). Hence, secure 

representation of attachment is both related to constructive communication within 

the dyadic relationship and competence in depending on the extended network 

(Dainton, 2007; Guerrero et al., 2009). 

So far the importance of expression of discrete emotions in terms of 

relationship functioning and satisfaction has been highlighted. The reviewed 

literature suggests that attachment anxiety and avoidance are related to experience 

and expression of different kinds of emotions. Guerrero and colleagues‘ (2009) 

study is very innovative in terms of studying the relationship between attachment 

styles and expression of sadness and anger. They found that attachment anxiety was 

positively associated with both passive and active expressions of anger. However, 

they did not discern the factors that could explain both anxious and avoidant 

individuals‘ ambivalence in expressing different kinds of emotions. For example, it 

is not clear under which conditions anxious and avoidant attachment are related 

with active expression of negative emotions like yelling and under which conditions 

attachment dimensions are associated with passive expression of negative emotions 

like withdrawal. Moreover, the relationship between attachment dimensions and 

guilt expression has not been studied in the past studies. The current study aims to 

reveal how anxious and avoidant partners express guilt during couple interaction. 

Furthermore, although Guerrero and colleagues included partner effects in 

emotional expression, they did not take into account the actor effects in the 

observed relationship. Considering that past studies have shown the importance of 

the actor‘s individual characteristic (i.e., actor‘s attachment dimension) in 

understanding individual differences in emotional expression besides the partner 

effects, both actor and partner effects will be extensively examined in the current 

study. 



 

35 

 

In the present study, it is proposed that the attachment dimensions of both 

partners in an interaction have an effect on emotions and outcome behaviors. 

Although individuals bring their own qualities into their relationships, partners‘ 

behaviors are reciprocally related (Agnew & Etcheverry, 2006; Rusbult et al., 

2001). Thus, not only the ―self‖ (or actor), but also the ―partner‖ and the interaction 

effect between actor and partner are imperative in analyzing the couple data and 

trying to see the complete picture of dyadic process in conflictual situations. 

Moreover, attachment anxiety and avoidance may have differential effects in 

marriages, especially in collectivist cultures such as Turkey. Considering that 

attachment anxiety is more common in collectivist cultures (e.g., Schmitt et al., 

2004) and thus can be functional as compared to the individualist cultures, 

especially wives‘ anxiety in marital relationships may not be detrimental for the 

relationship functioning. In addition to examining dyadic level of analysis on 

married couples, effect of culture and gender on attachment dimensions and 

emotions will be addressed in the following sections. 

1.5 Dyadic Level of Analysis in Conflictual Situations  

1.5.1 Couple as a Dynamic System 

One‘s representations of the partner and his/her relationship shape the 

interaction patterns at the dyadic level (Fincham et al., 2007). Hence, it is almost 

impossible to completely understand the underlying dynamics of the emotional 

processes in marriage without taking into account both partners. As argued by Reis, 

Collins, and Berscheid (2000), although identifying relations between the individual 

characteristics (e.g., attachment style) and relationship outcomes (e.g., marital 

satisfaction) are important, it does not give the full picture of the dyadic processes. 

Specifically, initiation and maintenance of dyadic relationships require both 

partners, thus only one partner‘s individual characteristics is not enough to 

determine the nature of their interaction. Rather, the interaction of both partners‘ 

individual characteristics and the social and physical environments in which 

interaction occurs determine the nature of dyadic interaction. To summarize, taking 

both partners simultaneously into account and examining the effects of one 
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partner‘s affect or behavior on their own outcome (i.e., actor effects) as well as on 

the his/her partner‘s outcome (i.e., partner effects) is important. 

Reviewed studies suggest that in the dyadic level of analysis, three 

important factors are critical in predicting the behaviors of partners in relationship 

conflict. These factors are attachment style configuration of the relationship 

partners, cultural effects including the gender roles, and duration of the relationship 

(e.g., Feeney, 1994; Kirkpatrick & Davis, 1994; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2005; 2007; 

). In the following sections, the effects of these factors will be briefly reviewed and 

discussed. 

1.5.2 Configurations of Partner’s Attachment Styles  

As presented before, hyperactivating and deactivating strategies are assumed 

to stem from the internalization of attachment figure‘s response to the experienced 

negative and stressful situations, and in turn, that make attachment styles to some 

extent an individual difference characteristic (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2003; 2007). 

However, considering that these strategies are associated with sufficient or 

insufficient response from the partner, hence are acquired through interaction with 

attachment figures, they are expected to closely link with dyadic aspect of 

emotional experience and expression in conflictual situations. Hence, including the 

attachment styles of both relationship partners in studying close relationships can 

depict a more complete picture in understanding the between person variability in 

attachment anxiety and avoidance. Majority of previous studies from attachment 

theory perspective have generally concentrated on one partner‘s attachment style 

and its effects. Collins and Read (1990) argued that in dyadic relationships, one 

partner‘s attachment style acts as a filter determining how the other partner and the 

partner‘s behavior are perceived, it is important to discern whether there are 

qualitative differences in relationship outcomes between couples having partners 

with different attachment styles. In that sense, it is imperative to study the 

compatibility of attachment patterns of partners in intimate relationships. 
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People seem to select partner on the basis of compatibility and/or 

verification of their mental models of attachment. For example, avoidant 

individuals may tend to select avoidant partners in order not to experience problems 

in intimacy issues, and so, they easily keep distance with their partners. 

Alternatively, they might choose anxious/ambivalent partners to verify and validate 

their expectations that partners are depending and demanding. Recent studies have 

yielded evidence for partner similarity of attachment security (e.g., Collins & Read, 

1990; Feeney, 1994; Senchak & Leonard, 1992; Volling, Notaro, & Larsen, 1998). 

However, studies also suggest that anxious-ambivalent partners rarely matched with 

ambivalent partners and avoidant-avoidant pairings were also rare (Kirkpatrick & 

Davis, 1994; Senchak & Leonard, 1992; Sümer, 2000). 

When both partners have anxious attachment styles they may have high risk 

for experiencing dysfunctional behaviors and detrimental relationship outcomes. 

Actually, the partners‘ insecurities may cause them to have a vicious interactive 

cycle that makes their relationship problems difficult to solve (Feeney, 1994). The 

partners in these insecure dyads, especially when both partners have anxious 

(preoccupied) style, continually seek closeness from each other, excessively 

concentrate on their own insecurities, and use their efforts to control their partner‘s 

behavior (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). As a result, they may become even more 

distressed and they may turn again in vain to their relationship to reduce this 

aggravated distress. However, researchers overall have found that secure-secure 

dyads is higher in the population and both anxious-anxious and avoidant-avoidant 

dyads are very rare in dating and marital relationships. Insecure dyads seem to 

mostly consist of anxious women and avoidant men which are consistent with 

gender roles (Kirkpatrick & Davis, 1994; Senchak & Leonard, 1992; Volling et al., 

1998). In that sense, the lack or infrequency of both insecure couples may suggest 

that these relationships are more likely to prone to dissolution. Future studies should 

explore this issue in detail. 

It is obvious that secure-secure dyads have a number of advantages in their 

relationships. Senchak and Leonard (1992) found that marriages in which both 
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partners were securely attached displayed greater marital satisfaction and perceived 

more intimacy in their marriages than couples in which one or both partners were 

insecurely attached. These couples also demonstrated more favorable evaluations of 

their partner. Although Senchak and Leonard‘s study is important in terms of 

understanding the dynamics of dyad pairings, it is limited because this study only 

assign couples into one of three groups, ―secure‖, ―mixed‖ (one insecure and one 

secure partner) and ―insecure‖. 

Tucker and Anders (1998) found that during interaction, secure couples 

were perceived as being more “in love” than insecure-insecure and insecure-secure 

couples by independent observers. Similarly, Volling and colleagues‘ (1998) study 

on married couples that had one-year-old infants found that secure dyads reported 

loving their partners more and feeling less ambivalent about their relationships than 

couples in which both spouses were insecure. Secure dyads also reported having 

more attachment relationships with others in their social network, and being more 

competent in their parenting roles than insecure dyads. 

Secure relationship partner can mitigate the negative and destructive effects 

of a potentially insecure partner. For instance, couples in which at least one partner 

was secure scored higher in marital functioning (Volling et al., 1998) and reported 

more positive emotions in conflictual situations than couples in which both partners 

were insecure (Paley et al., 1999). Additionally, research has illustrated that the 

partners of insecure individuals reported less commitment to their relationship than 

the partners of secure individuals (Kirkpatrick & Davis, 1994; Simpson, 1990). 

However, these studies have not identified the influence of specific insecure types 

or specific combinations on relational outcomes. 

The recent studies taking into account both partners‘ attachment dimensions 

have shown how attachment insecurity predicts own or partner‘s relationship 

functioning. For instance, Kane et al. (2007) found that both anxious and avoidant 

partners were less satisfied in their relationships in part because they perceived their 

partners as less effective caregivers. Specifically, women reported less satisfaction 

when their partners were highly avoidant since women perceived their avoidant 
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partners as poor caregivers. Men also perceived their anxious partners as poor 

caregivers, which in turn decreased their relationship satisfaction. In a similar vein, 

Monin, Feeney, and Schultz (2011) examined how people perceive, interpret, and 

react partners‘ anxiety expression and how this affects care-giving effectiveness in 

dating and marriage relationships. They found that while anxious people were more 

likely to perceive partners‘ expression of anxiety and they feel more personal 

distress, avoidant people were less likely to perceive partners‘ anxiety expression 

and they feel more anger. Moreover, the relationship between avoidant attachment 

and effective caregiving was mediated by negative interpretations of partners‘ 

anxiety. 

Besides specific attachment style combinations of partners, gender and 

cultural differences in attachment orientation may have critical effects on 

relationship outcomes. In other words, attachment avoidance and anxiety are 

expected to have different effects on relationship outcomes depending on gender 

(role) of the partner and the cultural context (individualist or collectivist/relational). 

1.5.3 Gender and Cultural Effects on Attachment 

Women‘s attachment insecurity in relationships may be more critical for 

relationship functioning since they are more relationally oriented than men 

(Gilligan, 1982). Actually, Senchak and Leonard (1992) found that secure couples 

involved in less withdrawal and verbal aggression during relational interactions 

than couples, in which both partners were insecure or only the wife was insecure. 

Moreover, Simpson et al. (2002) found that women with secure attachment 

representations provided more support when their partners sought more support and 

they provided less support when their partners sought less support. However, Kobak 

and Hazan (1991) did not find any moderating effect of gender on attachment 

insecurity in marital interaction. Specifically, they found that secure husbands and 

wives handle conflictual issues more constructively than insecure couples. Both 

husbands and wives‘ insecurities were found to be associated with wives‘ 

dysfunctional displays of anger in conflict situations. 
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Past studies on couple interactions reveal that although some attachment 

qualities are gender independent to further influence relational outcomes, some 

other partner attachment qualities interactively determine the outcome based on 

gender. For example, Feeney (1994) found that in couples, one spouse‘s anxiety 

was positively associated with their partner‘s anxiety and it was negatively 

associated with their partner‘s comfort. Yet, some gender specific interaction 

qualities were also identified in Feeney‘s study. Specifically, husbands‘ anxiety 

level was negatively related with both wives‘ and husbands‘ marital satisfaction and 

this finding was independent of the wives comfort with intimacy. However, anxiety 

level of wives negatively affected both own and their husbands‘ marital satisfaction 

only if their husband was uncomfortable with intimacy. In a similar vein, Sümer 

(2000) found evidence showing that wives‘ security was more critical than 

husbands‘ security in marital relationships. Specifically, wives‘ security alleviated 

the negative effect of husbands‘ insecurity, whereas the security of the husband was 

not predictive of marital satisfaction. When mixed secure-insecure couples were 

examined, if wife was securely attached and husband was insecurely attached they 

were similar to both secure partners. However, when the wife was insecure and 

husband was secure, they were more likely to similar to both insecure partners. 

Attachment literature suggests that certain combination of partners‘ 

attachment styles can be more detrimental for intimate relationships than the others 

via creating destructive interpersonal behavioral cycle. Roberts and Noller (1998) 

found that the combination of a couple in which one partner, either wife or husband, 

is anxious and the other partner is avoidant amplified the effects of each partner‘s 

tendency to act violently against the partner. Combination of an anxious person 

with an avoidant partner generally produces destructive pursuit/distancing or 

demand/withdrawal patterns (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). 

In demand-withdraw pattern, one partner demands, and the other withdraws. 

Withdrawal of the partner results in more intense demands from the other, and that 

is followed by increased withdrawal of self from the other (Christensen & Heavey, 

1990). From an attachment theory perspective, the anxious partner‘s needs and 
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demands for intimacy and fear related with abandonment aggravate the avoidant 

partner‘s withdrawal tendencies (deactivation). In turn, avoidant partner‘s wish for 

and attempt to distancing behaviors and their lack of response intensifies anxious 

one‘s proximity seeking attempts and need for closeness (hyperactivation). As a 

consequence, behavior patterns of partners negatively reinforce the other, they tend 

to be abusive and violent, and they are also dissatisfied from their marriage 

(Feeney, 1994; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). 

Alternatively, interpersonal behaviors that are congruent with the socially 

accepted traditional gender roles, even though they are conflictual, may be 

functional in the relationships. Kirkpatrick and Davis (1994) conducted a three year 

longitudinal study and found that although romantic couples matched with anxious 

women and avoidant men experienced high levels of distress, they had created 

relatively stable relationships. This result was also replicated with dating couples 

(e.g., Collins & Read, 1990; Simpson, 1990). Attachment anxiety may result in less 

harmful effects on relationship when it is experienced by women because clinging 

and demanding behaviors of females are not inconsistent with gender stereotypes 

(Feeney, 1994). 

Although couples with gender typical attachment style combinations may 

experience certain relationship problems, the ones with gender atypical 

combinations are more likely to experience more damaging problems in their 

relationships. Women are generally accepted as experts in relationship management 

and couples with avoidant female partners may be more prone to experience 

relationship problems. Kirkpatrick and Davis (1994) argued that women are “the 

maintainers and breakers of relationships” (p. 510). They showed that when 

compared with anxious or secure women, avoidant women have necessary skills to 

maintain their relationships to a lesser degree. Thus, couples with avoidant wife had 

the higher risk for relationship dissolution. This finding also suggests that romantic 

or marital relationships with avoidant wives (either their partner being secure or 

anxious) might experience more relational difficulties and be more at risk for 

relationship dissolution than couples with avoidant husband (either their partner 
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being secure or anxious). For example, in the study of Volling et al. (1998), 

avoidant husbands married to secure wives were found to be more depressed and 

less integrated to their social networks outside the family than secure husbands 

married with either secure or avoidant wives. However, avoidant husband and 

secure wife dyads reported higher levels of reciprocal love for one another. 

Conversely, the love experiences are not reciprocal in marriages with secure 

husband and avoidant wife that may further deteriorate relationships. Studies 

showed that although, secure husbands loved their avoidant wives, avoidant wives 

did not love their secure husbands any more than insecure wives married to insecure 

husbands. Above all, the couples with most gender atypical combination of 

attachment styles, namely males being anxious and females being avoidant, may be 

prone to experience the most dysfunctional relationship difficulties. It was shown 

that couples matched with anxious men and avoidant women had the highest 

breakup rates during the 3 year study period (Kirkpatrick & Davis, 1994). 

Consistently, Feeney and Noller (1996) argued that relationship distress was more 

pronounced by couples matched with anxious men and avoidant women. 

Although aforementioned studies have documented evidence for the harmful 

effects of gender atypical combinations on marital satisfaction when compared to 

gender typical combinations, there exist also conflicting findings. Recently, Collins, 

Cooper, Albino, and Allard (2002) found that although attachment avoidance 

decreased satisfaction for both women and men, the effect was greater for women 

when they were coupled with avoidant husband. Other studies also replicated these 

findings by showing that men reported less satisfaction when their wives were 

anxious and women reported less satisfaction when their husbands were avoidant 

(Banse, 2004; Collins & Read, 1990; Kane et al., 2007; Simpson, 1990). In another 

study, Brassard Lussier, and Shaver (2009) investigated the mediating role of 

perceived conflict in the relationship between attachment dimensions and couple 

satisfaction. They found that, in terms of actor effects, partners‘ own attachment 

anxiety and avoidance predicted their own perceptions of conflict. However, partner 

effects reveal differences in these perceptions. Such that, although wives‘ anxiety 
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was related with husbands‘ reported conflict, husbands‘ avoidance was related with 

wives‘ experience of conflict only, this is consistent with previous studies 

conducted in Western cultures. 

In Western cultures, attachment anxiety seemed to be associated with more 

frequent and higher intensity of relationship conflict than secure and avoidant 

attachment (Banse, 2004; Collins et al., 2002; Creasey et al., 1999), and much of 

this conflict is driven by basic insecurities about love and abandonment issues 

(Feeney, 2008). These findings seem to suggest that besides the effect of gender, 

culture can be another key factor in explaining observed differences. Specifically, 

although attachment anxiety is relatively more common in collectivist cultures 

where interdependence is valued and highlighted, attachment avoidance is more 

prevalent in individualist cultures (Schmitt, Alcalay, Allensworth, Allik, Ault, 

Austers, et al., 2003; 2004; Sümer & KağıtçıbaĢı, 2010). Therefore, women‘s 

anxiety may not be more detrimental than their avoidance in collectivist cultures 

since anxiety can be considered as culturally congruent in collectivist cultures. 

Emotional interdependence and interpersonal validation were valued in the Turkish 

cultural context, (KağıtçıbaĢı, 2007) and expectations from wives were more 

traditional and gender stereotypic in collectivist cultures. Thus, emotional distance, 

independence, and unresponsiveness to the husbands‘ needs are conflicting 

situations and wives‘ attachment avoidance can be especially maladaptive for 

marriage quality in Turkish culture (Harma, Sümer, & Hazan, 2012). 

Therefore, although wives‘ anxiety and husbands‘ avoidance are more 

strongly associated with relationship problems in Western cultures, wives‘ 

avoidance and husbands‘ anxiety might be more problematic in collectivist cultures. 

Supporting this cultural point of view, recent studies have found evidence for the 

adverse effects of culturally incongruent patterns of attachment on relationships 

functioning. For instance, Harma and his colleagues (2012) investigated the 

relationship between attachment dimensions and relationship satisfaction and 

conflict in a large sample of Turkish married couples. They found that gender 

incongruent attachment dimensions had more detrimental effects on relationship 
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outcomes, thus highlight the importance of culture on relationship functioning. 

More specifically, wives‘ avoidance rather than husbands‘ avoidance was more 

strongly related with marital conflict and attachment anxiety of husbands increased 

marital conflict more than wives‘ anxiety. In terms of marital satisfaction, 

attachment avoidance rather than attachment anxiety seemed to be especially 

maladaptive for Turkish married couples. In a similar direction, Friedman, Rholes, 

Simpson, Bond, Diaz-Loving, and Chan (2010) investigated the effects of 

attachment avoidance on dating relationship outcomes in both collectivist and 

individualist cultures. They found that although attachment avoidance had 

deleterious effect on relationship satisfaction both in collectivist and individualist 

cultures, the association between avoidance and relationship problems (e.g., 

heightened conflict, less perceived support and investment, and poorer relationship 

satisfaction) was stronger in collectivist cultures (i.e., Hong Kong and Mexico) than 

individualist one (i.e., US) while controlling for participants‘ age and relationship 

length.  

In conclusion, aforementioned studies suggest that gender and culture may 

have critical effects while studying the effects of attachment system on relationship 

maintenance and satisfaction. The majority of previous studies in this arena have 

been conducted in North American or Western European cultures. Since attachment 

functionalities differ across cultures (Schmitt et al., 2003; 2004), and culture can 

exert an important role in understanding the interplay between attachment 

dimensions and couple functioning. 

1.5.4 Duration of the Relationship 

Duration of relationships, especially transition to marriage, can also play a 

role via strengthening and accommodating the attachment orientations of partners. 

In a study using the dyadic level of analysis, Davila, Karney, and Bradbury (1999) 

found that if partners evaluated their relationships in a positive way, both partners 

managed to acquire a more secure attachment style regarding their relationship 

through transition to marriage. In line with the findings of Davila and colleagues, 

Feeney (1994) found that, couples who were married for up to 10 years showed 
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higher levels of anxiety than couples who were married for more than 20 years. 

Feeney argued that long-term relationships might decrease the detrimental effects of 

attachment anxiety. In other words, anxious state of mind in the beginning of the 

relationship may become relatively secure during long-term relationships. Yet, 

making inferences about the results of these studies require caution in determining 

causal assumptions. Specifically, it may be that anxious individuals become more 

secure through years of relationship due to the fact that the current relationship 

provides the support required and this may alter their insecurities into securities or 

that they become more secure since through years the chances to exit from a 

relationship decreases. 

In conclusion, the early years of marriage are especially susceptible to the 

effects of attachment style of couples (Feeney, 1994). In fact, Davila et al. (1999) 

found that individuals became more secure over time in marital relationships. 

Similarly, it was also found that over time, marriages become increasingly positive 

and more affectionate, a finding that is attributed in part to the partners becoming 

more similar to each other with increasing age (Cartensen, Gottman, & Levenson, 

1995; Levenson, Cartensen, & Gottman, 1993). Thus, in order to discern the effects 

of attachment dimensions, the present study includes the spouses who are in the 

early years of their marriages. 

1.6 Summary of Purposes and Research Hypotheses of the Study 

The main aim of the current thesis is to tie two areas of research, namely 

attachment and emotion and to examine the interplay between attachment 

dimensions and experience and expression of emotions in predicting marital 

adjustment by including both actor and partner effects. 

In order to fulfill this aim the dissertation includes two main parts. The first 

part aims to reveal how people experience and express their emotions in Turkish 

culture. Specifically, the aim is to examine what kinds of emotions people 

experience towards their partner during conflictual situations and also how they 

react to these specific kinds of emotions in marital relationships. There seems to be 
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various ways of experiencing, regulating, as well as expressing emotions in 

different cultures depending on the meanings attached to these emotions and 

associated values and social norms. Therefore, in the next chapter both qualitative 

and quantitative studies are presented. The aim of the qualitative study is to identify 

whether there are culture-specific emotions and/or emotion expressions arising 

during marital conflicts in Turkish culture. The aim of the quantitative study is to 

adapt Guerrero‘s (1994; Guerrero and her colleagues 2008; 2009) three scales 

measuring anger, sadness, and guilt expression in close relationships into Turkish. 

Such a procedure will enable to capture potential emotional expressions in 

conflictual situations in the Turkish cultural context. Depending on the results of the 

pilot studies, the main study was conducted by using the culture-specific emotion 

expression scales that were retrieved from the first two pilot studies. The research 

questions regarding the pilot studies are as follows: 

 RQ 1: What are the most prevailing emotions that married couples 

experienced most often when they had conflict with their partners? 

RQ 2: Whether there are culture specific conflict areas among Turkish 

married couples that lead to the feelings of anger, sadness, and guilt? 

RQ 3: How do Turkish married couples express their anger towards the 

partner during conflict? 

RQ 4: How do Turkish married couples express their sadness towards the 

partner during conflict? 

RQ 5: How do Turkish married couples express their guilt feelings towards 

the partner during conflict? 

RQ 6: Whether or not Guerrero‘s (1994; Guerrero and her colleagues 2008; 

2009) three scales measuring anger, sadness, and guilt expression in close 

relationships are applicable to Turkish context? 

Past studies have provided abundant evidence about how individuals 

perceive themselves, others, and their relationships are mainly determined by their 
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working models of attachment. In close relationships, attachment working models 

also determine the capacity for trust, and intimacy, as well as the exhibition of 

particular behaviors in conflictual and distressful situations (Feeney, 2008; 

Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). Previous findings summarized above highlight the 

importance of reciprocity between individual attachment working models in dyadic 

relationships. In other words, attachment dimensions of both partners interact to 

predict relationship quality. Previous studies showed a significant association 

between attachment security and relationships satisfaction (e.g., Harma et al., 2012; 

Kane et al., 2007). Thus, the first hypothesis aims to replicate the findings of the 

previous studies by investigating the relationship between attachment dimensions 

and marital adjustment of couples. Furthermore, considering that emotional 

interdependence, closeness, interpersonal validation, and relationship harmony are 

more highlighted in the Turkish cultural context, (KağıtçıbaĢı, 2007; Sümer & 

KağıtçıbaĢı, 2010), attachment avoidance, rather than attachment anxiety, is 

expected to be strongly and negatively related with marital adjustment. 

H 1: Attachment anxiety and avoidance of wives and husbands would predict 

marital adjustment of couples negatively. 

H 1a: The effects of attachment avoidance would be stronger than the 

effects of attachment anxiety while predicting marital adjustment of couples. 

The strong relationship between attachment dimensions and/or styles and 

relationship satisfaction raises questions about the potential mediators and/or 

moderators involved in this association. For instance, what do avoidant people do 

different or similar to anxious people that decrease relationship satisfaction? Past 

studies have tried to explore the potential variables that could account for the 

relationship between attachment and relationship functioning. These studies found 

that mutual negotiation of conflict (Feeney, 1994), negative affectivity (Davila et 

al., 1998), psychological distress, social support (Meyers & Landsberger, 2002), 

attributions for negative partner behavior (Collins et al., 2006; Sümer & Cozarelli, 

2004), tendency to forgive (Kachadourian, Fincham, & Davila, 2004), sexual 

satisfaction (Birnbaum, 2007), emotional communication (Guerrero et al., 2009), 
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perceptions of partner care (Kane et al., 2007), perceived conflict (Brassard et al., 

2009) are potential mediators and/or moderators of the relationship between 

attachment and relationship functioning.  

The current study aims to examine the role of emotional experience and 

expression as potential mediators of the relationship between attachment 

dimensions and marital adjustment. As mentioned previously, negative emotionality 

is strongly related with marital satisfaction and dissolution. Emotions are also 

central to attachment theory and attachment theory makes specific arguments 

regarding how different attachment styles are related to experience and expression 

of negative emotions (see Cassidy, 1994; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). Thus, 

attachment theory would provide a better understanding on how attachment security 

is related with emotional experience and expression, and in turn, how it affects 

marital satisfaction. 

Previous studies revealed that although attachment anxiety was positively 

associated with experiences of anger, sadness, and guilt, attachment avoidance was 

positively associated with experiences of anger (e.g., Consedine & Fiori, 2009; 

Consedine & Magai, 2003; Creasey & Hesson-McInnis 2001). However, the 

mediating role of emotional experience by including both actor and partner effects 

has not been explored yet in the previous literature. By including both partners, it is 

aimed to reveal how anxious and avoidant partners feel during conflictual situations 

and how these emotions affect marital adjustment. Based on the reviewed literature, 

the following hypotheses are proposed (see Figure 1). 

H 2: Emotional experience would mediate the relationship between attachment 

dimensions and marital adjustment of couples. 

H 2a: Attachment anxiety would be positively associated with anger, 

sadness, and guilt. 

H 2b: Attachment avoidance would be positively associated with anger, and 

negatively associated with sadness and guilt. 
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Besides that, how couples express specific types of emotions in conflictual 

situations is another key concept in close relationships to enhance the quality of 

marital relationships. Satisfied and dissatisfied couples differ in terms of emotional 

expression (Gottman & Levenson, 1986; Gottman et al., 1977). At that point, it is 

important to determine what factors explain which strategy will be used in 

expressing specific emotions in conflictual situations. However, relatively little 

research has investigated how individuals with different attachment orientations 

respond to the emotions of anger, sadness, and guilt in the literature. As stated 

previously, anxious people generally put pressure on their partner to attain their 

needs for closeness and intimacy and are hypervigilant to the relationship problems 

(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). Past literature provides evidence that anxious 

individuals are more likely to use dominative and distributive style while expressing 

their anger (Guerrero et al., 2009; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). However, their fear 

of abandonment and high rejection sensitivity may sometimes lead them to 

withdraw from the conflict (Feeney, 1995; 1998). In terms of sadness expression, 

attachment anxiety is generally related with emotional ups and downs and may 

reflect both active/destructive and dependent behavior patterns while expressing 

their sadness (e.g., Guerrero et al., 2009). 

Whereas anxious people cope with conflict in line with their hyperactivating 

strategies, avoidant individuals handle conflict in line with their deactivating 

strategies. Avoidant people do not activate attachment-related needs and prefer to 

withdraw from conflict rather than actively engaging in discussion (Mikulincer & 

Florian, 1998). Therefore, deactivation of the attachment system leads avoidant 

individuals generally repress their negative emotions and deny their needs for 

intimacy because of their negative model of others. However, when avoidant 

individuals could not escape from conflictual situations, they might show 

dominating behaviors toward their partners. Indeed, they are more likely to employ 

domineering strategies to end the discussion quickly (Creasey & Ladd, 2005). Past 

studies have provided both withdrawal and active/destructive behavior patterns of 

avoidant people while expressing their anger and sadness (e.g., Guerrero et al., 
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2009; Lafontaine & Lussier, 2005). These behaviors are consistent with their 

negative model of others and narcissistic confidence in their self views (Mikulincer 

& Shaver, 2007). 

Although past literature provided evidence regarding how anxious and 

avoidant people express their anger and sadness in conflict situations by including 

only actor effects, the relationship between guilt expression and attachment 

dimensions have not been studied yet. Although there is evidence that feeling guilty 

is more related with attachment anxiety rather than attachment avoidance 

(Consedine & Fiori, 2009; Consedine & Magai, 2003), considering both actor and 

partner effects it is not clear how anxious and avoidant people express these 

feelings towards their partners. While expressing their guilt after a conflict; anxious 

people might use apology and explanations towards the partner because of their 

negative model of self. While expressing their guilt after a conflict, attachment 

avoidance may be positively associated with denial because of their positive model 

of self. Based on these arguments, the following hypotheses are proposed and the 

full model for emotion expression is presented in Figure 2. 

Furthermore, the potential moderating effects of attachment dimensions of 

wives and husbands on emotional experience and expression and marital adjustment 

and satisfaction will also be investigated.  

H 3: Anger expression would mediate the relationship between fundamental 

attachment dimensions and marital adjustment of both couples. 

H 3a: Attachment anxiety would be positively related with reported use of 

destructive anger expression (the strongest relationship) in both active and passive 

ways and avoidant aggression. 

H 3b: Attachment avoidance would be positively related with reported use 

of avoidant aggression (the strongest relationship) and destructive anger expression 

in both active and passive ways. 

H 4: Sadness expression would mediate the relationship between attachment 

dimensions and marital adjustment of both couples. 
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H 4a: Attachment anxiety would be positively associated with negative 

expression of sadness and social support seeking and dependent behavior. 

H 4b: Attachment avoidance would be positively related with negative 

expression of sadness and negatively associated with social support seeking and 

dependent behavior. 

H 5: Guilt expression would mediate the relationship between attachment 

dimensions and marital adjustment of couples. 

H 5a: Attachment anxiety would be positively related with apology and 

explanations while expressing guilt during marital conflict. 

H 5b: Attachment avoidance would be positively related with denial while 

expressing guilt during marital conflict. 

H 6: Husbands‘ attachment dimension would moderate the relationship between 

wives‘ attachment dimension and all outcome variables of couples. 

Figure 1. The Proposed Model for Mediating Effects of Emotional Experience  
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Figure 2. The Proposed Model for Mediating Effects of Emotional Expression
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CHAPTER II 

PILOT STUDIES 

 

2.1 Introduction 

The main purpose of this chapter is to reveal how people experience and 

express their emotions in Turkish culture. Specifically, the aim is to examine what 

kinds of emotions people experience towards their partner during conflictual 

situations and also how they react to these specific kinds of emotions in marital 

relationships. 

Whether expressed emotions and behaviors related to the experienced 

emotions vary in different languages can be critical factor in relationship 

functioning. Russell (1991) argued that although English is commonly used as a 

standard of comparisons in the literature, some other languages may not have 

equivalent corresponding words used in English or vice versa. However, in the 

literature, researchers generally prefer to translate the scales in different languages 

and/or to adapt the scales in different cultures by using the same scoring procedures 

according to the norms derived in the original culture. However, it does not 

guarantee that the instrument would give reliable and valid results of a given 

concept in that different culture; on the contrary, it might produce ambiguous or 

false interpretations for the data collected. Obtaining different factor structures on 

the same measure in different cultures may also stem from the translation or 

language equivalence limitations. English may not offer an adequate meaning of 

words or situations that are applicable to all other languages. Therefore, using 

qualitative analyses in studying emotions in a given culture can be imperative to 

capture culture specific ways of experiencing and expressing emotions. In other 

words, researchers should document valid principles that portray behaviors in one 
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culture and should identify the behavior patterns that might be similar in both 

cultures and those that might vary among cultures. 

Consistently, Brislin (1976) specifies the core items, which are meaningful, 

answerable, and relevant to all cultures, and also the culture specific items, which 

might be different for all cultures and tap important aspects of the culture under 

study. Comparing emotions cross-culturally requires identifying both core and 

culture specific items. For example, the Japanese word amea including feelings of 

being lovingly cared for and dependent on another‘s indulgence doesn‘t exist in 

Western cultures. However, it is an important other-focused emotion that defines 

the mutual interdependence between two people (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). 

Considering that such culture-specific emotions may exist and influence the 

expression of emotions, the goal is to investigate whether people in marital 

relationships differ in their experience and expression of emotions in conflictual 

situations in the Turkish cultural context. Relevant literature on the cultural 

variations in emotions will be summarized below before stating the specific 

expectations. 

2.1.1 Emotion and Culture 

The research on emotions has been a great concern in many different 

cultures since emotions play a significant role in defining the self, coping with 

relationships, and managing behaviors in many social settings (Kitayama, Markus, 

& Matsumoto, 1995). One of the main research areas in psychology is how 

individuals differ in their experiences and regulation of their emotions. Thompson 

(1994) suggests that the experience and expression of emotions as well as its 

regulation are inseparable aspects of emotion processes affecting each other. Both 

proximal context, such as parents and family and distal context, such as social 

environment and culture have critical effects on the development of emotion 

regulation through childhood (Saarni, 1990; Thompson, 1994). 

The effect of culture in the experience and expression of emotions have 

been studied by focusing on different micro distal contexts, such as social 
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environment, antecedent situations, overt behavior, and culture specific ways of 

both experiencing and expressing emotions. Mesquita and Frijda (1992) argued that 

findings from the different research traditions should be combined to have an 

integrated and comprehensive view of universal and cultural nature of emotions by 

focusing on the micro distal contexts. These researchers have tried to integrate 

different research areas on emotions in their detailed review and have concluded 

that different event types or schemas, culture specific appraisal, predispositions in 

behavior patterns, and regulation processes seem to be the main determinants of the 

differences between cultures. Specifically, the researchers explained seven 

consecutive processes in the experience and expression of emotions; namely, (1) 

antecedent events, (2) event coding, (3) appraisal, (4) physiological reaction 

patterns, (5) action readiness, (6) emotional behavior, and (7) regulation. They also 

argued that culture has important effects on all of these processes. First of all, the 

range of events that people show emotional sensitivity in part depends on one‘s 

culture. Then, these events are coded in particular ways and these particular codings 

give rise to differences in the appraisal processes. People consider both their 

subjective well-being and their ability to manage events in the appraisal processes. 

Since emotions also include physiological changes, emotional experience is highly 

affected by not only the appraisal process but also the degree of expectations of 

physiological changes. Available readiness for the modes of action may differ 

depending on individual‘s or group‘s characterization, which determine the 

acceptable action tendencies in any given situation. The culture influences the way 

we perceive and handle emotions as well as the action tendencies in each step 

throughout these processes. These action tendencies then are expressed through 

different behavior patterns including facial and vocal expressions. In fact, culture 

determines the acceptable latitude of behavioral patterns and their effectiveness in a 

given situation in line with their values and norms. 

According to Mesquita and Frijda (1992) the culture not only determines 

how one experiences emotion and the associated behavioral tendencies, but also the 

routes for emotion regulation. In fact, social experiences, cultural values, and norms 
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are the main guidelines for teaching people how to regulate their emotions. There 

exist both similarities and differences in all of the processes of experiencing and 

expressing emotions. Regarding cultural similarities, there is a set of universal 

emotional reaction modes, such as the response inhibition and expression control as 

well as specific coping responses (e.g., fight and flight strategies) including facial 

expressions, voice intonations, and physiological response modes. For instance, 

profound events like the loss of close ones or rejection from a social group may not 

only create similar emotions but also be appraised and responded similarly in 

majority of the cultures. 

Regarding cultural differences, a great variation has been shown in the 

emotion regulation process (Mesquita & Frijda, 1992). Individuals demonstrate 

differences in recognizing events depending on the specific norms and values 

attached to these events in their cultures. In turn, they lead to differences in how 

they code the event, and eventually leading to differences in the appraisal, behavior 

modes, and regulation of those events. For instance, in a culture where positive 

emotions are valued, people may be more alert to positive emotions, may look for 

situations that boost positive feelings, and also may stay in positive situations 

longer. When a given situation emphasizes the inappropriateness of positive 

feelings, people may suppress their positive feelings and avoid positive situations. 

In sum, both a universal and culture-specific patterns of expressive behaviors can be 

seen depending on the nature of the event and the specific norms and values in a 

given culture. 

There are a number of studies emphasizing the cultural differences in the 

emotional responses and behavior patterns during the evaluations of events (e.g., 

Mauro, Sato, & Tucker, 1992; Russell, 1991; Semin, Görts, Nandram, & Semin-

Goossens, 2002). For instance, Mauro et al. (1992) propose at least three factors 

about how cultures differ in terms of emotional responses to a particular event. 

First, various meanings may be attributed to the same events in different cultures. 

Since people evaluate the same events differently in different cultures, their 

emotional responses could also vary. Second, different emotional responses may 
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result in different evaluations by the members of another culture. For example, a 

person may feel guilty when he/she exerts a great deal of control over events; 

however similar perceptions of control may not evoke guilt in a person from a 

different culture. On the contrary, having little control over events might cause 

guilty feelings for the person in that culture. Third, cultures may vary in terms of 

responses related to the emotional states. More specifically, individuals from 

different cultures may evaluate the same events in a similar way and may feel the 

same way but their expressions may be dissimilar. 

A variety of cultural differences were found in both facial and vocal 

experience and expression of emotions in empirical studies (e.g., Jack, Caldara, & 

Schyns, 2011; Matsumoto, 1992; Novin, Rieffe, & Mo, 2010). More recently, 

Novin et al. (2010) examined the role of individualistic vs. collectivistic goals and 

presence of an authority figure (father vs. peer) on emotional experience and 

expression of Dutch and Korean children. The researchers found that although 

emotional experience did not change between cultures, emotional expression were 

different in these cultures. Specifically, the presence of an authority figure in a 

hypothetical situation affected how Korean children expressed their negative 

emotions verbally. Although Korean children felt more intense negative emotions 

than Dutch children, they exhibited more pro-social behaviors than Dutch 

counterparts in the presence of a father-figure. While expressing negative emotions 

they were more cautious in both father and peer conditions. In another study, Tsai, 

Levenson, and McCoy (2006) investigated the effects of cultural and temperamental 

factors on expression of emotions. They observed the emotional responses of 

European American and Chinese American dating couples during conversations on 

conflict topics in their relationships. They found that culture rather than the 

temperament had greater impact on emotional responses than emotional 

experiences. Specifically, they found that European American participants 

expressed more positive and less negative emotional behavior during their 

conversations with their partners as compared to Chinese American couples. They 
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further found that cultural values and practices rather than temperament mediated 

the differences in emotional behavior. 

Eid and Diener (2001) also found that there are different norms for the 

experience and expression of various emotions in between and within cultures. In 

their work, the main difference was found in emotions of pride and guilt between 

different nations. Accordingly, individuals in individualistic cultures gave more 

importance to pride, whereas individuals in collectivistic cultures were more likely 

to believe that guilt was more important. Eid and Diener also noted that their results 

showed that grouping emotions as either positive or negative detached from the 

cultural context might be misleading since an emotion that was considered as 

positive in one culture might be considered as negative in another culture. 

Similarly, Mesquita (2001) investigated the differences between emotions in 

individualist (i.e., Dutch people) and collectivist individuals (i.e., Surinamese and 

Turkish people) living in the Netherlands. Respondents were compared in terms of 

different emotion components, namely, concerns and appraisals, action readiness, 

social sharing, and belief changes. In general, results revealed that people in 

collectivist cultures appraised emotions more obvious and shared more by others as 

compared to individualist cultures. Additionally, collectivist individuals were 

higher on action readiness and social sharing of emotions than individualist people. 

Thus, Mesquita argued that emotions were shaped and expressed depending on the 

ideas and practices of cultures in which they occur. 

In sum, people in different cultures can differ substantially in how they 

experience and express emotions. There seems to be various ways of experiencing, 

regulating, as well as expressing emotions in different cultures depending on the 

meanings attached to these emotions and associated values and social norms. 

Therefore, before quantitatively examining the emotional reactions to conflictual 

situations in marriage, a qualitative study was conducted to ascertain experienced 

and expressed emotions that are specific to Turkish culture among married people. 

As summarized in the general introduction, Guerrero (1994) defined 

different ways of expressing anger, guilt, and sadness (cited in Guerrero et al., 
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2008). Specifically, Guerrero defined four types of anger expression, namely 

integrative assertion, distributive aggression, passive aggression, and 

avoidance/denial. Moreover, after reviewing the related literature they defined four 

types of guilt expression and five types of sadness expression. Apology/concession, 

explanations/justifications, appeasement, and denial/withdrawal constitute the four 

responses to guilt. Positive activity, social support seeking, immobilization, 

solitude, and dependent behavior comprise five types of sadness expression. The 

main aim of this study is to extend her work further and to find out whether there 

are different ways of expressing these discrete emotions (i.e., anger, sadness, and 

guilt) in the Turkish cultural context. 

For this aim, two pilot studies, one using a qualitative and the other a 

quantitative design have been conducted. The qualitative study was composed of 

semi-structured interviews about emotional experiences and their expressions 

during conflictual situations in marital relationships. Thus, it would be possible to 

identify the culture-specific emotional patterns and use them as additional items in 

the original study. The aim of the quantitative study was to adapt Guerrero‘s (1994; 

Guerrero et al., 2008; 2009) three scales measuring anger, sadness, and guilt 

expression in close relationships into Turkish by using translation and back-

translation technique, and to compare its structure to that of its original structures. 

Such a procedure would enable to capture all the related emotional expressions in 

conflictual situations in the Turkish cultural context. 
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STUDY I 

2.2 Method of the Qualitative Study 

2.2.1 Participants 

Thirty three (21 women and 12 men) married people in their early years of 

marriage were interviewed using a semi-structured interview technique. The age of 

the participants ranged between 24 and 45 with a mean of 31.03 (SD = 4.52) (M age 

of women = 30.81, SD = 4.72; M age of men=31.42, SD = 4.34). All of the 

participants had a university degree. The length of the marriages varied between 5 

months and 13 years (M=3.84; SD=3.42 for women, M = 2.97; SD = 2.05 for men). 

Of participants, 26 people were working in the public sector and 7 were working in 

the private sector. Whereas 23 participants had no children, 10 had one child or two 

children (see Table 2.1). 

Table 2.1. Demographic Characteristics of Interviewees 

 Women Men Total 

participants 

    

Number of Participants  21 (63.6%) 12 (36.4%) 33 

    

Mean Age (Range) 30.81 (24-45) 31.42 (27-42) 31.03 (24-45) 

    

Mean Duration of 

Marriage (Range) 

3.84 (5 months-13 

years) 

2.97 (5 months-

7 years) 

5 months-13 

years 

    

Mean Duration of  

Dating (Range) 

4.52 (6 months-8 

years) 

3.35(6 months-7 

years) 

4.09 (6 months-

8years) 

    

Occupation     

        Public Employee (%) 17 (81% of 

women) 

9 (75% of men) 26 (78.8% of total 

N) 

             Private Sector (%) 4 (19%) 3 (25%) 7 (21.2%) 

The Number of Children     

                No Children (%) 15 (71.4%) 8 (66.7%) 23 (69.7%) 

                         1 child (%) 4 (19%) 4 (33.3%) 8 (24.2%) 

                   2 children (%) 2 (9.5%) 0 (0%) 2 (6.1%) 
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2.2.2 Procedure and Data Analysis 

All participants were interviewed using a semi-structured interview 

schedule. At the beginning of each interview, the participants were informed about 

the aim of the study and were ensured about the confidentiality of information they 

would provide. When necessary, probing questions were asked to improve 

comprehension. The duration of the interviews was between 30 minutes to an hour. 

All interviews were audio-taped for transcription. The participants were asked 17 

questions in a logical sequence; from more general questions to the specific ones. 

Specifically, the interviewees were first asked how they defined their marriage in 

general, how frequently they argued with their spouses, and what kinds of emotions 

they experienced during these conflictual situations. Following these general 

questions, they were asked to indicate the specific conflictual situations in which 

they felt anger, guilt, and sadness towards their partners, respectively. They were 

also asked how they behaved towards their partners while experiencing each 

emotion they reported after the conflict. Finally, the participants answered the 

questions about how their partners reacted to their retrospective behavior patterns, 

and how they resolved their conflict after experiencing each emotional state, 

respectively. To sum up, following the general questions, specific questions 

addressing anger was asked first, and then, it is followed by questions regarding 

guilt, and finally sadness (see Appendix A). 

In the analyses, firstly, all of the taped interviews were transcribed into the 

written form by the author, and then, the transcriptions were reexamined sentence 

by sentence. Second, the meaningful sentences or words that seem reasonable in 

relation to the subject under study were screened and these sentences were 

identified as thematic units. For each individual interview, the synonymous 

thematic units across the interviewees were identified and codes were developed 

accordingly. After coding the thematic units, the main categories were searched in 

the third step. Specifically, it was investigated that whether the coded thematic units 

could be grouped under broader main categories. In the fourth step, all the main 

categories and thematic units under the main categories were reviewed and refined 
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again to reach a final decision. Then, final decision was achieved and all the themes 

and main categories were defined and named. 

 In the final step, in order to achieve the most reliable and valid results, three 

independent raters also evaluated the adequacy of each thematic unit to the main 

category. Specifically, these raters were asked to read all the thematic units and to 

assign each thematic unit to the main categories. Then, whether these main 

categories were appropriate to cover all of the topics and behavior patterns within 

the transcribed interviews were discussed between the author and the raters. Inter-

rater reliabilities were computed depending on the similarities between the author 

and the raters on assigning each thematic unit into the same main category. 
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2.3 Results of the Qualitative Study 

2.3.1 Descriptive Information 

In the beginning of all interviews, all participants were asked to define their 

relationship with the partner. Specifically, they were asked whether they were 

happy or not in their relationship in general and also how often they experienced 

conflict in their relationships. Almost all the participants reported that they had 

prosperous relationships with their partners. Although they quarreled from time to 

time, they indicated that they were satisfied with their relationship in general. Nine 

participants (27.27%) reported that they experienced conflict rarely like once in a 

month or in every two months. These people reported that they were highly 

satisfied with their relationships. However, 72.72% (24/33) of the participants 

indicated that they often experienced conflict in their marital relationships as 

frequent as more than once in a week. Seven of them reported that they had conflict 

more frequently during the first months and/or years of their relationship due to the 

experienced adjustment problems to their marital relationships. 

Participants were also asked that what emotion they experienced most often 

when they had conflict with their partners. The reports of the 87.88% (29/33) of the 

interviewees showed that anger was the most prevailing emotion that they felt 

during their arguments. However, 4 (12.12%) participants mentioned that they felt 

sadness including disappointment more than anger during conflict. In addition, 11 

(33.33%) participants stated that after feeling angry they felt depression and 

disappointment. Also, they expressed that they felt desperation because they 

believed that their problems would never be solved. Interviewees were also asked to 

report whether the conflict with their partner affects their other relationships and/or 

their daily mood negatively. Results revealed that 19 (57.58%) participants reported 

that the conflict within their households affected their other social relationships like 

friendships negatively. They stated that they were not capable of leaving the 

problems at home and move on with their normal daily lives. On the contrary, they 
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brought their problems to their jobs and these problems not only spilled on to their 

relationships with their friends but they also influenced their daily mood negatively. 

However, 14 (42.42%) participants indicated that they were able to leave their 

problems at home and to continue their daily lives without thinking about these 

problems. Further, they argued that nobody could understand that they had 

problems at home unless they told others. 

2.3.2 The General Conflict Areas in Marriages 

In order to specify conflict areas in marriages, participants were asked to 

indicate the conflict topics in general that they had experienced in their 

relationships. Content analyses results revealed 9 conflict domains and these were 

named as different personalities and expectations, sharing chores/acting 

responsibly, communication problems, intimacy/support, extended family, 

children/childrearing issues, spending time together, privacy/boundaries, and lastly 

addictions (see Appendix B). 

The most pronounced conflict category that the participants reported as the 

cause of their problem was different personalities and expectations. Majority of the 

participants (19/33, 57.58%) said that they had problems emanating from their 

different personalities and expectations. Specifically, 10 women (47.62% of 

women) and 9 men (75% of men) mentioned problems about this category. They 

thought that they had different personalities and different expectations from their 

relationship and life in general, and they could not fulfill each other‘s expectations. 

The different opinions including religion and political stance, different points of 

view regarding life, unrealistic expectations from the partner and about relationship 

as well as different areas of interest caused conflict in their relationship. 

The second most pronounced category was sharing chores/acting 

responsibly, which is mainly related to inequality in division of household chores 

(i.e., not taking the responsibility of the housework promptly) and also adjustment 

issues emanating from living in the same house. More than half of the participants 

(18/33, 54.55%) claimed that that they had experienced problems on these issues. 
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This category was also more pronounced by women than men (13 women, 61.91% 

of women and 5 men, 41.67% of men). The participants reported that being in a 

marriage was completely different from being in a dating relationship. When they 

started to live in the same house, they experienced problems regarding lack of 

responsibility that marriages required like informing the partner about own 

activities and including the partner in the decision making process on issues like 

handling family finances. 

The third category was communication problems and 12 (36.36%) people 

reported conflict about this issue (9 women, 42.86% of women and 3 men, 25% of 

men). In this category, people had problems about resolving differences or 

communicating about their selves. For example, the partner was not willing to listen 

to his/her partner or did not desire for more conversation and even shows anger 

when communicating about petty issues. In addition, participants argued that they 

had conflicts when their partner behaved in inappropriate ways towards them or 

hurt their feelings in front of other people. They further complained about the 

selfish behavior patterns of their partner during conflict that was independent from 

the topic discussed. 

Conflict about intimacy/support issues was said by one-third of the 

interviewees (11/33, 33.33%) and emerged as the fourth most pronounced category. 

Problems regarding intimacy and support were reported by 8 women (38.10% of 

women) and 3 men (25% of men). They claimed that their partner did not pay 

attention to their emotional and sexual needs, and also did not show enough 

affection, companionship, and love towards them. Further, participants complained 

about their partner for not being supportive enough when they needed it during 

crises and for not appreciating them for the thing they did well. Jealousy was 

another issue that caused conflict between the partners. 

Moreover, 9 (27.27%) participants also reported that they had problems 

regarding extended family. Although they did not live under a single roof, the over 

control of the extended family members on their lives and their marriage led to 

quarrels in the marriage. If one of the partners gives permission to the extended 
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family to interfere in to the decisions on their daily lives and affairs, the other 

partner feels frustrated and perceives it as a violation of their private lives. This 

category was pronounced by 6 women (28.58% of women) and 3 men (25% of 

men). 

Out of 33 participants, 21.21% of them reported that they had experienced 

conflict on childrearing issues (3 women, 14.29% of women and 4 men, 33.33% of 

men). In other words, out of 10 interviewees who had a child or children, 7 (70%) 

of them reported experiencing problems about how to educate children, to allocate 

responsibilities on childcare, or taking sufficient responsibility of the child/children. 

In fact, these participants indicated that they had much more conflicts after the birth 

of their first child and defined this stage as thoroughly different from the first years 

of their marriages without a child. When asked for the reasons of such a change, 

they mentioned that after having a baby, both they and their partners became more 

intolerant towards each other and they encountered with the different face of their 

partner that they had never seen before. 

The seventh main category was named as spending time together which was 

reported by 6 (18.18% of total sample; 2 women, 9.52% of women and 4 men, 

33.33% of men) participants. Conflicts experienced in this category were 

disagreements about how to spent time as well as the low quality of time that they 

spent together. For instance, one of partners wants to spend time with his/her 

friends, or relatives, but the other partner does not want to spend his/her spare time 

with them or spend time only with the partner. 

The last two categories were called privacy/boundaries and addictions. The 

eighth main category, privacy/boundaries, was expressed by 6 (18.18% of total 

sample; 2 women, 9.52% of women and 4 men, 33.33% of men) participants. These 

participants argued that although sometimes marriage required them to act as a 

united single body, they felt that they also should have their own private lives and 

the partner should allow to have enough freedom to be their selves. They expected 

their partners to show some respect to their privacy. The last category that was 

reported to cause conflict was addictions. 4 (12.12% of total sample; 2 women, 
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9.52% of women and 2 men, 16.67% of men) participants argued that either they or 

their partner had serious addiction problems like alcohol use and smoking and the 

conflict was emanating from these issues. 

2.3.3 The Specific Conflict Areas that cause Anger, Sadness, and Guilt in 

Marriages 

Participants were also asked to indicate specific conflict areas that caused 

them specifically to feel anger, sadness (depressive mood), and guilt towards their 

partners during the arguments/conflict in their marriages. 

There were some prominent conflict areas that led the participants to feel 

angry towards their partners. The majority of women and men (21/32, 65.63% of 

total sample; 15 women, 75% of women and 6 men, 50% of men) expressed that 

they felt anger towards their partners on communication problems issues. 

Specifically, interviewees argued that when their partners behaved stubbornly, 

aggressively, and inappropriately, they expressed anger towards their partner. In 

fact, independent of the topic of the argument, these behavior patterns led them to 

feel and express their anger. The second most pronounced category that 

interviewees felt anger in their relationship was intimacy/support. Half of the 

participants (16/32, 50%) argued that, if their partners did not show emotional and 

physical intimacy to a certain degree, and spend time together, they became angry. 

Additionally, if they perceived that their partners did not appreciate them decently 

and criticized them constantly, they showed anger towards their partner, and these 

issues led to quarrels. Problems about intimacy were more pronounced by women 

than men (12 women, 60% of women and 4 men, 33.33% of men). 

Almost one third of the participants (6 women, 30% of women and 4 men, 

33.33% of men, 31.25% of total sample) felt anger towards their partner when the 

partner showed less responsibility in the house. The reasons originating from 

extended family were expressed by 7 (21.88% of total sample, 5 women, 25% of 

women and 2 men, 16.67% of men) participants as an anger provoking category. 

Different personalities/expectations and children/childrearing issues were 

pronounced by 3 (9.38%, 2 women and a man) and 2 (6.25%, a woman and a man) 
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participants, respectively. 2 (6.25%) participants expressed that they felt anger due 

to their partners‘ addictive behaviors. Finally, topics related to spending time 

together, privacy/boundaries were reported as anger unveiling domains by a female 

participant for each (3.13% and 3.13%, respectively) (see Appendix C). 

Like in the anger conflict domains, most of the participants expressed 

sadness in case of disagreement with their partners associated with communication 

problems (9 women, 52.94% of women and 5 men, 62.5% of men, 56% of total 

sample) and intimacy/support (6 women, 35.29% of women and 5 men, 62.5% of 

men, 44% of total sample) main categories. After these categories, quarrels related 

to extended family triggered sadness for 6 (24% of total sample, 5 women, 29.41% 

of women and a man, 12.5% of men) participants. Finally, topics related to different 

personalities/expectations, addictions (4%), privacy/boundaries (4%) were reported 

as sadness unveiling domains by 1 participant for each (see Appendix D). 

The conflict domains emanating guilt were mostly associated with blaming 

self for not behaving in an appropriate manner towards their partner within each 

domain. Communication problems issue was the most prominent category that 

caused guilt in 87.5% (21/24; 13 women, 86.67% of men and 8 men, 88.89% of 

men) of the participants. Different from the anger and sadness domains, these 

participants felt guilty because of their own negative behavior and communication 

patterns. For example, when they behaved in an aggressive and provoking manner 

and raised their voice at their partners, criticized him/her, and attacked the partner 

with words, they felt guilty afterwards. The second most pronounced category was 

extended family and 4 (16.67% of total sample, 26.67% of women) female 

participants expressed that when they argue regarding the partner‘s family, they feel 

guilty after discussion. Only 2 female (8.33% of total sample, 13.33% of women) 

participants indicated that when they did not show enough emotional and physical 

attention to the partner or when they argued about the intimacy/support issues, they 

blamed their selves and thus feel guilty. Lastly, topics related to 

children/childrearing issues (4.17%) and addictions (4.17%) were reported as 

guilty unveiling domains by 1 participant for each (see Appendix E). 
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2.3.4 The Anger Expression in Marriages 

In order to specify how people expressed their anger towards the partner 

during conflict, interviewees were asked to indicate how they showed their anger 

behaviorally after conflictual situations. Content analyses results revealed 4 main 

categories and these were named as distributive aggression, passive aggression, 

integrative assertion, and avoidance (see Appendix F). 

The first main category was distributive aggression. The participants stated 

that sometimes they could not control their anger and behaved destructively like 

raising voice to the partner, insulting and blaming the partner for the issue under 

discussion. They told that without listening the partner‘s side of the story, they 

aggressively tried to prove their point and took every opportunity to make their 

partners feel bad. At extreme cases, they reported that they even showed physical 

aggression and perceived this situation as a battle. 

The second main category was passive aggression, which includes passive 

but destructive behavior patterns instead of the active ones. The participants 

reported that sometimes they showed their anger passively. Specifically, rather than 

confronting with the partner about the problem under discussion actively, they 

pointed the partner as the guilty party, gave them a silent treatment, and behaved 

coldly. In other words, although they showed their anger to their partners, they did 

it without raising their voice or insulting their partners. Rather, they implied that 

they were angry by getting involved in the documented negative behavior patterns. 

The integrative assertion main category includes constructive and positive 

behavior patterns. The interviewees argued that independent from the topic that 

they argued, when they felt anger, they tried to take things calmly and behave in a 

positive and constructive manner towards their partners. Specifically, the 

participants stated that they tried to control their anger feelings, to discuss the issue 

positively, and to explain the partner why they were angry for calmly. Further, they 

stated that they were willing to listen to the partner‘s side of the story. If they felt 

that they could not control their anger and their behaviors, they were able to delay 
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discussion to some other time in a constructive way without avoiding to discuss the 

issue or pointing him/her. 

The fourth main category was named as avoidance. When the interviewees 

declared that they did not give importance to the issue or partner‘s feelings or tried 

to avoid any quarrels, they preferred to stay away from their partner. Specifically, 

they actively avoided discussing the issue rather than delaying the discussion of the 

issue at a later time and preferring neither to defend their selves nor to support their 

point of views. The participants stated that they did not believe that neither the 

conflict nor the problem could be solved, thus they preferred to deny their angry 

feelings and sometimes tried to act as normal as possible like there was nothing 

wrong in their relationships. In fact, they tried to convince both themselves and 

their partners that they did not experience any serious problems and did not show 

any anger towards their partner; rather they tried to solve the issue by themselves. 

All these behavior patterns were subsumed under the same category of avoidance. 

The most pronounced main categories were distributive aggression, passive 

aggression, integrative assertion, and avoidance respectively. More than one third of 

the participants reported that they showed these behavior patterns based on not only 

the conflict issue but also the reactions that their partner shows (84.85%, 81.82%, 

and 78.79% of total sample for distributive aggression, passive aggression, and 

integrative assertion, respectively; 90.48%, 85.71%, and 90.48% of women for 

distributive aggression, passive aggression, and integrative assertion, respectively; 

75%, 75%, and 58.33% of men for distributive aggression, passive aggression, and 

integrative assertion, respectively). Relatively less pronounced category was 

avoidance (54.55% of total sample, 61.91% of women, and 41.67% of men). The 

most pronounced thematic units were raising voice to the partner (18 participants) 

and a silent treatment (24 participants) (see Appendix F). 

In order to confirm the accuracy of the results, after deciding about the main 

categories and the thematic units related with these categories, inter-rater reliability 

was also computed. Three independent raters evaluated the main categories and the 

related thematic units. The percentages of inter-rater reliability were 94.97%, 
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86.93%, and 95.98%. The differences among evaluations were discussed and a final 

decision was achieved with the raters. 

2.3.5 The Sadness Expression in Marriages 

Interviewees were also asked to indicate how they expressed their sadness in 

their behavior after conflictual situations. Content analyses results revealed 6 main 

categories and these were named as silence/suppression, constructive response, 

depressive mood, negative behavior, social support seeking, and engaging in 

distracting activities (see Appendix G). 

The first main category was silence/suppression. In this condition, the 

participants said that they suppressed their sadness and preferred not to share their 

feelings and thoughts with the partner or to show them. In other words, they do not 

show any negative or positive behaviors and act like as if everything is fine and let 

things slide. These participants kept away from the partner in order not to discuss 

the issue. They preferred to stay by themselves and wanted to handle the issue by 

their own. 

The constructive response main category includes positive and constructive 

behavior patterns. In conflictual situations, if their partners made them to feel sad, 

they preferred to handle this situation in a positive manner. They preferred to talk 

over the problems and tried to communicate and solve the problem. The third main 

category was named as depressive mood. This category subsumes behaviors 

exhibiting depressive behavior patterns such as feeling worthless and insignificant, 

being sick, tired, and sleepless all the time. They also indicated that they did not 

feel any desire to do something in such times. 

The fourth main category was negative behavior. The participants reported 

that they showed destructive behaviors. If they felt sad after discussion with the 

partner, they mishandled the situation by blaming their partners, standing aloof 

from the partner, and ignoring their partner for the next couple days. In fact, the 

behavior patterns in this category included both active and passive negative 

behavior patterns. 
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Social support seeking was the fifth main category. Participants argued that 

when they were sad, they tried to seek social support from their partner. However, 

instead of directly asking for support from their partners, they sought this comfort 

in an indirect way such as feign reluctance to do daily activities, implying their 

sadness with their behaviors and voice, and passively waiting for the partner‘s 

attention and care. Within the last main category, engaging in distracting activities, 

the participants stated that rather than talking about the issue with the partner or 

showing their sadness to the partner, they preferred to engage in other activities like 

reading a book, watching a TV, or concentrating on their work. 

In order to determine the most pronounced categories of expressing sadness, 

the main categories were examined comparatively. The most pronounced main 

category was silence/suppression. The 56.67% (17/30, 47.62% of women and 

77.78% of men) of the participants argued that when they felt sad because of the 

conflict with their partner, they suppressed their sadness and tried to handle this 

problem on their own. The second most pronounced category was constructive 

response. Half of the participants (15/30, 50% of total sample, 61.91% of women 

and 22.22% of men) indicated that after a conflict, they handled their sadness 

feelings in a constructive way. 12 people (40% of total sample, 42.86 of women, 

and 33.33% of men) argued that they felt depressive and behaved accordingly. 

Negative behavior and social support were pronounced by 6 people for each (20% 

for each). The least relatively endorsed category was engaging in distracting 

activities, which was reported only by 4 (13.33%) of the participants. 

A similar procedure as in the case of anger expression was followed to 

ensure the adequacy of the categories and thematic items. Specifically, inter-rater 

reliability was computed for the evaluations of three observers and this procedure 

yielded 90%, 82.5%, and 98.75% inter-rater reliabilities respectively. The 

differences were discussed to reach a final decision with the raters. 
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2.3.6 The Guilt Expression in Marriages 

Participants were also asked to indicate the conflictual situations where they 

felt guilty towards their partner. If they experienced guilt, they were asked to 

specify how they expressed their guilt feelings towards the partner after conflict. 

Content analyses results revealed 3 main categories and these were named as 

apology/explanation, appeasement, and denial (see Appendix H). 

The apology/explanation main category includes constructive behavior 

patterns. Most of the participants argued that whenever they felt guilty due to their 

behavior patterns or the topic that they argued, they apologized and admitted their 

fault and told their partner that they regret what they had done. Additionally they 

got involved in self-criticism and explained the reasons for their actions. 

The second main category was appeasement. Some of the participants 

argued that it was hard to say that they were wrong. Thus, instead of a verbal 

apology, they preferred to show their regret with their behavior. This category 

includes behaviors such as being and behaving extra nice to partner, doing extra 

things for the partner, or showing more affection and care to the partner than usual. 

The third main category was named as denial. Some participants stated that 

although they knew that they were wrong, they did not want to accept their fault 

and to appease the situation. Thus, instead of accepting their fault, they preferred to 

avoid discussing the issue. Even when they were confronted, they denied doing 

anything seriously wrong and downplayed the seriousness of their acts or situation. 

Further, they tried to conceal their faulty behaviors, to pretend as if nothing had 

happened, and to behave as usual and normal as possible. 

The analysis revealed the most pronounced categories for guilt expression. 

The most pronounced category was apology/explanations. Almost all the 

participants (30/33, 90.91% of total sample, 90.48% of women, and 91.67% of 

men) stated that if they were wrong, they took the responsibility of their actions and 

did constructive things to make the situation up. The second most pronounced 

category was appeasement (19/33, 57.58% of total sample, 61.91% of women, and 
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50% of men). In such cases, the participants behaved as if nothing was wrong and 

everything in their relationships were fine, and rather than acknowledging their 

fault and apologizing verbally, they preferred to show their regret by behaving 

extremely nice towards their partners. Respectively the less pronounced category 

was denial. Almost one third of the participants (10/33, 30.30% of total sample, 

38.10% of women, and 16.67% of men) stated that they denied that they were 

wrong. Following similar procedures as stated above yielded 100%, 100%, and 

95.40% inter-rater reliabilities by three observers, respectively.
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STUDY II 

2.4 Method of the Quantitative Study 

2.4.1 Participants 

One hundred and thirty married people who were in the early years of their 

marriages from Ankara and Antalya participated in this study. Of the participants, 

96 (73.8%) were from Antalya and 34 (26.2%) were from Ankara. Among these 

participants, 87 were female (66.92%) and 43 were male (33.08%). The age range 

of the participants were between 20 and 41 with a mean of 30 (SD = 4.08) (mean 

age of women = 29.26, SD = 4.07; mean age of men = 31.49, SD = 3.72). Of the 

total sample, 3.8% had primary school education, 3.8% had secondary school 

education, 10.8% had high school education, and 81.5% had university or higher 

education. The length of the marriages of the participants ranged from 4 months to 

10 years. 73 (56.2%) of the participants had no children, 42 (32.3%) of them had 

only one child, 14 (10.8%) of them had two children, 1 (0.8%) of the participants 

had three children. With regard to the participants‘ perceived economic class, 9 

(6.9%) participants reported as being in the low SES class, 111 (85.4%) of them 

reported as being middle class, and 10 (7.7%) of them reported as being upper class. 

Table 2.2 shows the demographic characteristics of the participants. 
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Table 2.2. Demographic Characteristics of the Pilot Sample 

 Women Men Total 

participants 

    

Number of Participants 87 (66.92%) 43 (33.08%) 130 

    

Mean Age (Range) 29.26 (20-41) 31.49 (24-39) 30 (20-41) 

    

Mean of Marriage  

Duration (Range) 

3.58 (4 months- 

10 years) 

3.49 (6 months-

10 years) 

3.54 (4 months- 

10 years) 

       Education    

Primary School 2 (2.3% of 

women) 

3 (7% of men) 5 (3.8% of total 

N) 

Secondary School 4 (4.6%) 1 (2.3%) 5 (3.8%) 

High School 10 (11.5%) 4 (9.3%) 14 (10.8%) 

University or More 71 (81.6%) 35 (81.4%) 106 (81.5%) 

  The Number of Children    

                 No Children (%) 49 (56.3%) 24 (55.8%) 73 (56.2%) 

                          1 child (%) 29 (33.3%) 13 (30.2%) 42 (32.3%) 

                    2 children (%) 9 (10.3%) 5 (11.6%) 14 (10.8%) 

                     3 children (%) 0 (0%) 1 (2.3%) 1 (0.8%) 

Perceived Economic Class    

                 Lower Class (%) 4 (4.6%) 5 (11.6%) 9 (6.9%) 

                Middle Class (%) 74 (85.1%) 37 (86%) 111 (85.4%) 

                  Upper Class (%) 9 (10.3%) 1 (2.3%) 10 (7.7%) 

                   City    

                        Antalya (%) 67 (77%) 29 (67.4%) 96 (73.8%) 

                        Ankara (%) 20 (23%) 14 (32.6%) 34 (26.2%) 

 

2.4.2 Measures 

Participants completed the measures of demographic questions, anger, 

sadness, and guilt expressions, dyadic adjustment, and marital satisfaction. 

The main aim of the current study was to adapt Guerrero (1994; Guerrero et 

al., 2008; 2009) anger, guilt, and sadness scales into Turkish by employing standard 

translation and back translation procedures. Specifically, the items of these three 

scales were translated from English into Turkish independently by three social 

psychologists and then translated items were discussed collaboratively by 

acknowledging culture-specific features. Then, the Turkish versions of these scales 

were translated back to English by a bilingual social psychologist. These 
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translations were compared and after discussing the differences in the translations, 

necessary changes were made.  

Moreover, after translation and back-translation procedure, the scale was 

administered 5 social psychologists and they were asked whether these items were 

fluent and whether there could be additional items which tap the culture specific 

ways of anger expression. After discussion, additional culture specific items were 

also added to the scales. 

2.4.2.1 Communicating Anger 

In order to measure anger expression, Guerrero‘s (1994) scale was used. 

Respondents reported the degree of their agreement with each behavioral item in 

exhibiting their anger towards their partners by thinking the last few times they felt 

angry with their partner. Guerrero (1994) categorizes four main forms of anger 

expression, which can be grouped by using the dimensions of constructive-

destructive and active-passive behaviors (cited in Guerrero et al., 2008). The scale 

includes a total of 20 items, which were subsumed under four subscales. 

Specifically the subscale of integrative assertion has 6 items (e.g., I calmly share 

my feelings with my partner), distributive assertion has 6 items (e.g., I show my 

anger through behaviors such as clenching my fist or slamming doors), passive 

aggression has 4 items (e.g., I give him/her the silent treatment), and finally 

avoidance/denial has 4 items (e.g., I say that I don‘t feel angry with him/her even if 

I really do). The respondents rated the items by using a 7-point Likert-scale with the 

anchors ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7). 

When the scale was discussed with the colleagues after translation and back 

translation procedure, two additional items were also added to the scale (i.e., ―I 

would rather show my anger by crying‖ and ―I would break and smash the domestic 

utensils‖). 

2.4.2.2 Responses to Guilt  

Guerrero and colleagues (2009) developed the Guilt Expression Scale on the 

basis of Aune et al.‘s (1998) study. Respondents reported how they expressed their 
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guilt towards their partners by thinking about the last few times they had felt guilty 

about something they said, did, or did not say or do in their relationships. The scale 

includes 20 items, which were subsumed under four subscales. The subscales were 

apology/concession with 4 items (e.g., I say ―I‘m sorry‖ or something similar), 

explanations/justifications with 4 items (e.g., I try to do something to fix the 

situation), appeasement with 7 items (e.g., I give my partner more affection and/or 

compliments than usual), and denial with 5 items (e.g., I downplay the seriousness 

of the situation). The participants reported the degree of their agreement with each 

behavioral item by using a 7-point Likert scale with anchors ranging from strongly 

disagree (1) to strongly agree (7). 

After the discussion of the scale with other colleagues considering that 

culture may influence the expression of guilt, one additional item was also added to 

the scale (i.e., ―I would try to win over by reminding his/her previous faults.‖). 

2.4.2.3 Responses to Sadness 

Sadness expression was measured by Guerrero and Reiter‘s (1998) the 

revised Responses to Sadness scale (cited in Guerrero et al., 2008). Respondents 

rated how they communicated their sadness to their partners by thinking about the 

last few times they were sad or depressed on a 7-point Likert scale, which has seven 

anchors (starting from 1= disagree strongly, to 7= agree strongly). The scale 

includes 26 items subsumed under five subscales. The subscales are positive 

activity (e.g., I try to act cheerful so my mood will change) with 8 items, social 

support seeking (e.g., I wait for my partner to help me) with 5 items, solitude (e.g., I 

spend time alone) with 4 items, dependent behavior (e.g., I cling to my partner to 

try to get over it) with 5 items, and immobilization (e.g., I hang around the house 

doing nothing in particular) with 4 items. 

When the scale was discussed with the colleagues after translation and back 

translation procedure, one additional item was also added to the guilt scale (i.e., ―I 

would expect to get attention by saying I am sick or that I have a headache, etc.‖). 
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2.4.2.4 Dyadic Adjustment Scale 

The Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS) was developed by Spanier (1976) to 

assess the dyadic adjustment of spouses. The scale consists of 32 items and factor 

analysis indicates that the instrument measures dyadic adjustment related with four 

relational aspects, namely dyadic satisfaction, dyadic cohesion, dyadic consensus, 

and affectional expression. 

The DAS was adapted into Turkish by FıĢıloğlu and Demir (2000). The 

scale is Likert-type questionnaire with anchors varying from 5 to 7 point with an 

additional two items having a yes-no answer format. The spouses reported their 

level of agreement with each item reflecting diverse relationship issues. The answer 

for each items were usually added to yield total scores starting from 0 to 151 and 

higher scores indicate a higher perception of the relationship quality. The DAS is 

generally used with a total score to evaluate the overall quality of the dyadic 

relationship. In the Turkish version of the scale, the authors reported internal 

consistency as .92, a value, which was very close to the value of the original scale 

(.96) (Spanier, 1976). Reliability scores of the subscales of the DAS were .83 for 

dyadic satisfaction, .75 for dyadic cohesion, .75 for dyadic consensus, and .80 for 

affectional expression. The split half reliability coefficient was .86. The correlation 

between the Turkish version of the Locke-Wallace Marital Adjustment Test and the 

Turkish version of the DAS was .82 that indicates the high criterion validity. 

Cronbach alpha was .95 in the current study. 

2.4.2.5 Marital satisfaction 

Marital satisfaction was assessed by using 6-item the Relationship 

Happiness Scale (RHS; Fletcher, Fitness, & Blampied, 1990). The scale measures 

the perception of love, happiness, general satisfaction, relationship stability, and 

commitment on a 5-point Likert scale with anchors from not describes me (1) to 

absolutely describes me (5). The sample item is ―My marriage with my 

husband/wife makes me happy‖. The scale was adapted into Turkish by Tutarel-

KıĢlak (2002). In the Turkish version of the scale, the author reported internal 
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consistency as .90, split half reliability as .80, and test re-test reliability as .86. In 

the present study, the alpha coefficient was .93. 

2.5 Results of the Quantitative Study 

2.5.1 Factor Structure Analyses of the Scales 

All of the scales were factor analyzed using a standard procedure by using 

SPSS (version 15). A principle component analysis with varimax rotation was run 

on items of the scales separately for anger, guilt, and sadness scales. The number of 

factors to rotate was based on the criterion eigenvalues, the scree plot, the number 

of items in the factor, the ease of interpretation, and the placement of the items 

being compared to the original factors solutions in the current study. Lastly, parallel 

analysis was also conducted to decide the number of factors. Parallel analysis 

(Horn, 1965) is considered as one of the most accurate methods for extracting the 

correct number of factors. In this method, like in the real raw data matrix, a random 

data matrix is generated with the same number of subjects and variables. Then, 

eigenvalues of both of the two data sets are compared. If an eigenvalue of the real 

raw data is greater than the corresponding eigenvalue from the random data matrix, 

this factor is retained; however if an eigenvalue does not exceed the corresponding 

value, this factor is not retained. In order to conduct parallel analysis, syntax 

provided by O‘Connor (2000) was used. 

2.5.1.1 Anger Expression Scale 

The principle component analysis with varimax rotation was performed on 

the total of 22 items of anger expression revealed an initial six factor solution with 

eigenvalues greater than 1. Scree test solution indicated four to six solutions. The 

results of the parallel analysis revealed that a five factor solution was more 

appropriate for the scale (eigenvalues from the real data matrix are 3.98, 2.53, 2.48, 

1.76, 1.50, and 1.22; eigenvalues from the random data matrix are 1.97, 1.78, 1.65, 

1.53, 1.45, and 1.37). Depending on all these analyses conducted to extract the 

correct number of factors, possible four-factor, five-factor, and six-factor solutions 

were applied to the scale. 
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Although the factor solution of the original scale yielded a four factor 

structure, the current data being forced to a four factor structure produced 

dimensions that restricted the interpretations of the dimensions. Especially, passive 

aggression and distributive aggression items were loaded on a single factor. A six 

factor solution resulted in overfactoring problems with having only one item 

included in the last factor. Thus, a five-factor solution was suitable for the aim of 

the study. Specifically, the four factors were similar to those of the Guerrero‘s 

(1994) study with an additional factor subsuming the physically aggressive 

behavioral items. Thus, these factors were called as integrative assertion, 

distributive aggression, avoidance/denial, passive aggression, and physical 

aggression and they accounted for the 55.72% of the total variance as can be seen in 

Table 2.3. 

Similar to the findings of Guerrero (1994), the integrative assertion includes 

6 items and accounts for the 18.10% of the total variance. Factor loadings of the 

items ranged from .65 and .75. The distributive aggression has 6 items with 5 of 

items being placed similar to the original factor solution. The item stating 

―pointedly him/her‖ that was a passive aggressive item in the original solution, 

loaded on distributive aggression. Since it had really high loading and also could be 

interpreted as negative behavior, this item was left under distributive aggression 

factor. This factor accounted for the 11.49% of the total variance. Item loadings 

ranged from .51 and .74. 

Avoidance/denial factor, which was similar to that in the original factor 

structure, included 4 items and accounted for the 11.27% of the total variance. Item 

loadings ranged from .56 and .76. The passive aggression factors subsumed 2 items 

of the similar factor in the original scale and an additional culture-specific item. 

This sub factor with 3 items accounted for the 6.84% of the total variance and the 

item loadings ranged from .49 and .86. The last factor called physical aggression 

and it has 3 items; 2 items from the original scale (these items were in the 

distributive and passive aggression factors in the original scale) and an additional 
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culture-specific item. This factor accounted for the 8.02% of the total variance. Item 

loadings ranged from .57 and .80. 

The internal consistency values of the sub scales were computed. 

Cronbach‘s Alpha values were .81, .72, .65, .60, and .62 for integrative assertion, 

distributive aggression, avoidance/denial, physical aggression, and passive 

aggression, respectively.
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2.5.1.2 Guilt Expression Scale 

The principle component analysis with varimax rotation was performed on 

the total of 21 items of guilt expression. Results revealed that five eigenvalues were 

greater than 1. Scree test solution indicated three to four solutions. The results of 

the parallel analysis revealed that a two factor solution was more appropriate for the 

scale (eigenvalues from the real data matrix are 7.19, 3.18, and 1.44; eigenvalues 

from the random data matrix are 1.94, 1.75, and 1.62). Depending on all these 

analyses, possible two-factor, three-factor and four-factor solutions were applied to 

the scale. 

A five factor solution was not suitable for the data since only two items 

included in the last factor and also produced dimensions restricted the 

interpretations of them. Although a two factor solution produced interpretable 

results, it might indeed cause underfactoring problem. A four factor solution 

produced the most interpretable and meaningful results. As presented in Table 2.4, 

the factor solution is quite different from the original factor structure. 

Apology/concession and explanations/justification subscales in the original factor 

were emerged as a single factor and named as apology/explanations. Further, the 

original denial factor included 5 items. With an addition of the one cultural item in 

the current study, denial factor divided in two factors, namely avoidance and denial. 

Appeasement factor is similar to the original appeasement factor. These four factors 

accounted for the 62.53% of the total variance. 

First, second, third, and fourth factor explained the 34.24%, 15.14%, 6.84%, 

and 6.31% of the total variance, respectively. Factor loadings of the items ranged 

from .49 and .88. Cronbach‘s Alpha values were .90, .85, .71, and .70 for 

apology/explanation, appeasement, avoidance, and denial, respectively. 



 

 

 T
a
b

le
 2

. 
4
. 
T

h
e 

R
es

u
lt

s 
fo

r 
th

e 
F

a
ct

o
r 

A
n
a
ly

si
s 

o
f 

th
e 

G
u
il

t 
E

xp
re

ss
io

n
 S

ca
le

 

 
A

p
o

lo
g

y
/e

x
p

la
n
at

io
n
s 

A
p

p
ea

se
m

en
t 

A
v
o

id
an

ce
 

D
en

ia
l 

4
. 

S
ay

 ―
I‘

m
 s

o
rr

y
‖ 

o
r 

so
m

et
h

in
g
 s

im
il

ar
 

.8
7
 

 
 

 

3
. 
T

ry
 t

o
 d

o
 s

o
m

et
h
in

g
 t

o
 f

ix
 t

h
e 

si
tu

at
io

n
 

.8
1
 

 
 

 

2
. 

G
iv

e 
an

 e
x
p

la
n
at

io
n
 f

o
r 

m
y
 a

ct
io

n
s 

.7
8
 

 
 

 

1
. 

A
p

o
lo

g
iz

e
 

.7
2
 

 
 

 

1
7

. 
T

el
l 

m
y
 p

ar
tn

er
 w

h
y
 i

t 
h
ap

p
en

ed
 

.7
0
 

 
-.

4
6

 
 

1
0

. 
A

d
m

it
 r

es
p

o
n
si

b
il

it
y
 f

o
r 

m
y
 a

ct
io

n
s 

.6
6
 

 
 

 

7
. 
T

el
l 

m
y
 p

ar
tn

er
 I

 r
eg

re
t 

w
h

at
 I

 d
id

 (
o

r 
fa

il
ed

 t
o

 d
o

) 
.6

5
 

 
 

 

1
2

. 
T

el
l 

m
y
 p

ar
tn

er
 t

h
e 

re
as

o
n

(s
) 

I 
d

id
 w

h
at

 I
 d

id
 

.5
5
 

 
-.

4
8

 
 

1
4

. 
D

is
cu

ss
 t

h
e 

ci
rc

u
m

st
an

ce
s 

th
at

 s
u
rr

o
u
n
d

ed
 m

y
 a

ct
io

n
s 

.5
3
 

 
-.

4
5

 
 

8
. 

G
iv

e 
m

y
 p

ar
tn

er
 m

o
re

 a
ff

ec
ti

o
n
 a

n
d

/o
r 

c
o

m
p

li
m

en
ts

 t
h
a
n
 u

su
al

 
 

.8
8
 

 
 

9
. 

D
o

 e
x
tr

a 
th

in
g
s 

fo
r 

m
y
 p

ar
tn

er
 

 
.8

1
 

 
 

5
. 

b
e 

ex
tr

a 
n
ic

e 
to

 m
y
 p

ar
tn

er
 

 
.8

1
 

 
 

1
5

. 
T

ry
 t

o
 ―

m
ak

e 
it

 u
p

‖ 
to

 m
y
 p

ar
tn

er
 

.4
5
 

.6
4
 

 
 

1
3

. 
P

ro
m

is
e 

to
 b

e 
a 

b
et

te
r 

p
ar

tn
er

 i
n
 t

h
e 

fu
tu

re
 

 
.6

3
 

 
 

1
9

. 
B

e 
o

n
 m

y
 ―

b
es

t 
b

eh
a
v
io

r‖
 a

ro
u
n
d

 m
y
 p

ar
tn

er
 

.4
2
 

.4
9
 

 
 

1
8

. 
A

v
o

id
 t

al
k
in

g
 a

b
o

u
t 

it
 

 
 

.7
6
 

.3
6
 

6
. 

A
v
o

id
 t

al
k

in
g
 a

b
o

u
t 

th
e 

is
su

e 
w

it
h
 m

y
 p

ar
tn

er
 

 
 

.6
8
 

 

2
0

. 
B

e 
q

u
ie

t 
an

d
 n

o
t 

sa
y
 m

u
ch

 a
b

o
u
t 

it
 

 
 

.6
8
 

 

2
1

. 
O

n
u
n
 d

a 
ö

n
ce

d
en

 y
ap

tı
ğ
ı 

h
at

al
ar

ı 
h
at

ır
la

ta
ra

k
 ü

st
e 

çı
k

m
a
y
a 

ça
lı

Ģı
rı

m
. 

(I
 w

o
u
ld

 t
ry

 t
o

 w
in

 o
v
er

 b
y
 r

em
in

d
in

g
 h

is
/h

er
 p

re
v
io

u
s 

fa
u
lt

s.
) 

 
 

 
.7

8
 

1
6

. 
D

o
w

n
p

la
y
 t

h
e 

se
ri

o
u

sn
e
ss

 o
f 

th
e 

si
tu

at
io

n
 

 
 

 
.7

2
 

1
1

. 
D

en
y
 d

o
in

g
 a

n
y
th

in
g
 s

er
io

u
sl

y
 w

ro
n

g
 i

f 
I 

a
m

 c
o

n
fr

o
n
te

d
 

 
 

 
.6

5
 

E
ig

en
v

a
lu

es
: 

7
.1

9
 

3
.1

8
 

1
.4

4
 

1
.3

2
 

E
x

p
la

in
ed

 V
a

ri
a

n
ce

 %
: 

3
4

.2
4
 

1
5

.1
4
 

6
.8

4
 

6
.3

1
 

C
ro

n
b

a
ch

 A
lp

h
a

: 
.9

0
 

.8
5
 

.7
1
 

.7
0
 

 

85 



 

86 

 

2.5.1.3 Sadness Expression Scale 

The principle component analysis with varimax rotation was performed on 

the total of 27 items of sadness expression. Results revealed that six eigenvalues 

were greater than 1 suggesting a six-factor solution. Moreover, scree test was 

examined and results revealed that three to four solutions were acceptable. The 

results of the parallel analysis revealed that a three-factor solution was more 

appropriate for the scale (eigenvalues from the real data matrix are 7.75, 3.58, 3.00, 

and 1.51; eigenvalues from the random data matrix are 2.11., 1.90, 1.77, and 1.66). 

First, data were forced to six-factor and five factor solutions, however only 

one item was loaded on the last factor. When the data were forced to a four-factor, 

again results produced confusing interpretations of the dimensions and the sub 

factors could not be interpreted. Therefore, a sequence of factor analysis starting 

with six factors solution up to 3 factor solution revealed that three factors fits the 

data the most with interpretable results. 

Although the original scale has five factors named as positive activity, social 

support seeking, solitude, dependent behavior, and immobilization; in the current 

solution, items of dependent behavior and social support seeking sub scales loaded 

on a single factor. Furthermore, one factor subsumed the items of solitude and 

immobilization in the current study. Positive activity was emerged as a single 

factor, as in the original factor structure. 

The three factors were named as social support seeking, positive activity, 

and solitude and they accounted for the 53.05% of the total variance. First, second, 

and third factor explained the 28.70%, 13.25%, and 11.11% of the total variance, 

respectively. Factor loadings of the items ranged from .38 and .84. Cronbach‘s 

Alpha values were .90, .86, and .81 for these three subscales, respectively (see 

Table 2.5). 
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2.5.2 Inter Correlations between Expression Scales, Marital Adjustment, and 

Marital Satisfaction 

Means and standard deviation of the items were presented in Table 2.13. 

Further, in order to enhance the criterion validity of the scales, correlations between 

emotional expression scales, dyadic adjustment and marital satisfaction scales were 

examined. 

The comparison of the means of different anger expression styles revealed 

that the mean integrative assertion scores (5.00) and the mean distributive 

aggression scores (3.73) were higher than the scale midpoints (3.50). The mean 

scores for passive aggression (3.41), avoidance/denial (2.63), and physical 

aggression (2.60) were lower than the scale mid-points. In terms of sadness 

expression, the mean social support seeking scores (4.60) and the mean positive 

activity scores (4.28) were higher than the scale midpoints (3.50). The one with the 

lowest mean score was solitude (3.26). The apology/explanations (5.33) and 

appeasement (4.51), which were the sub-scales of guilt expression, had higher mean 

scores but the mean scores for avoidance (2.69) and denial (2.92) were lower than 

the scale mid-points (3.50). The means for marital adjustment and marital 

satisfaction were relatively higher than the scale mid-points (see Table 2.6). 

As can seen in Table 2.14, dyadic adjustment was positively related with 

integrative assertion (r = .31, p < .01), and negatively related with distributive 

aggression (r = -.20, p < .05) and physical aggression (r = -.38, p < .01). However, 

marital satisfaction was positively related with integrative assertion (r = .31, p < 

.01) and negatively related with physical aggression (r = -.44, p < .01). When the 

correlations between sadness expression, dyadic adjustment and marital satisfaction 

were examined, the results were mostly in the expected directions. While dyadic 

adjustment was positively related with social support seeking (r = .40, p < .01) and 

negatively correlated with solitude (r = -.24, p < .01), marital satisfaction was 

correlated positively only with social support seeking (r = .38, p < .01). 

The correlations between guilt expression scale and the quality of marital 

relationship were also in line with the expectations. Although dyadic adjustment 
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was positively associated with apology/explanation (r = .38, p < .01) and 

appeasement (r = .18, p < .05) subscales, it is negatively related with avoidance (r = 

-.26, p < .01) and denial (r = -.28, p < .01). The similar pattern was also observed in 

marital satisfaction. Specifically, marital satisfaction was positively associated with 

apology/explanation (r = .38, p < .01) and appeasement (r = .25, p < .01), it was 

negatively related with avoidance (r = -.27, p < .01) (see Table 2.7). 

 

Table 2.6. Means and Standard Deviations for the Study Variables 

 Means Std. Dev. Min. Max. 

Integrative Assertion 5.00 1.11 1.33 7.00 

Distributive Aggression 3.73 1.09 1.50 6.50 

Avoidance/Denial 2.63 1.17 1.00 6.00 

Physical Aggression 2.60 1.28 1.00 7.00 

Passive Aggression 3.41 1.41 1.00 7.00 

Social Support Seeking 4.60 1.24 1.30 6.73 

Positive Activity 4.28 1.17 1.50 7.00 

Solitude 3.26 1.17 1.00 6.25 

Apology/Explanations 5.33 1.15 1.44 7.00 

Appeasement 4.51 1.31 1.00 7.00 

Avoidance 2.69 1.28 1.00 6.33 

Denial 2.92 1.34 1.00 7.00 

Dyadic Adjustment 113.70 21.37 38.00 147.00 

Marital Satisfaction 4.38 .84 1.00 5.00 

 



 

 

 T
a
b

le
 2

.7
. 
B

iv
a
ri

a
te

 C
o
rr

el
a
ti

o
n
s 

b
et

w
ee

n
 E

m
o
ti

o
n
 E

xp
re

ss
io

n
 S

u
b
sc

a
le

s,
 D

ya
d
ic

 A
d
ju

st
m

en
t,

 a
n
d
 M

a
ri

ta
l 

S
a
ti

sf
a
ct

io
n

 
 

1
 

2
 

3
 

4
 

5
 

6
 

7
 

8
 

9
 

1
0
 

1
1
 

1
2
 

1
3
 

1
4
 

1
.I

n
t-

A
ss

 
1

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

2
.D

is
t-

A
g

g
 

-.
1

6
 

1
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

3
.A

v
o

/D
en

 
.0

3
 

-.
0

0
 

1
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

4
.P

h
y

-A
g

g
 

-.
2

1
*
 

.1
6
 

.2
7

*
*

 
1

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

5
.P

a
ss

-A
g

g
 

-.
2

0
*
 

.3
5

*
*

 
.1

3
 

.2
4

*
*

 
1

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

6
.S

o
c
-S

u
p

p
 

.4
2

*
*

 
.0

6
 

.0
6
 

-.
1

1
 

-.
0

9
 

1
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

7
.P

o
s-

A
ct

 
.3

7
*
*

 
.0

5
 

.0
7
 

-.
0

4
 

-.
0

9
 

.3
9

*
*

 
1

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

8
.S

o
li

t 
-.

1
3

 
.2

8
*
*

 
.1

7
*
 

.3
1

*
*

 
.3

7
*
*

 
-.

1
1

 
-.

1
9

*
 

1
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

9
.A

p
p

/E
x
p

 
.4

4
*
*

 
.1

0
 

-.
2

0
*
 

-.
2

7
*
*
 

-.
1

2
 

.4
3

*
*

 
.2

3
*
*

 
-.

0
4

 
1

 
 

 
 

 
 

1
0

.A
p

p
ea

s 
.1

3
 

.2
2

*
 

.1
8

*
 

-.
1

2
 

-.
0

1
 

.4
6

*
*

 
.1

7
 

.0
5
 

.5
3

*
*

 
1

 
 

 
 

 

1
1

.A
v

o
id

  
-.

2
4

*
*
 

0
.0

7
 

.2
7

*
*

 
.3

2
*
*

 
.1

7
 

-.
1

8
*
 

-.
0

3
 

.2
5

*
*

 
-.

4
2

*
*
 

-.
1

1
 

1
 

 
 

 

1
2

.D
en

ia
l 

-.
2

1
*
 

.4
8

*
*

 
.0

3
 

.1
1
 

.3
5

*
*

 
-.

0
4

 
-.

0
1

 
.3

1
*
*

 
-.

1
8

*
 

.1
9

*
 

.3
7

*
*

 
1

 
 

 

1
3

.D
A

S
 

.3
1

*
*

 
-.

2
0

*
 

-.
0

8
 

-.
3

8
*
*
 

-.
1

6
 

.4
0

*
*

 
.1

0
 

-.
2

4
*
*
 

.3
8

*
*

 
.1

8
*
 

-.
2

6
*
*
 

-.
2

8
*
*

 
1

 
 

1
4

.S
a

ti
s 

.3
1

*
*

 
-.

1
0

 
-.

1
4

 
-.

4
4

*
*
 

-.
1

2
 

.3
8

*
*

 
.0

9
 

-0
.1

0
 

.3
8

*
*

 
.2

5
*
*

 
-.

2
7

*
*
 

-0
.1

5
 

.8
1

*
*

 
1

 

N
o

te
. 

In
t-

A
ss

=
In

te
g
ra

ti
v
e 

A
ss

er
ti

o
n
; 

D
is

t-
A

g
g
=

D
is

tr
ib

u
ti

v
e 

A
g

g
re

ss
io

n
; 

A
v
o

/D
e
n
=

A
v
o

id
an

ce
/D

e
n
ia

l;
 P

h
y

-A
g

g
=

P
h

y
si

ca
l 

A
g

g
re

ss
io

n
; 

P
as

s-
A

g
g
=

P
as

si
v
e 

A
g

g
re

ss
io

n
; 

S
o

c-
S

u
p

p
=

S
o

ci
al

 S
u
p

p
o

rt
; 

P
o

s-
A

ct
=

P
o

si
ti

v
e 

A
ct

iv
it

y
; 

S
o

li
t=

S
o

li
tu

d
e;

 A
p

p
/E

x
p

=
A

p
o

lo
g

y
/E

x
p

la
n
at

io
n
; 

A
p

p
ea

s=
A

p
p

ea
se

m
en

t;
 

A
v
o

id
=

A
v
o

id
an

ce
; 

D
en

ia
l=

D
en

ia
l;

 D
A

S
=

D
y
ad

ic
 A

d
ju

st
m

e
n
t;

 S
at

is
=

M
ar

it
al

 S
a
ti

sf
ac

ti
o

n
. 

*
p

<
 .

0
5

: 
*
*
p

<
 .

0
1

. 

91 



 

92 

 

2.6 General Discussion of the Pilot Studies 

2.6.1 The Conflict Areas in Marriages: Interviews 

The results of the content analysis revealed nine conflict areas that 

couples, who were in the early stage of marriage cycle, experienced problems in 

their marriages. Specifically, these problems were grouped as issues related to 

different personalities and expectations, sharing chores/acting responsibly, 

communication problems, intimacy/support, extended family, 

children/childrearing issues, spending time together, privacy/boundaries, and 

lastly addictions. 

Among these different conflict areas, majority of the men and almost 

half of the women participants reported that they had problems in their 

marriages emanating from their personality differences, different expectations 

from their life and also relationships, whereas majority of the women and almost 

half of the male participants mentioned problems about sharing chores/acting 

responsibly. 

Especially, most of the participants defined two periods that they went 

through in their relationships with their partners; namely dating and marriage. In 

the dating stage, their relationship and conflict issues were quite different and 

the degree of the conflict was relatively low as compared to the marital stage. 

Participants expressed that after being married, especially during the first 

months and/or years of their relationships, the amount of conflict increased. 

When they started to live under the same roof with the marriage bond, 

adjustment as well as the responsibilities that marriage required became burdens 

for the relationships. Three related examples from the interviews were presented 

below. 

Interviewee 6. (Female, married for 10 months) 

…we often have problems, we are 

very different people and perhaps 

because of this we have conflict on 

even the smallest thing...But at the 

beginning of course it wasn't like that 

and in those three years (before we got 

married), when we were engaged, at 

the beginning of our marriage it wasn't 

….Çok sık sorun yaĢarız, çok farklı 

insanlarız belki de ondan 

kaynaklanıyor olabilir yani en ufak Ģey 

de bile çatıĢtığımız oluyor….Ama ilk 

baĢlarda böyle değildi tabii ki ve o üç 

sene (evlenmeden önce) içerisinde, 

niĢanlılık dönemimizde, evlendiğimiz 

ilk zamanlarında hiç böyle değildi. 
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like that at all. We started to have 

problems very often...they used to tell 

me but I didn't believe it, that they 

would be a totally different person as a 

lover, as a fiancé and become a totally 

different person after getting married 

as they say...I used to say how much 

can a person change, he would 

certainly reveal himself in some way 

but it wasn't so... 

Çok sık sorun yaĢamaya baĢladık… 

…..söylerlerdi de inanmazdım, iĢte 

sevgiliyken bambaĢka bir insan, 

niĢanlanınca bambaĢka, evlendikten 

sonra bambaĢka bir insan olur derler 

ya, ben derdim ki bir insan ne kadar 

değiĢebilir, mutlaka kendini bir Ģekilde 

gösterecektir ama değilmiĢ…. 

 

Interviewee 10. (Male, married for 5 years) 

… you don't give importance (to 

problems) during the flirtation period 

because after all you back to your own 

house. You breathe and take a respite 

there, she is in her own house and you 

are in your own...When you are in the 

same house it is different... it is a pity 

to know that now you do not have 

such a luxury. Before the choice was 

up to you but now it isn't... 

…flört döneminde önemsemiyorsunuz 

(sorunları) çünkü sonuçta kendi evine 

gidiyorsun. Orada nefes alıyorsunuz, 

soluklanıyorsunuz, o kendi evinde siz 

kendi evinizde…. Aynı evde olunca 

farklı oluyor…. Ģimdi öyle bir 

lüksünün olmadığını bilmek kötü. 

Önceden seçim size aitti ama Ģimdi 

değil…. 

 

Interviewee 12. (Male, married for 4 years) 

…I mean the first three years were 

difficult....Actually living together is a 

little different from dating... every day 

in the same house I started to feel that 

were boring one and other every day… 

…ilk üç yılı zordu yani… Birlikte 

yaĢamaya baĢlamak çıkıyor olmaktan 

biraz farklı aslında… her gün aynı 

evin içinde birbirimizi sıkmaya 

baĢladığımızı hissetmiĢtim her gün her 

gün…. 

 

The other most important conflict area comprises of 

children/childrearing issues. Actually, out of ten interviewees who had a child or 

children, seven of them reported experiencing problems about this issue. 

Hortaçsu (1999; 2007) also indicated problems regarding division of labor and 

decision making in Turkish marriages. Partners showed less emotional 

involvement and inequalities in division of labor in the later stages of their 

marriages, which in turn affected the qualities of their relationship (Hortaçsu, 

2007). After transition to parenthood, there was an increase in a gender 

stereotypic labor of division, which put women in a disadvantaged position. 
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Further, when couples with and without children were compared, parents 

reported higher levels of conflict with both their partners and extended families 

than childless couples (Hortaçsu, 1999). Consistent with this, in the current 

study, almost all the participants who became parents indicated that transition to 

parenthood brought major changes and problems into their lives. Other studies 

in the literature also define transition to parenthood as a period of crisis in 

family life and reported the negative effects of this period on partnership quality 

(see Twenge, Campbell, & Foster, 2003 for a review). Thus, when compared to 

men, women are considered to be more responsible for childcare and 

homemaking issues at the same time. In sum, becoming a parent seems to 

increase conflict at home and also decrease positive feelings regarding marriage 

and satisfaction (see the example below). 

Interviewee 13. (Female, married for 8 years) 

…I used to think that there was a 

more solid marriage before the child, I 

used to think that I was the closest 

person in my spouse's life...it changed 

after the child because both of us 

lacked patience and lacked 

energy...our communication with each 

other decreased very very much...on 

the other hand there was also the 

stress of not being able to continue my 

life outside of my home, therefore I 

was quite negative... the fights started 

to happen more often compared to the 

past, there were more frequent fights, 

more frequent arguments bitterness 

that was not there before...I do not feel 

my husband close to me anymore. 

Probably he doesn't feel me close 

either... Before I didn't think of our 

relationship as expendable, but now I 

feel myself to be more expendable... 

he criticizes me more often than he 

used to. He has more demands and I 

make him feel ever more that I cannot 

answer them, I cannot answer his 

expectations very much... 

… Çocuktan öncesi daha sağlam bir 

evliliğim olduğunu düĢünüyordum, 

eĢimin hayatındaki en yakın kiĢi 

olduğumu düĢünüyordum….çocuktan 

sonra değiĢti çünkü her ikimizde de 

sabır kalmadı, enerji 

kalmadı..birbirimizle iletiĢimimiz çok 

çok azaldı.…diğer taraftan ev dıĢındaki 

hayatımı sürdürememenin getirdiği 

stres de vardı, o yüzden ben kiĢisel 

olarak baya olumsuz durumdaydım… 

kavgalar eskisine göre daha sık olmaya 

baĢladı, daha sık tartıĢma çıkmaya 

baĢladı ve eskiden olmayan küslükler 

ortaya çıktı.... eskisi kadar ben eĢimi 

çok yanımda hissetmiyorum. 

Muhtemelen o da beni kendi yanında 

hissetmiyordur…. Eskiden iliĢkimizi 

kolay harcanamaz diye düĢünüyordum 

ama Ģimdi daha kolay harcanabilir gibi 

hissediyorum kendimi...eskisinden 

daha fazla eleĢtiriyor beni. Daha fazla 

talepleri var ve yetiĢemediğimi ona çok 

fazla hissediyorum, beklentilerini 

karĢılayamıyorum çok fazla…. 
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Problems related with communication problems and intimacy/support 

issues were also declared by one-third of the participants. The other conflict 

areas like spending time, privacy/boundaries, and addictions were relatively less 

pronounced by the participants. 

The specific conflict areas that caused them specifically to feel angry, 

sad/depressive, and guilty towards their partners during arguments in their 

marriages were also investigated in the current study. The most pronounced 

category by both men and women was the communication related problems, 

which resulted in these three emotional states. Specifically, participants get 

angry or feel sad when their partners behave in inappropriate ways towards them 

or hurt their feelings in front of other people or the partner show anger and 

behave badly even when communicating about petty issues. Also, when the 

partner raises his/her voice and insults them, they feel either angry or sad. 

Actually, independent from the issue they argue, the behavior patterns of the 

partner lead participants to feel and also show anger or sadness more. However, 

different from the anger and sadness domains, the participants feel guilty 

because of their own negative communication and behavior patterns. 

Specifically, if they thought that they behaved wrong and inappropriately 

towards the partner, they felt guilty. 

The second most important category that caused anger or sadness was 

distinct from the one that caused guilt. The intimacy/support is found to be the 

second most pronounced conflict domain which results in anger or depressive 

feelings in the participants. Particularly, when their partners do not show 

affection and love towards them or do not spend time with them or criticize 

them constantly instead of appreciating the things they have done well, they feel 

anger or depressive. Interestingly, majority of women participants reported that 

when they had problems regarding intimacy, they felt anger the most, whereas 

the majority of the male participants argued that when they had problems 

regarding intimacy, they felt sadness the most. Thus, intimacy might be a greater 

concern for female participants which results in anger. 

The second most pronounced category that participants feel guilty 

towards their partner was related to problems about the extended family. 
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However, this was true only for female participants. Hortaçsu (1999) argued that 

positive feelings for the extended family were related to positive feelings for 

spouse. In fact, she found that conflict with the extended family negatively 

predicted both wives‘ and husbands‘ perception of spouse as the best alternative. 

Since the relations with the extended family are important in determining 

marital satisfaction, conflict revolving around extended family should be 

considered as an important issue in an interdependent culture like Turkish 

culture. Thus, having problems with the partner about extended family may 

cause people to feel guilty. 

2.6.2 The Emotional Expression in Marriages: The Results of the 

Quantitative and the Qualitative Studies 

How people express their specific emotions like anger, sadness, and guilt 

during conflictual situations were also examined in the current study. As 

expected, the content analyses results of the interviews revealed different types 

of behavior patterns for different emotions. Further, Guerrero‘s (1994) anger, 

sadness, and guilt expression scales were adapted to Turkish from English. The 

results of the qualitative study, Turkish version of the emotion expression scales, 

and the original factor structure of the Guerrero‘s scales are compared in the 

next section. 

2.6.2.1 Anger Expression 

Anger expression revealed the most consistent results across cultures. 

Both Guerrero‘s (1994) original scale and the results of the qualitative and 

quantitative analyses revealed the similar behavior patterns for anger expression. 

However, with addition of two cultural items, an additional physical aggression 

sub-factor emerged (e.g., I would break and smash the domestic utensils) in the 

factor analysis results of the adapted version of the anger scale. 

The analysis of the qualitative study suggested that the common behavior 

patterns in Turkish culture were similar to those found in the Guerrero‘s (1994) 

analysis, namely, integrative assertion, distributive aggression, passive 

aggression, and avoidance. Integrative assertion means that although people feel 

anger towards the partner, they actively and constructively handle topic under 

discussion. They stay calm and try to solve the problem with their partner 
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without behaving subversively. On the contrary, distributive aggression leads to 

the exaggeration of conflict between partners. While partners feel anger during 

conflict, they show intense and destructive behavior patterns, individuals behave 

actively but insist on outcomes that are not equitable (e.g., coercion, criticism). 

The other common behavior patterns in three studies and across cultures 

are passive aggression and avoidance. Passive aggression means passive but 

destructive behaviors in all three studies. When angry, some people do not 

prefer to actively and destructively discuss the issue, instead of this they prefer 

to imply their feelings with their behaviors, which may have a destructive effect. 

In this type of expressing anger, in spite of using words or the tone of voice to 

show anger, the person put a distance between self and the partner while 

increasing the tension with the partner at home by using body language as well 

as attitudes. Lastly, avoidance was also observed across three studies. People 

using avoidance strategy try to control their anger by avoiding the situation or 

the partner. They show withdrawal pattern, want to stay alone, and behave like 

everything is normal as if there is nothing to argue because they disguise their 

angry feelings from the partner. They believe that nothing will change even if 

they urge to discuss the issue. Thus, they try to solve it introspectively. In 

conclusion, these four different behavior patterns seem to be universal across 

cultures. 

The qualitative analysis supports and extents these findings by exploring 

additional behavior styles that may be subsumed under these four main 

categories, namely integrative assertion, distributive aggression, passive 

aggression, and avoidance. These additional thematic units could be interpreted 

as culture specific ways of expressing anger. The most pronounced main 

categories in Turkish culture are distributive aggression, passive aggression, and 

integrative assertion, whereas avoidance is relatively the least pronounced 

category in Turkish culture. Although the most pronounced category is 

distributive aggression, the most pronounced thematic unit is a silent treatment 

towards the partner which is under the passive aggression main category. 

Majority of the participants argued that while angry, they give a silent treatment 

towards the partner. Further, the other most pronounced thematic unit is raising 
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voice to the partner which is under the distributive aggression main category. 

More than half of the participants argued that when they feel anger during 

conflict, they could not control their anger and they raised their voice to the 

partner. 

In conclusion, Turkish participants prefer active or passive confrontation 

with the partner in anger situation rather than avoidance. Emotional 

interdependence and interpersonal validation were valued in the Turkish cultural 

context, (KağıtçıbaĢı, 2007), thus people might prefer to show their anger either 

in active or passive ways rather than avoiding both the partner and their angry 

feelings. 

 

2.6.2.2 Sadness Expression 

Guerrero and Reiter (1998) defined five behavior patterns that people 

exhibited towards their partner when they were sad or depressed. These are 

positive activity, social support seeking, solitude, dependent behavior, and 

immobilization. However, the results of the content analyses of the qualitative 

data in Turkish culture revealed six main categories for sadness expression 

during conflict, namely constructive response, negative behavior, 

silence/suppression, passive social support seeking, depressive mood, and 

engaging in distracting activities. Lastly, quantitative analysis of the translated 

sadness scale revealed three main categories, namely social support 

seeking/dependent behavior, positive activity, and solitude/immobilization. 

The main aims of the original and the current study in determining the 

conditions in which the sadness is expressed to the partner are different. 

Actually, in Guerrero and Reiter‘s (1998) the Responses to Sadness Scale, 

unlike the anger expression scale, the main aim is to determine how individuals 

express their sadness when the source of the sadness is not the partner. They 

asked people to indicate how they generally communicate their sadness to their 

partner. However, the main aim of the current thesis is to reveal how 

individual‘s behavior change according to the specific types of emotions they 

feel toward the partner in response to conflict. Thus, in the qualitative study, 

participants were asked to indicate how they show their sadness during conflict 
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when their partners are the cause of their sadness. Therefore, since these two 

viewpoints revealed quite different categories for sadness expression, they were 

discussed independently. 

As expected, responses to how sadness was expressed revealed different 

behavior patterns than expression of anger in the qualitative analysis. The results 

of the qualitative content analysis revealed constructive versus destructive forms 

of sadness. The constructive behavior patterns are constructive response and 

social support seeking. Some people communicate and show their emotions 

openly to the partner. When they are sad due to their partner‘s behavior or 

words, they prefer to actively discuss the issue with their partner in a positive 

manner. Some of the participants also argued that when they experience partner 

related sadness, they indirectly seek social support from the partner. In that case, 

they do not directly communicate with their partner, but they try to get the 

partner‘s interest and care by showing needy and implicit behaviors. Destructive 

behavior patterns are negative behavior, silence/suppression, and depressive 

mood. While sad, some people prefer to behave negatively and aggressively 

towards the partner. However, some of them suppress their sadness and try to 

handle it alone. In the depressive mood category, participants reported being in a 

depressive mood when they experience partner related sadness. 

The last category revealed in the content analysis is engaging in 

distracting activities, which is in between constructive and destructive behavior 

patterns. Actually, a few people argued that they engaged in irrelevant activities 

like reading a book and watching a TV while they are sad in order not to think 

about the problem. 

The comparison between the factor structures of the original and current 

studies reveal that the cluster of items are similar although the items loading on 

four dimensions in the original study produced only two dimensions in the 

current study. Positive activity emerges as a factor in both cultures. However, 

social support seeking and dependent behavior loaded on a single factor in the 

Turkish culture. When the items were examined they implied quite similar 

things. Social support items include behavior patterns like seeking comfort, 

asking support from the partner, and spending extra time with the partner. 
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Although the dependent behavior includes also relying on the partner for help, it 

is expressed in a clingy and dependent manner. Both of the sub-categories were 

related to seeking and expecting help and support from the partner, so these two 

categories were combined in the Turkish version of the scale. Moreover, 

solitude and immobilization factors loaded on the same factor in the Turkish 

sample although Guerrero and Reiter (1998) identified them as separate 

behavioral patterns. Consistent with the Turkish version of the scale, Guerrero 

and her colleagues (2008) also combined immobilization and solitude factors 

due to the high correlation between the factors and reliability concerns. 

In Turkish culture, the qualitative analysis results suggest that the most 

pronounced main category is silence/suppression to be followed by other 

categories. More than half of the participants reported that they suppressed their 

sadness and tried to handle this problem on their own. The other most 

pronounced categories are constructive response, depressive mood, negative 

behavior, and social support seeking. The least pronounced category is engaging 

in distracting activities. Thus, engaging in distracting activities, like watching a 

TV or going out to do other activities were not dominant patterns in the current 

study. 

In conclusion, the content analyses revealed different prominent 

reactions to different emotional states. For instance, when people feel anger 

towards the partner, the most pronounced main categories are distributive 

aggression, passive aggression, and integrative assertion, respectively. However, 

when they feel sad or depressed due to their partners, the most pronounced 

behavior pattern is silence/suppression. As can be seen from the examples 

below, people show different behavior patterns towards their partner depending 

on their prevailing emotion. Therefore, it can be argued that emotions play a 

significant role in deciding the conflict management strategies in interpersonal 

conflict. The feelings of anger, sadness, and guilt might be the cause of which 

behavioral strategies to be employed during conflict. In other words, these core 

emotions might affect the individuals‘ access to a range of different behavior 

options. 
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Consistent with the perspective presented above, Sanford (2007b) 

examined the expression of hard and soft emotions during times of relationship 

conflict. While, the former one comprises anger and aggravated negative 

emotions, the latter one consists of feelings of sadness and hurt. Sanford found 

that hard emotions were associated with power assertion and negative 

communication like being demanding, whereas soft emotions related to 

withdrawal patterns, expressions of vulnerability, and positive communication. 

 

Interviewee 10. (Male, married for 5 years) 

….I mean rage and anger pass away 

with a touch but this disappointment 

does not pass easily, I mean that is the 

hard past, you always carry it with 

you, it is unforgivable. She would say 

something rude, for instance she would 

swear and that would be forgotten. It is 

very interesting that those things 

would be forgotten very easily. But 

disappointment and sadness are 

feelings and they last very long, they 

are more individual feelings, I mean 

rage and anger are actually reactions. 

You do something and your wife gets 

angry, but in disappointment you 

actually become the subject that which 

causes disappointment would be 

directed against you, actually it is you 

causing it, that's why it lasts long... 

When she is rude and argues, she is the 

subject, on the other hand both the 

object and the subject are you, I mean 

that feeling completely belongs to 

you…. 

….öfke kızgınlık geçiyor hani bir 

dokunuĢla geçiyor ama bu hayal 

kırıklığı çok kolay geçmiyor hani zor 

olan o zaten, siz onu hep yanınızda 

taĢıyorsunuz, affedilir bir tarafı yok. 

Kaba bir laf söyler, küfreder atıyorum 

onlar unutulur gider. ĠĢin çok ilginç 

tarafı en kolay onlar unutuluyor. Ama 

hayal kırıklığı, üzüntü bir duygu ve 

uzun süren bir duygu, biraz daha 

bireysel bir duygu, öfke ve kızgınlık 

aslında bir tepki oluyor hani. Bir Ģey 

yapıyorsunuz ve kızıyor eĢin sana, ama 

hayal kırıklığında artık özne siz 

oluyorsunuz, size dönük oluyor hani 

hayal kırıklığını yaratan, yaratmasına 

vesile olan sizsiniz aslında, o yüzden 

uzun sürüyor….Kaba davrandığında, 

tartıĢtığında öznesi o, öteki tarafta hem 

özne hem nesne sizsiniz hani o duygu 

tamamıyla size ait..…. 

 

Interviewee 25. (Female, married for 7 years) 

…(if I am angry) I would tell my 

husband ... Sometimes very calmly, 

sometimes it would not be so calm... I 

wouldn't know how to tell you, 

express to you the reactions I have 

when he hurts me, but he cannot cope 

with my feelings. I mean when I am 

…. (kızgınsam) eĢime 

söylerim….Bazen çok sakin bir 

Ģekilde, bazen sakin bir Ģekilde 

olmayabiliyor… üzdüğü zamanki 

gösterdiğim tepkileri size nasıl 

anlatacağımı, ifade edeceğimi 

bilmiyorum ama o duygularımla baĢ 
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angry or bitter he may kind of come 

and pamper me, he may do something 

to console, buy me presents and in a 

way have himself forgiven but when I 

am sad I don't accept any of that. Then 

I think he would prefer to make me 

angry rather than make me sad. When 

I am sad, I try to cope with it myself, 

when I am angry it is easier but when I 

am sad it is a more problematic 

process. It takes a longer time than 

when I am angry... When I am angry, I 

shout, I have an attitude, stop talking 

and he in a way apologizes or claims 

his rightness, he does not even 

apologize all the time, he defends his 

rightness, he says things about why 

this process goes on like this. But 

when I am sad, he also does not know 

what to do, there are times when he 

doesn't know how to cope with it. 

When a certain time passes I talk to 

my husband more easily…. 

edemiyor. Yani kızdığım zaman 

küstüğüm zaman gelip iĢte 

Ģımarabiliyor, gönlümü alacak bir Ģey 

yapabiliyor, bana hediyeler alıp bir 

Ģekilde kendini affettirmeye 

çalıĢabiliyor ama üzüldüğüm zaman 

bunların hiçbirisini kabul etmiyorum. 

O zaman üzmektense kızdırmayı tercih 

eder herhalde. Üzüldüğüm zaman 

kendi kendime halletmeye çalıĢıyorum, 

kızdığım zaman o daha kolay 

halloluyor ama üzüldüğüm zaman biraz 

daha problemli süreç olabiliyor. 

Kızgınlığımın geçmesinden daha uzun 

bir süreç gerekiyor…Kızdığım zaman 

bağırıyorum, çağırıyorum, tavır 

yapıyorum, küsüyorum ve o da bir 

Ģekilde geliyor ve özür diliyor veya 

haklılığını savunuyor, her zaman da 

özür dilemez, haklılığını savunuyor, bir 

Ģekilde niye sürecin bu Ģekilde 

iĢlediğini anlatan bir takım söyledikleri 

oluyor. Ama üzüldüğüm zaman onun 

da eli ayağına dolaĢıyor, nasıl 

üstesinden geleceğini ĢaĢırdığı 

zamanlar oluyor. Belli zaman geçtiği 

zaman eĢimle daha rahat 

konuĢuyorum… 

 

 

 

Interviewee 21. (Female, married for 2 years) 

.. (if I am angry) I say it immediately. I 

show it and tell him immediately. I 

usually do not shout very much, of 

course now it is like that. In a certain 

year it wasn't like that, there were 

times I shouted very seriously... There 

is a great difference between when I 

am angry and when I am sad. When I 

am sad I prefer not to talk at all I mean 

I usually keep silent. I try to pretend as 

if there is nothing... My husband 

actually is calmer at those times. My 

husband usually tries to talk in this 

case, he tries I mean... 

…. (kızgınsam) Hemen söylerim. 

Beklemeden, hemen belli edip 

söylüyorum. Genelde çok bağırmam, 

Ģu sıra tabi öyle. Bir yılımızda böyle 

değildi, çok ciddi bağırdığım zamanlar 

oldu..… Kızgınken olduğum halimle 

üzgünken olduğum halim arasında çok 

fark var. Üzgünken böyle hiç 

konuĢmamayı tercih ediyorum, 

genelde hani susarım. Hiç bir Ģey 

yokmuĢ gibi davranmaya çalıĢırım…. 

EĢim o zamanlarda daha sakin oluyor 

aslında. EĢim genelde konuĢmaya 

çalıĢır bu durumda, uğraĢır yani.. 
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Interviewee 30. (Female, married for 5 months) 

…. When I am angry with him I show 

my anger directly by shouting, even if 

I cannot cope with this feeling most of 

the time, sometimes I manage to calm 

myself...When I am sad or depressive 

I can cry, I first show my feelings and 

then I can talk. Although after being 

angry I talk to my husband first and 

tell him the emotions that he caused 

to, when I am sad first I cure my 

emotions than I talk to him....... 

…. Ona öfkelendiğimde öfkemi direk 

göstererek bağırıyorum çoğu zaman bu 

duyguyla baĢ edemesem de zaman 

zaman kendimi sakinleĢtirmeyi 

baĢarıyorum....Üzüntülü ve depresif 

olduğum zamanlarda ağlayabiliyorum, 

ilk önce duygumu gösterip sonra 

konuĢabiliyorum. Oysaki kızgınlık 

sonrasında ilk önce konuĢup bana 

hissettirdiği duyguları söylerken 

üzüntülü durumlarda ilk önce duygu 

sağaltımını yapıp sonra 

konuĢabiliyorum… 

 

2.6.2.3 Guilt Expression 

Guerrero and her colleagues (2008) defined four behavior domains when 

people felt guilty towards their partner about something they said, did, or did not 

say or do in their relationships. These are apology/concession, explanations/ 

justifications, appeasement, and denial. The results of the content analyses of the 

qualitative data in Turkish culture revealed three main categories for guilt 

expression, namely apology/explanations, appeasement, and denial. Lastly, the 

Turkish version of the guilt scale revealed four factor structures, namely 

apology/explanations, appeasement, denial, and avoidance. 

The comparison of the results from the two pilot studies and the original 

study revealed that there are some similarities as well as differences between the 

revealed categories. Apology/concession and explanations/justification 

subscales in the original study emerged as a single factor both in the content 

analysis of the qualitative data and quantitative study. Thus, in Turkish culture, 

when people apologize from the partner; it is generally followed by expressing 

the reasons for their actions. Specifically, apologizing and providing 

explanations for own behavior were not perceived as separate behaviors. 

Although the factor analysis of the original study produced denial as a single 

factor, the addition of a culture-specific item caused this factor to split into two. 

Thus, the first factor was denial and the second factor was avoidance. On the 

one hand, the dimension of denial includes behaviors like denying that one did 

anything seriously wrong and downplaying the seriousness of the situation. On 
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the other hand, the dimension of avoidance includes behaviors like avoiding to 

talk about the issue with the partner and preferring to stay quiet and not to say 

much about it. In sum, the findings of the factor structure suggested that 

avoidance and denial should be considered as separate behavioral responses in 

guilt expression in Turkish culture. 

According to the results of the content analyses, the most pronounced 

category is apology/explanations followed by appeasement and denial in cases 

where people feel guilty towards their partner. Almost all the participants 

mentioned that if they were wrong, they apologized, gave explanations, and 

reacted constructively to make up with the partner. The second most pronounced 

category is appeasement. In that case, participants prefer to show their regret by 

behaving extremely nice rather that vocalizing their apologies. The least 

pronounced category in Turkish culture is denial, meaning not to accept own 

fault and to downplay the seriousness of the issue. Thus, it can be argued that 

feeling of guilt evokes more constructive behavior patterns in the relationship 

rather than destructive behaviors like reported in anger and sadness situations. 

2.6.3 The Couple as a Dynamic System 

In a dyadic relationship, partners cannot be considered as fully 

independent from each other because their relational contexts mold each partner. 

Although they bring their own qualities into their relationships, their behaviors 

are reciprocal (Agnew & Etcheverry, 2006; Rusbult et al., 2001). Thus, the 

resolution of the conflict in relationship partly depends on the other partner‘s 

reactions. People do not use only one conflict resolution strategy during conflict. 

So, although they may start with their dominant strategy, based on the response 

of their partner they may change their behavior patterns. The first two examples 

demonstrate the changes of behavior patterns of participants during conflict and 

show how constructive patterns may evolve into negative patterns throughout 

the interaction. The last example shows how dyadic conflict acquires a positive 

tone throughout the interaction. 
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Interviewee 6. (Female, married for 10 months) 

… I never quit without resolving...of 

course it has to be resolved because 

when it is not resolved [the problem] 

augments and then it seems as if he 

does not give you importance. He 

tells you repeatedly but this time he 

forgets, that is as if he does not give 

you importance. Perhaps he hurts you 

there, it absolutely reemerges after a 

few days because it makes you sad 

and he is aware of it but nevertheless 

does not give it importance, and this 

makes you even angrier and sadder. 

That's why I never quit without 

resolving it...I am tired of consoling 

him after every argument, how shall I 

put it, I am a little tired of letting him 

have the upper hand and of consoling 

him when he is angry. Because when 

I see things that I don't deserve, one is 

discouraged, I am really discouraged 

and tired; I just let it be.... 

…ben çözümlemeden kesinlikle 

bırakmam… illaki tabii ki çözülmesi 

gerekir çünkü bu çözülmediği zaman bu 

sefer daha çok büyüyor, seni bu sefer 

önemsemiyormuĢ gibi geliyor. Sana 

söylüyor söylüyor ama bu sefer 

unutuyor, yani önemsemiyormuĢ gibi 

seni. Belki seni orada kırdı, kesinlikle 

bir kaç gün sonra yine patlak veriyor 

çünkü seni üzüyor ve bunun farkında 

ama yine de üstünde durmuyor, bu seni 

daha çok sinirlendiriyor, daha çok 

üzüyor. O yüzden kesinlikle çözmeden 

bırakmıyorum….…Yoruldum, her 

tartıĢmanın sonunda gidip ben gönlünü 

almaktan, iĢte ne bileyim o sinirlendiği 

zaman onu alttan alıp, dediğim gibi 

yine gönlünü almaktan yoruldum artık 

biraz. Çünkü dediğim gibi hak 

etmediğim Ģeyleri görünce insanın 

Ģevki kırılıyor, gerçekten Ģevki kırılıyor 

yani yoruldum, akıĢına bıraktım…. 

 

Interviewee 10. (Male, married for 5 years) 

… When I am angry I first start to talk 

and a dialog starts and then it turns 

into a monologue, nobody listens to 

each other. I mean continuously 

attack-defense, attack-defense... In 

these periods we don't talk to each 

other, we used to, but it does not 

happen for the past one year, let me 

say it on my own behalf, I am tired of 

carrying it [on my own shoulders], I 

mean I have seen it does not resolve it, 

it does not bring any solution... I mean 

it will end up in divorce ... that's how 

my wife is.... she doesn't change, I 

mean I also don't change. You accept 

it but that is also another contradiction, 

why should I accept it, there is no 

obligation. When you accept it is very 

bad I mean this doesn't happen 

voluntarily, fights, arguments, all 

feelings are the same, and then 

well...so it is. Well... you knew that it 

was so... why did you remain for ten 

years? 

….Ben sinirlenince konuĢuyorum önce 

diyalogla baĢlıyor, sonra monologa 

dönüyor, kimse birbirini dinlemiyor. 

Hani sürekli saldırı savunma, saldırı 

savunma. Bu dönemlerde çok küs 

kalıyoruz, kalıyorduk, ama son bir 

yıldır pek olmuyor, kendi adıma 

söyleyeyim ben yoruldum hani 

taĢımaktan yoruldum, Ģey anlamda 

hani sona ulaĢtırmadığını gördüm, 

çözüme ulaĢtırmıyor….hani 

boĢanmaya kadar gidecek…..benim 

eĢim böyle biri…değiĢmiyor hani ben 

de değiĢmiyorum. Kabulleniyorsunuz 

ama o da baĢka türlü bir çeliĢki yani 

niye kabulleniyorsunuz, kabullenmek 

zorunda değilsiniz, iĢte o biraz yorucu 

oluyor, niye kabulleneyim ki, öyle bir 

mecburiyet yok. Mecbur hissettiğiniz 

zaman çok kötü bir Ģey oluyor hani bu 

gönül rızasıyla olmuyor, kavga, 

tartıĢma bütün duygular aynı ondan 

sonra ee böyleymiĢ. Ee böyle olduğunu 

biliyordun 10 yıl niye kaldın yani..…. 
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Interviewee 9. (Female, married for 5 years) 

… Actually what was established in 

our relationship in all these years was 

this. We could not articulate it so well 

before. Now we can express it well. I 

mean without offending the other 

party, in a way that he or she can 

understand, we can express and 

explain to each other; to explain why 

we react like that or what we feel is 

actually nice. Recognizing him. While 

we used to have angry or impulsive 

reactions, now we can react more 

calmly and moderately. As a result of 

getting to know each other... You 

know your limits, both he and I. 

Therefore with anticipation maybe you 

adjust yourself, I don't exactly know.... 

….Aslında iliĢkimizde yıllarla oturan 

aslında buydu. Daha önceden bu kadar 

iyi ifade edemiyorduk. ġimdi iyi ifade 

edebiliyoruz. Yani karĢı tarafı da 

kırmayacak Ģekilde, onun da 

anlayabileceği bir Ģekilde, birbirimize 

ifade edip anlatabiliyoruz; ne 

hissettiğimizi, neden böyle bir tepki 

verdiğimizi anlatabilmek aslında güzel. 

Onu görmek. Daha önceden, daha 

sinirli ve fevri çıkıĢlar yapabiliyorken, 

Ģu an daha sakin ve daha ılımlı 

yaklaĢabiliyoruz. Ve birbirimizi 

tanımanın verdiği Ģeyle. Neyi ne kadar 

yapabileceğinizi biliyorsunuz, ben de o 

da. O yüzden beklentiyle belki de o 

Ģekilde ayarlıyorsunuz bilmiyorum tam 

olarak.…. 

 

2.6.4 Conclusion 

The current study extends the previous work and contributes to it by 

providing a detailed analysis of the emotional experiences and expressions 

during conflict in Turkish marriages. The qualitative content analyses of the 

interviews as well as the quantitative analyses of the translated scales revealed 

both cultural similarities and differences in terms of how people react to specific 

emotions in their relationships. In terms of similarities, independent of the topic 

argued and the emotion experienced during conflict, all analyses revealed three 

universal behavior tendencies, namely positive and constructive behaviors, 

negative and destructive behaviors, and avoidance. Besides, these three general 

behavior tendencies, additional behavior patterns for guilt and sadness emerged 

in the content analyses. Moreover, in the content analyses different thematic 

units for each universal pattern emerged. These different thematic units can be 

treated as culture-specific ways of emotion expression and may enrich the 

universal main categories. Thus, depending on culture-specific behavior 

repertoires, culture-specific behavior modes emerged. These modes may be 
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received from culturally based expectations regarding behavior that is 

appropriate under particular circumstances (e.g., Mesquita & Frijda, 1992). 

In conclusion, it is believed that the current two studies revealed 

important aspects of emotion experience and expression in Turkish culture. 

Cultures may differ in how they experience and express emotions. Without 

qualitative analyses specific to culture, the important aspects of the behavior 

patterns under study would be ignored. In order to find out both cultural 

similarities and differences, qualitative and quantitative studies are required. In 

that sense, this study fills this gap by exploring culture-specific behavior 

patterns in reaction to specific emotions. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHOD 

 

3.1 Participants  

Initially, 170 married couples who were in the early years of their 

marriages participated in the study. After controlling for the accuracy of data 

(outliers, normality, linearity, and multicollinearity assumptions) 3 cases (wives) 

were identified as multivariate outlier and these participants together with their 

partners were excluded from the study. Data from a total of 167 married couples 

(totaling 334 participants) who were living in Ankara, Turkey were used in the 

remaining analyses. As seen in Table 3.1, the length of the marriages of the 

participants ranged from 1 year to 15 years (M = 80.44 months, SD = 55.26). 

The age range of the participants were between 23 and 52 with a mean of 33.18 

(SD = 5.18) (mean age of wives = 31.59, SD = 4.52; mean age of husbands = 

34.78, SD = 5.32). Of the total sample, 28.4% had high school education, 12% 

had vocational school education, and 59.6% had university or higher education. 

Of the couples, 55 (32.9%) had no children, 68 (40.7%) had only one child, 41 

(24.6%) of them had two children, 3 (1.8%) of the couples had three children. 

Regarding couples‘ perceived socio-economic status, 12 (7.2%) wives reported 

as being in the low SES, 124 (74.3%) of them reported as being middle SES, 

and 31 (18.6%) of them reported as being upper SES. Of husbands, 10 (6%) 

reported as in the low SES, 132 (79%) reported middle SES, and 25 (15%) 

reported to have upper SES. Couples were also asked that in general, who starts 

the conflict in their relationships. Finally, 21 wives (12.6%) perceived their 

partner as the main source of conflict, 55 of the them (32.9%) perceived 

themselves as the source of conflict, and 91 (54.5%) perceived both themselves 

and their partners as the source of conflict. Fifty seven husbands (34.1%) 

perceived their wives as the source of conflict, 22 of the them (13.2%) perceived 

themselves as the source of conflict, and 88 (52.7%) perceived both themselves 

and their partners as the source of conflict. 
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Table 3. 1. Demographic Characteristics of the Sample 

 Wives 

(N=167) 

Husbands 

(N= 167) 

Total 

(N=334) 

    

Number of Participants 167 (50%) 167 (50 %) 334 

    

Mean Age (Range) 31.59 (23-46) 34.78 (25-52) 33.18 (23-52) 

    

Education    

High School 48 (28.7% of 

wives) 

47 (28.1% 

of husbands) 

95 (28.4% of 

total N) 

Vocational School 20 (12%) 20 (12%) 40 (12%) 

University or More 99 (59.3%) 100 (28.8%) 199 (59.6%) 

The Number of Children    

                 No Children (%) 55 (32.9%) 55 (32.9%) - 

                          1 child (%) 68 (40.7%) 68 (40.7%) - 

                    2 children (%) 41 (24.6%) 41 (24.6%) - 

                    3 children (%) 3 (1.8%) 3 (1.8%) - 

Perceived Economic 

Status 

   

                  Lower SES 12 (7.2%) 10 (6%) 22 (6.6%) 

                 Middle SES 124 (74.3%) 132 (79%) 256 (76.6%) 

                   Upper SES 31 (18.6%) 25 (15%) 56 (16.8%) 

  Monthly Family Income 

              1000-1500 TL (%) 

              1500-2000 TL (%) 

              2000-2500 TL (%) 

              2500-3000 TL (%) 

              3000-4000 TL (%) 

                     <5000 TL (%) 

 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

 

6 (1.8%) 

65 (19.5%) 

42 (12.6%) 

30 (9%) 

11 (33.2%) 

73 (21.9%) 

 

3.2 Instruments 

Both husbands and wives completed the measures of demographic 

questions (Appendix J), emotional experiences in conflictual situations, anger, 

sadness, and guilt expressions, marital adjustment, and marital satisfaction. Both 

husbands and wives completed the questionnaires in the same order. 

In the current study, before the main inferential analyses, the factor 

structure of all scales used in study was examined separately for wives and 

husbands through a series of exploratory factor (principal) analyses. The final 

number of factors or factor structure was decided by considering eigenvalues, 

Catell‘s scree plot test, consistency between parallel forms (wife and husband 
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reports), and the interpretability of the factor solution. The results of factor 

analyses of the wives‘ data were used as the target reference point in the final 

decision for the factor structure of a given measure to have a consistency 

between wives and husbands. 

First, the items were selected in an iterative fashion based on the three 

criteria: if factor loadings were higher than .30, had higher inter-item 

correlations, or contributed significantly to the internal consistency of the scales. 

Similar procedure was followed for the factor analysis solution of the husbands‘ 

data. Furthermore, when there was any inconsistency between the factor 

solutions of the wives‘ and husbands‘ data, the items that were omitted in the 

factor analysis of the wives‘ data were also removed from the husbands‘ data. 

3.2.1 Measures of Emotional Experiences in Conflictual Situations 

In order to measure emotional experiences regarding anger, sadness, and 

guilt during a conflict in marital relationships, 16 items from Power and 

Dalgleish‘s (2008) Basic Emotions Scale and 4 items from Nowlis‘ (1965) 

Mood Adjective Checklist were used. Participants were asked to respond to the 

items in the following format; ―Over the last six months, when I argue with my 

partner, I feel……‖ with endpoints of “not at all” (1) and “to a great extent” 

(7) (see Appendix K). 

Exploratory factor analyses on 20 items of the Emotional Experience 

Scale with varimax rotation revealed four interpretable factors, namely sadness, 

regret, anger, and guilt for both wives and husbands. These four factors 

accounted for the 65.50% of the total variance for wives and 62.78% of the total 

variance for husbands. The sadness dimension consisted of 6 items (i.e., 

worried, mournful, gloominess, anxiety, sad, and nervousness) and explained 

40.35% of the total variance with an eigenvalue of 8.07 for wives and it 

explained the 13.85% of the total variance for husbands with an eigenvalue of 

2.77. 

The second dimension representing the regret consisted of 5 items (i.e., 

misery, humiliated, despair, frustration, and disappointment) and explained 

12.56% of the total variance with an eigenvalue of 2.51 for wives and it 

explained the 34.47% of the total variance (as the first factor) for husbands with 
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an eigenvalue of 6.89. The third factor representing the anger consisted of 4 

items (i.e., aggression, anger, irritation, and tense) and explained 6.46% of the 

total variance with an eigenvalue of 1.29 for wives and it explained the 5.73% of 

the total variance for husbands with an eigenvalue of 1.15. Lastly, the fourth 

factor corresponding to the guilt subscale consisted of 5 items (i.e., self-

reproach, guilt, shame, blameworthy, and remorse) and explained 6.14% of the 

total variance with an eigenvalue of 1.23 for wives and it explained the 8.73% of 

the total variance for husbands with an eigenvalue of 1.75(see Appendix S). 

The sadness sub-scale had acceptable internal consistency coefficients 

(Cronbach‘s alpha) with .89 for wives and .85 for husbands. Internal consistency 

coefficients were .84 for wives and .78 for husbands for the regret sub-scale, .85 

for wives and .86 for husbands for the anger sub-scale, and .78 for wives and .82 

for husbands for the guilt sub-scale. 

Moreover, in order to estimate the consistency of factor loadings of 

wives and husbands for each sub-factor, the factor congruence coefficients were 

calculated. The range of congruence coefficients should be between -1.0 and 

+1.0 and the higher scores represents higher factor congruency. Results revealed 

that the congruence coefficients were .98, .99, 1.00, and .99 for the sadness, 

regret, anger, and guilt factors, respectively; indicating a high similarity between 

the factor structures across the two sub-samples. 

3.2.2 Anger Expression Scale 

Guerrero‘s (1994) 20-item measure from the Communicating Anger 

Scale as well as 39 items that were obtained from the content analyses of the 

first study were utilized and named as the Anger Expression Scale to assess how 

couples express their anger in conflictual situations. Respondents were asked in 

the following format, ―When I felt angry with my partner over the last six 

months, I tended to…..‖ with endpoints ranging from strongly disagree (1) to 

strongly agree (7) (see Appendix L). 

In the final version, 59 items (20 from the Communicating Anger Scale 

and 39 from the content analyses obtained by the researcher) were factor 

analyzed together using varimax rotation for wives and husbands, separately. 

Results revealed a four-factor solution similar to the Guerrero‘s original scale. 
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These four factors accounted for the 46.29% of the total variance for wives and 

48.22% of the total variance for husbands. The distributive aggression (e.g., 

―raise my voice at him/her‖) consisted of 19 items and explained 22.75% of the 

total variance for wives and 27.32% of the total variance for husbands. The 

distributive aggression includes intense and destructive behavior patterns such 

as raising voice to the partner, insulting and blaming the partner for the issue 

under discussion. Individuals using distributive style, aggressively try to prove 

their point and take every opportunity to make their partners feel bad without 

listening the partner‘s side of the story. 

The passive aggression consisted of 11 items (e.g., ―I give him/her the 

silent treatment‖) and accounted for the 10.89% of the total variance for wives 

and it explained the 8.39% of the total variance for husbands. The passive 

aggression includes passive but destructive behavior patterns. People using 

passive aggression do not prefer to actively confront with the partner to discuss 

the problem, instead of this they prefer to point the partner as the guilty party, 

give them a silent treatment, and behave coldly. In other words, although they 

show their anger to their partners, they do it without raising their voice or 

insulting their partners. They prefer to imply their feelings with their behaviors, 

which may have a destructive effect. Specifically, in spite of using words or the 

tone of voice to show anger, the person put a distance between self and the 

partner while increasing the tension with the partner at home by using body 

language as well as attitudes. 

The third factor, avoidance/denial, consisted of 13 items (e.g., ―keep 

angry feelings to myself‖) and explained 7.46% and 4.68% of the total variance 

for wives and husbands, respectively. People using avoidance strategy try to 

control their anger by avoiding the situation or the partner. They show 

withdrawal pattern, want to stay alone, and behave like everything is normal as 

if there is nothing to argue because they disguise their angry feelings from the 

partner. Specifically, they actively avoid discussing the issue rather than 

delaying the discussion of the issue at a later time and prefer neither to defend 

their selves nor to support their point of views. Thus, they try to solve it 

introspectively. 
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Lastly, the factor representing integrative assertion sub-scale consisted 

of 9 items (e.g., ―listen to his/her side of the story‖) and explained 5.18% and 

7.83% of the total variance for wives and husbands, respectively. The 

integrative assertion includes active constructive and positive behavior patterns. 

Although people using integrative assertion feel anger towards the partner, they 

actively and constructively handle topic under discussion. They stay calm and 

try to solve the problem with their partner without behaving subversively. 

Considering the factor solution for wives as a reference point and 

following the predetermined item selection criteria (eigenvalue over 1, .30 

cutoff points for loadings, consistency among wives and husbands, and 

eliminating redundant items), 7 items, which came from the content analysis of 

the pilot study, were excluded in the final scale. One item (―15.Angrily leave the 

scene or situation‖) loaded on the avoidance/denial sub-factor, although it 

loaded on the passive aggression in the original scale. This item was cross-

loaded on both sub-scales and to be consistent with the original scale, this item 

was included in the passive aggression sub-scale. Although 3 items in the 

husband form (―49. I would try to delay to talk about the problem or try to end 

the conversation.‖; ―44. I would go to another room and I would want to be 

alone.‖; ―26. I control my anger by escaping (I would get out of the house or go 

on the balcony)‖) were cross loaded both on the passive aggression and the 

avoidance/denial factors, they were placed into the avoidance/denial dimension 

considering the solution in the wives‘ version. Item number 5 (―criticize 

him/her‖) was also cross loaded both on the passive aggression and the 

distributive aggression factors in the husbands‘ data. Considering that it was in 

the Guerrero‘s (1996) measure, it was placed in the distributive aggression sub-

scale for the sake of consistency (see Appendix T). 

Internal consistencies of the sub-scales were all in the acceptable ranges. 

Cronbach‘s alpha coefficients were .92 for wives and .94 for husbands for the 

distributive aggression; .88 for wives and .88 for husbands for the passive 

aggression; .83 for wives and .76 for husbands for the avoidance/denial; and .82 

for wives and .89 for husbands for the integrative assertion sub-scale.  
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Furthermore, the factor congruence coefficients were .99 for distributive 

aggression, passive aggression, integrative assertion, and avoidance/denial, 

indicating almost identical solution for both sub-samples. 

3.2.3 Sadness Expression Scale 

Guerrero and Reiter‘s (1998) 26 item from the Revised Responses to 

Sadness scale as well as 35 items that were obtained from the content analyses 

of the pilot study were utilized and named as the Sadness Expression Scale to 

measure how couples communicate their sadness in the conflictual situations. 

Respondents were asked in the following format, ―Following a conflict, when I 

am sad or depressed with my partner over the last six months, I tend to…..‖ with 

endpoints ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7) (see 

Appendix M). 

In the final version, 61 items (26 from Guerrero and Reiter‘s (1998) the 

Revised Responses to Sadness Scale and 35 from the content analyses obtained 

by the researcher) were factor analyzed together using varimax rotation for 

wives first and then for husbands. Results revealed a three-factor solution which 

is quite similar with the pilot study. These three factors accounted for the 

41.98% and 45.26% of the total variance for wives and husbands, respectively. 

The solitude/negative behavior includes 27 items (e.g., ―stay in bed or mope 

around the house; keep away from people‖; ―accuse my partner‖) and explained 

19.81% of the total variance for wives and 23.07% of the total variance for 

husbands. The solitude/negative behavior includes both active and passive 

negative/destructive behavior patterns. People using solitude/negative behavior 

mishandle the situation by blaming their partners, standing aloof from the 

partner, and ignoring their partner for the next couple days. On the one hand, 

they show aggressive and negative behaviors towards the partner and also 

accuse them. On the other hand, they also try to handle the situation alone and 

sometimes try to avoid the partner. They also exhibit depressive behavior 

patterns such as being sick and tired all the time. 

The social support/dependent behavior consisted of 16 items (e.g., 

―spend extra time with my partner‖; ―wait for my partner to help me‖) and 

accounted for the 13.44% and 14.64% of the total variance for wives and 
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husbands, respectively. The social support/dependent behavior includes active 

and constructive behaviors. People using social support/dependent behavior, 

seek and expect help and support from the partner when they are sad after a 

conflict. They ask support from the partner and spend extra time with the 

partner. They also try to get the partner‘s interest and care by showing needy 

and implicit behaviors, and sometimes passively wait for the partner‘s attention 

and care. 

Lastly, the factor representing positive activity consisted of 10 items 

(e.g., ―keep busy with things that I like to do‖) and explained 8.73% and 7.52% 

of the total variance for wives and husbands, respectively. People using positive 

activity rather than talking about the issue with the partner or showing their 

sadness to the partner, they prefer to engage in irrelevant activities like reading a 

book, watching a TV, or concentrating on their work in order not to think about 

the problem. They try to forget the problem, and act happy and try to distract 

their selves from the problem. 

Considering the factor solution for wives as a reference point and 

following the predetermined item selection criteria, 8 items, which came from 

the content analysis of the pilot study, were excluded in the final scale. Although 

1 item in the husband form (―41.I get out of there‖) loaded higher on the 

solitude/negative behavior factor than the positive activity; it was included in the 

positive activity dimension in order to be consistent with the wives version (see 

Appendix U). 

Internal consistencies of the sub-scales were all high. It was .92 for 

wives and .92 for husbands for the solitude/negative behavior sub-scale, .90 for 

wives and .92 for the social support/dependent behavior, and .82 for wives and 

.86 for husbands for the positive activity sub-scale. The factor congruence 

coefficients were .99 for all subscales, indicating almost identical solution for 

both sub-samples. 

3.2.4 Guilt Expression Scale 

Guerrero and colleagues‘ (2009) 20 item from the Guilt Expression Scale 

as well as 19 items that were obtained from the content analyses of the pilot 

study were utilized and named as the Guilt Expression Scale to measure how 
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couples express their guilt towards their partners in the conflictual situations. 

Respondents were asked in the following format ―When I felt guilty about 

something I said, did, or failed to do in my relationship with my partner over the 

last six months, I tend to…..‖ with endpoints ranging from strongly disagree (1) 

to strongly agree (7) (see Appendix N). 

In the final version, 39 items (20 from Guerrero and colleagues‘ (2009) 

the Guilt Expression Scale and 19 items from the content analyses obtained by 

the researcher) were factor analyzed together for wives and husbands, 

separately. Results revealed a three-factor solution. These three factors 

accounted for the 48.33% and 53.29% of the total variance for wives and 

husbands, respectively. The apology/appeasement consisted of 17 items (e.g., 

―tell my partner I regret what I did (or failed to do)‖; ―give my partner more 

affection and/or compliments than usual‖) and explained 28.42% of the total 

variance for wives and 12.45% of the total variance for husbands. This category 

includes behaviors such as apologizing and admitting the fault and telling the 

partner that they regret what they have done. People using apology/appeasement 

prefer to behave extra nice to partner, do extra things for the partner, or show 

more affection and care to the partner than usual. 

The denial consisted of 12 items (e.g., ―downplay the seriousness of the 

situation‖) and accounted for the 14.38% and 4.54% of the total variance for 

wives and husbands, respectively. The dimension of denial includes behaviors 

like denying that one did anything seriously wrong. Instead of accepting the 

fault, people prefer to avoid discussing the issue. Even when they are 

confronted, they deny doing anything seriously wrong and downplay the 

seriousness of their acts or situation. Further, they try to conceal their faulty 

behaviors, to pretend as if nothing had happened, and to behave as usual and 

normal as possible. 

The third factor representing explanations consisted of 6 items (e.g., 

―discuss the circumstances that surrounded my actions‖) and explained 5.54% 

and 36.20% of the total variance for wives and husbands, respectively. The 

dimension of explanations includes behaviors like self-criticism and explaining 
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the reasons for their actions and discussing the circumstances that surrounded 

their actions. 

Considering the factor solution for wives as a reference point and 

following the predetermined item selection criteria, 4 items which came from 

the content analysis of the pilot study, were excluded in the final scale. One item 

(―10. Admit responsibility for my actions‖) loaded in the explanations factor in 

the wives‘ data, however in the original scale it loaded on the apology factor. 

This item was cross loaded on both sub-scales in the final version, however to 

be consistent with the original scale, this item was included in the 

apology/appeasement sub-scale. Although 6 items in the husband data (item 

number 1, 3, 4, 7, 10, and 15) loaded higher on the explanations than the 

apology/appeasement, they were placed into the apology/appeasement 

dimension considering the solution in the wives‘ version (see Appendix V). 

The internal consistencies were .91 for wives and .89 for husbands for 

the apology/appeasement sub-scale, .84 for wives and .88 for husbands for the 

denial, and .85 for wives and .89 for husbands for the explanation sub-scale. 

Moreover, the factor congruence coefficients were calculated in order to 

estimate the similarity of factor loadings of wives and husbands for each sub-

factor. Results showed that the factor congruence coefficients were .99, .75, and 

.99 for apology/appeasement, denial, and explanations, respectively. 

3.2.5 Experiences in Close Relationships-Revised 

Experiences in Close Relationships-Revised (ECR-R; Fraley, Waller, & 

Brennan, 2000) was used to measure attachment related anxiety and avoidance 

in marital relations. Originally, the ECR-R is a 36-item self-report inventory 

assessing adult attachment in romantic relationships and composed of two 

subscales measuring attachment-related anxiety and avoidance on a 7-point 

Likert scale with anchors from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7) (see 

Appendix O). Attachment-related anxiety corresponds to the degree to which 

individuals are vigilantly attuned to availability of attachment figures. The 

anxiety subscale contains items assessing fear of abandonment and rejection, 

desire to merge and preoccupation in relationships (e.g., ―I worry that romantic 

partners won‘t care about me as much as I care about them‖). Attachment-
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related avoidance refers to individuals‘ tendencies to use compulsive self-

reliance and avoidant strategy to regulate their behaviors, thoughts, and 

emotions in close relationships. Therefore, the avoidance subscale measures 

discomfort with intimacy and dependency in relationships, and excessive self-

reliance (e.g., ―I prefer not to show a partner how I feel deep down‖). Previous 

studies have shown the anxiety and avoidance subscales of the ECR-R have 

high internal consistency and good construct validity (Fraley et al., 2000). 

The ECR-R was adapted to Turkish by Selcuk, Gunaydin, Sumer, and 

Uysal (2005) and it was found that both subscales of the ECR-R Turkish had 

high internal consistency (.86 for the anxiety and .90 for the avoidance subscale) 

and high test-retest reliability (.82 and .81 for anxiety and avoidance, 

respectively). In the present study, the alpha coefficients were .83 and .78 for 

wives and husbands for the anxiety subscale; .89 and .90 for wives and husbands 

for the avoidance subscale. In this study, items were reworded considering 

marital relationships so that the term ―partner‖ was replaced with ―your spouse‖. 

3.2.6 Dyadic Adjustment Scale 

The Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS; Spanier, 1976) was used. The DAS 

was adapted into Turkish by FıĢıloğlu and Demir (2000). Detailed information 

regarding this scale was provided in the method section of the pilot study (see 

Appendix P). 

3.2.7 Marital Satisfaction Scale 

Marital satisfaction was assessed by using 6-item the Relationship 

Happiness Scale (RHS; Fletcher, Fitness, & Blampied, 1990). Detailed 

information regarding this scale was provided in the method section of the pilot 

study (see Appendix R). In the present study, the alpha coefficients were .94 and 

.95 for wives and husbands. 

3.3 Procedure 

The questionnaires used in the current study were first submitted for the 

approval of Middle East Technical University, Human Participants Ethic 

Committee (IRB). After receiving the IRB approval, snowball technique was 

used to collect data. The announcements for participants were made in 
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introductory psychology courses at Middle East Technical University. Students 

were announced that married couples were required for a PhD study and they 

would receive one point bonus if they could get the phone numbers of married 

couples who were agreed to participate in the study. These couples who were 

solicited by students were contacted and appointments were made. Ten 

undergraduate psychology students assisted the researcher and visited these 

couples to deliver the questionnaires. The questionnaire packages for wives and 

husbands were placed in separate envelopes. Couples were informed that the 

research was about their marital relationship and different emotions in the 

relationships, and then, they were asked to fill out the questionnaires separately. 

Those who married less than fifteen years only were included in the study. 

Couples meeting the criteria and both partners agreeing to participate were given 

the surveys in the sealed envelopes. After contacting with the couples, they were 

also asked whether they could give the contact information of the acquainted 

married couples (snowball technique). Data were collected on a voluntary basis, 

and informed consent was obtained from each participant. Finally, couples were 

debriefed after completing the questionnaires and thanked for their participation. 

3.4 Overview of Data Analysis: The Actor-Partner-Interdependence Model 

(APIM) 

In order to test the mediating effects of emotional experience and 

expression in the relationship between the attachment dimensions and marital 

adjustment, a series of path analyses using APIM analyses (Kenny, 1996) were 

conducted. Data from married couples are considered as interdependent; and 

thus, a dyadic approach was employed based on the assumption that each 

member of the couple influences the functioning and outcomes for both 

members of the dyad. In other words, it is possible to estimate the effects for 

both partners at the same time with this model controlling for the statistical 

interdependence between dyad members. Specifically, with this model, the 

interpersonal effects of one partner‘s attachment dimension on the other 

partner‘s experiences (a partner effect), controlling for the individual‘s own 

attachment dimension (an actor effect) can be estimated. ―Actor effect‖ 

estimates the degree of member‘s predictor variables on their own outcome 
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variables and ―partner effect‖ estimates the degree of one partner‘s predictor 

variables on the other partner‘s outcome variables. 

Furthermore, this approach enables to test the statistical equivalency of 

the effects across dyad members allowing an assessment of whether the 

observed actor and partner effects differ significantly between dyad members 

(Kenny, Kashy, & Cook, 2006). Two additional features of the APIM should be 

considered in these analyses. First, each of the predictor variables should be 

permitted to correlate with each other, second the outcome disturbances should 

be added to the model to represent interdependence between all outcome 

variables (Cook & Kenny, 2005; Kenny & Cook, 1999; Kenny et al., 2006). 

The interactions between the attachment dimensions of wives and 

husbands were not included in the proposed models. However, these interaction 

effects on the major study variables were tested using separate moderated 

regression analyses. Specifically, multiple hierarchical regression techniques 

were employed for testing the moderating effects of attachment dimension of 

one spouse on the relationship between the other partner‘s attachment dimension 

and outcome variables via SPSS. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

 

In this section, the results of the statistical analysis of the main study 

were presented. First, the results regarding data screening and cleaning were 

provided. Second, descriptive statistics on the major study variables were 

presented. Third, the findings regarding the testing of specific hypotheses were 

presented. Hypotheses were tested by using Analysis of Variance (ANOVA), 

dyadic path modeling (APIM), and multiple regression analyses. All analyses in 

the present study were conducted using SPSS 15.0 for Windows except for the 

dyadic path modeling with LISREL 8.5. 

4.1 Data Screening and Cleaning 

All of the variables were examined for the accuracy of data entry before 

the main analyses. Examination of missing values revealed that only a few 

variables have missing values. Specifically, all participants fully completed all 

of the measures except for a few items and those items were scattered randomly. 

The highest percent for the missing values was 1.8% in the anger, regret, 

sadness, and guilt sub-scales (3 wives did not fill out the emotional experience 

scale). If missing values are less than 5%, any procedure to handle missing 

values can be applied to the data set (Tabachnic & Fidell, 2001). Therefore, 

missing values were replaced with the item means for the computed scale scores 

to keep the full sample for the further analyses. Following mean replacement of 

missing values, the data were analyzed for univariate and multivariate outliers. 

Although there was no univariate outlier, 3 cases (wives) were identified as 

multivariate outliers due to high Mahalonobis distance values. Thus, three 

couples (three wives and their husbands) were excluded from the data set, 

leaving 167 couples for the data analyses. The skewness and kurtosis values 

were all in acceptable ranges, suggesting the normality of the distributions. 
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Additionally, in all analyses except for mediation analyses both the 

measures of marital satisfaction and marital adjustment were included 

representing relationship outcome variables. Although these two measures are 

largely overlapping constructs, marital adjustment assessed via the DAS 

captures more comprehensive aspects of the relationship by including the sub-

dimensions of dyadic satisfaction, dyadic cohesion, dyadic consensus, and 

affectional expression. 

4.2 Descriptive Statistics 

Descriptive statistics (means, standard deviations, and ranges) for the 

major study variables and correlations among those variables were presented in 

Table 4.1 and Table 4.2, respectively. Mean scores of the subscales were 

roughly compared with the given scale‘s absolute midpoint to see how common 

(or frequent) the observed emotions are experienced among Turkish couples. 

The comparison of the means of different anger expression styles revealed that 

the mean passive aggression scores for wives (4.05) and the mean integrative 

assertion scores for both wives (4.82) and husbands (4.80) were higher than the 

scale midpoints (3.50). The mean scores for distributive aggression (2.83 for 

wives and 2.54 for husbands) and avoidance/denial (2.82 for wives and 3.07 for 

husbands) were lower than the scale mid-points for wives and husbands, the one 

with the lowest mean score was from avoidance/denial for wives. In terms of 

sadness expression, social support/dependent behavior had the highest mean 

scores for both partners (4.10 for wives and 3.87 for husbands) and they were 

higher than the scale mid-points (3.50). However, the mean scores for 

solitude/negative behavior (3.10 for wives and 2.89 for husbands) were lower 

than the mid-point of the scales. The explanations (5.65 for wives and 5.12 for 

husbands) and apology/appeasement (4.91 for wives and 4.74 for husbands), 

which were the sub-scales of guilt expression, had higher mean scores but the 

mean scores for denial (2.70 for wives and 2.75 for husbands) were lower than 

the scale mid-point (3.50) for both partners. When the means for emotion 

experience variables were examined, the means for anger (4.27) and sadness 

(3.76) for wives and the mean score of anger (3.98) for husbands were higher 

than the mid-point of the scales (3.50). The other emotion expression variables 
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had lower mean scores than the scales mid-points. The means for marital 

adjustment and marital satisfaction were relatively higher for both partners. Both 

attachment anxiety and avoidance had lower than the mid-point of the scales. 

Before testing the main hypotheses, a series of analyses of variance 

(ANOVAs) were conducted in order to examine potential gender differences. As 

can be seen in Table 4.1, the ANOVAs with gender revealed that husbands 

reported higher attachment avoidance than wives (Mwives = 2.04 and Mhusbands = 

2.35) although they did not differ on attachment anxiety. Wives reported using 

more distributive aggression (Mwives = 2.83 and Mhusbands = 2.54) and passive 

aggression (Mwives = 4.05 and Mhusbands = 3.39) while expressing their anger, 

more solitude/negative behavior (Mwives = 3.10 and Mhusbands = 2.89) while 

feeling sad, and more explanations (Mwives = 5.65 and Mhusbands = 5.12) while 

feeling guilty as compared to their husbands. Wives also reported feeling more 

sadness (Mwives = 3.76 and Mhusbands = 3.28) and regret (Mwives = 2.62 and 

Mhusbands = 2.21) during a conflict as compared to their husbands. On the other 

hand, husbands reported using more avoidance/denial aggression (Mwives = 2.82 

and Mhusbands = 3.07) while expressing anger and feeling more guilt (Mwives = 

2.53 and Mhusbands = 2.95) during a conflict than their wives. As seen in the Eta
2 

(strength of associations) in Table 4.1, although there were significant gender 

differences, they were relatively weak. The largest difference between husbands 

and wives was on passive aggression. 

The valance and size of correlations between the study variables were all 

in the expected directions for both husbands and wives. There was no indication 

of multicollinearity in both samples. Examination of correlations revealed that 

attachment anxiety and avoidance scores for both wives and husbands were 

moderately strongly and negatively correlated with their marital adjustment 

(ranging from -.28 to -.74) and marital satisfaction (ranging from -.27 to -.71). 

Both attachment anxiety and avoidance of wives and husbands significantly 

positively correlated with distributive, passive and avoidant/denial aggression 

and negatively correlated with integrative assertion. Only three correlations 

among these variables were insignificant; the correlation between husbands‘ 

avoidant/denial aggression and wives‘ attachment anxiety, husbands‘ integrative 
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assertion and wives‘ attachment anxiety, and lastly, husbands‘ attachment 

avoidance and wives‘ avoidant/denial aggression. 

Comparison of the correlations between attachment dimensions and 

sadness expression sub-scales indicated that anxious and avoidant wives and 

husbands reported high levels solitude/negative behavior patterns (all 

correlations were significant and ranged from .29 to .56). Wives‘ use of social 

support/dependent behavior pattern was negatively correlated with wives‘ 

avoidant attachment (r = -.37, p < .01). Husbands‘ use of social 

support/dependent behavior pattern, however, was only negatively correlated 

with wives‘ avoidant attachment (r = -.19, p < .05) and husbands‘ avoidant 

attachment (r = -.48, p < .01). 

The correlations between attachment dimensions and guilt expression 

sub-scales were also all in the expected direction. Specifically, whereas 

attachment dimensions were all positively correlated with denial, they were 

negatively correlated with the explanations sub-scale. Although husbands‘ use 

of apology/appeasement behavior pattern was significantly and negatively 

correlated with the both attachment dimensions of wives and husbands (ranging 

from -.19 to -.51), wives‘ use of apology/appeasement behavior pattern was only 

significantly and negatively correlated with wives‘ avoidant attachment (r = -

.43, p < .01). Moreover, whereas attachment anxiety and avoidance of both 

wives and husbands were positively related with sadness, regret, and anger 

experiences during a conflict, guilt experience was not significantly correlated 

with either attachment anxiety or avoidance. 

The correlations between emotion expression scales were also in the 

expected direction. In general, positive correlations were observed between the 

subscales of constructive emotion expression. For example, wives‘ use of social 

support/dependent behavior pattern was positively and significantly related with 

wives‘ use of integrative assertion (r = .53, p < .01), apology/appeasement (r = 

.56, p < .01), explanations (r = .25, p < .01), and husbands‘ use of integrative 

assertion (r = .17, p < .05) and apology/appeasement (r = .19, p < .05). 

Furthermore, although wives‘ use of denial when they felt guilty was negatively 

correlated with wives‘ use of integrative assertion (r = -.33, p < .01) and 
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positively correlated with wives‘ use of distributive aggression (r = .38, p < 

.01), passive aggression (r = .39, p < .01), avoidant/denial aggression (r = .52, p 

< .01), solitude/negative behavior (r = .64, p < .01), positive activity (r = .23, p 

< .01). Wives‘ use of denial was also positively correlated with husbands‘ use of 

distributive aggression (r = .27, p < .01), passive aggression (r = .21, p < .01), 

avoidant/denial aggression (r = .30, p < .01), solitude/negative behavior (r = 

.31, p < .01), positive activity (r = .18, p < .05). Husbands‘ use of denial when 

feel guilty also showed similar pattern. 

The size correlations suggested that the relationship between IVs and 

DVs were stronger than the correlations between mediating variables and DVs. 

Specifically, marital adjustment and marital satisfaction of wives and husbands 

had higher correlation coefficients with the attachment anxiety and avoidance 

dimensions of husbands and wives (ranging from -.27 to -.74), as compared to 

anger expression sub-scales (ranging from -.06 to -.53), sadness expression sub-

scales (ranging from -.03 to -.53), guilt expression sub-scales (ranging from .10 

to .40) and emotion experience sub-scales (ranging from -.00 to -.63) of 

husbands and wives. 

As can be seen in Table 4.2, the correlations between wives‘ and 

husbands‘ variables were relatively lower than the within group correlations. For 

instance, although there was a negative correlation between wives‘ marital 

adjustment and their use of avoidance/denial anger expression (r = -.30, p < 

.01), there was no significant correlation between husbands‘ marital adjustment 

and wives‘ use of avoidance/denial anger expression. Moreover, husbands who 

reported higher levels of marital adjustment also reported using higher levels of 

apology behavior pattern when they felt guilty during a conflict (r = .40, p < 

.01). The correlation between wives‘ marital adjustment and husbands‘ apology 

behavior was also positive and significant (r = .30 p < .01). 
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Table 4. 2. Gender Differences on the Main Study Variables 

 Wives  

(N = 167) 

Husbands  

(N = 167) 

   

 Mean SD Mean SD Range F Eta
2
 

Attachment Anxiety 2.89 .92 2.80 .82 1-7 .89 .00 

Attachment Avoidance 2.04 .93 2.35 1.02 1-7 8.47** .03 

Distributive aggression 2.83 1.08 2.54 1.10 1-7 5.93* .02 

Passive aggression 4.05 1.23 3.39 1.20 1-7 24.30** .07 

Avoidance/denial 2.82 .97 3.07 .86 1-7 6.31* .02 

Integrative assertion 4.82 1.01 4.80 1.23 1-7 .03 .00 

Solitude/Negative behavior 3.10 .99 2.89 1.01 1-7 3.63
t
 .01 

Social support/Dependent 

behavior 
4.10 1.17 3.87 1.24 1-7 3.21 .01 

Positive activity 3.73 1.06 3.78 1.15 1-7 .17 .00 

Apology/Appeasement 4.91 1.11 4.74 1.12 1-7 1.99 .01 

Denial 2.70 1.03 2.75 1.06 1-7 .20 .00 

Explanations 5.65 1.05 5.12 1.24 1-7 17.26** .05 

Sadness 3.76 1.60 3.28 1.34 1-7 8.83** .03 

Regret 2.62 1.49 2.21 1.13 1-7 7.72** .02 

Anger 4.27 1.53 3.98 1.56 1-7 2.81 .01 

Guilt 2.53 1.13 2.95 1.21 1-7 10.75** .03 

Marital Adjustment 113.83 19.96 113.77 20.44 0-151 .00 .00 

Marital Satisfaction 2.11 .50 2.09 .45 1-5 .10 .00 

   Note. *p< .05; **p< .01; 
t
p =.07
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To better understand the effects of attachment dynamics on the main 

study variables, participants were categorized into attachment groups using the 

two attachment dimensions. For this purpose, cluster analysis was used with two 

continuous variables of attachment anxiety and avoidance to classify 

participants into the four attachment categories (i.e., secure, dismissing, 

preoccupied, and fearful), following the procedure suggested by Brennan et al. 

(1998). Briefly, participants with low scores on both the subscales of attachment 

anxiety and avoidance were classified as secure, individuals with high scores on 

both subscales were classified as fearful, individuals with low scores on the 

attachment anxiety subscale and high scores on the avoidance subscale were 

classified as dismissive, and individuals with high scores on the anxiety subscale 

and low scores on the avoidance subscale were classified as preoccupied. 

According to the cluster analysis, 152 (45.5%, 79 wives and 73 husbands) 

participants were classified as secure, 106 (31.7%, 61 wives and 45 husbands) 

were preoccupied, 34 (10.2%, 8 wives and 26 husbands) were dismissing, and 

42 (12.6%, 19 wives and 23 husbands) were fearful. 

Following these classifications, a series of 4 (attachment groups) X 2 

(gender) between-subject ANOVAs on the main study variables were conducted 

in order to examine the effects of attachment style and gender differences, and 

also their interactions on the main variables. As can be seen in Table 4.3, results 

showed that there were significant attachment style and gender effect on main 

study variables. 

For marital adjustment and marital satisfaction, results indicated that 

there was a main effect of attachment styles on both marital adjustment and 

marital satisfaction. Post hoc analysis with Tukey revealed that secure 

participants (M = 125.66 and M = 4.86 for DAS and SAT) reported higher levels 

of marital adjustment and marital satisfaction than fearfuls (M = 92.90 and M = 

3.52 for DAS and SAT), dismissings (M = 88.76 and M = 3.34 for DAS and 

SAT), and preoccupieds (M = 113.07 and M = 4.50 for DAS and SAT); 

preoccupieds reported higher levels of marital adjustment and marital 

satisfaction than fearfuls and dismissings. The main effect of gender was only 

significant on marital satisfaction. Husbands (M = 4.16) reported higher marital 
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satisfaction than wives (M = 3.96). There was no significant interaction effect 

between attachment styles and gender. 

Main effect of attachment styles and the interaction effects of attachment 

styles and gender on distributive aggression were significant. Post hoc analyses 

revealed that secure partners (M = 2.21) reported using lower levels of 

distributive aggression than fearful (M = 3.49), dismissing (M = 3.23), and 

preoccupied partners (M = 2.75); preoccupied partners reported using lower 

levels of distributive aggression than fearful and dismissing partners. Post hoc 

analyses for the interaction effect of attachment styles and gender on distributive 

aggression revealed that secure wives (M = 2.45) reported using lower levels of 

distributive aggression than fearful wives (M = 3.62) and preoccupied wives (M 

= 3.08). Secure husbands (M = 1.96) also reported using lower levels of 

distributive aggression than fearful husbands (M = 3.34), dismissing husbands 

(M = 3.67), and preoccupied husbands (M = 2.40). Preoccupied husbands 

reported using lower levels of distributive aggression than fearful and 

dismissing husbands. Secure wives (M = 2.45) reported using higher levels of 

distributive aggression than secure husbands (M = 1.96). Preoccupied wives (M 

= 3.08) also reported using higher levels of distributive aggression than 

preoccupied husbands (M = 2.41). 

There was a significant main effect of attachment styles and gender on 

passive aggression. Secure people (M = 3.25) reported using lower levels of 

passive aggression than fearful (M = 4.33), dismissing (M = 4.27), and 

preoccupied (M = 3.88) people. Wives (M = 4.23) also reported using higher 

levels of passive aggression than husbands (M = 3.64). There was only a 

significant main effect of attachment styles on both avoidance/denial and 

integrative assertion. Neither gender nor interaction effect was significant in 

predicting avoidance/denial and integrative assertion. As expected, secure 

people (M = 2.70) reported using lower levels of avoidance/denial aggression 

than fearful (M = 3.50) and dismissing (M = 3.31) people; fearful people also 

reported using higher levels of avoidance/denial aggression than preoccupied 

people (M = 2.98). Secure partners (M = 5.24) reported using higher levels of 

integrative assertion when compared to fearfuls (M = 4.18), dismissing (M = 
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3.72), and preoccupied partners (M = 4.84); preoccupieds also reported using 

higher levels of integrative assertion than fearfuls and dismissings. 

When sadness expression sub-scales were examined separately, only 

attachment styles had significant main effect on solitude/negative behavior, 

social support/dependent behavior, and positive activity. Specifically, secures 

(M = 2.49) reported using lower levels of solitude/negative behavior than 

fearfuls (M = 3.83), dismissings (M = 3.53), and preoccupieds (M = 3.17); 

fearfuls also reported using higher levels of solitude/negative behavior than 

preoccupieds. For social support/dependent behavior, secures (M = 4.36) 

reported using higher levels of social support/dependent behavior as compared 

to dismissings (M = 2.72) and preoccupieds (M = 3.86); fearfuls (M = 3.98) and 

preoccupieds reported using higher levels of social support/dependent behavior 

than dismissings. Finally, secure people (M = 3.50) reported using lower levels 

of positive activity as compared to fearfuls (M = 4.11) and preoccupieds (M = 

3.97). 

Regarding guilt expression, only attachment styles had a significant main 

effect on apology/appeasement and denial. Gender, however, had a significant 

main effect on explanations. As expected, secure partners (M = 5.24) reported 

more apology/appeasement as compared to fearful (M = 4.48), dismissing (M = 

3.72), and preoccupied partners (M = 4.75); dismissings also reported less 

apology/appeasement behavior patterns than fearful and preoccupied partners. 

Secures (M = 2.15) also reported using less denial as compared to fearfuls (M = 

3.53) dismissings (M = 3.41), and preoccupieds (M = 2.98); preoccupieds also 

reported using less denial than fearfuls and dismissings. For explanations, secure 

people (M = 5.81) reported higher levels of explanations than other groups (M = 

4.93, M = 4.38, M = 5.35 for fearfuls, dismissings, and preoccupieds, 

respectively); dismissings reported using less explanations than fearfuls and 

preoccupieds. Wives (M = 5.37) also reported using higher levels of 

explanations than husbands (M = 4.86) when they feel guilty during a conflict. 

Analyses on the emotional experience sub-scales during a conflict 

showed that there were significant main effects of attachment styles and gender 

on sadness experience. As expected, secure people (M = 3.05) reported lower 



 

133 

 

levels of sadness than fearfuls (M = 4.28), dismissings (M = 3.96), and 

preoccupieds (M = 3.75). Wives (M = 4.05) also reported feeling more sadness 

than husbands (M = 3.46). For regret, both main effects of attachment styles and 

gender and interaction effect was significant. Secures (M = 1.80) reported lower 

levels of regret than fearfuls (M = 3.49), dismissings (M = 3.22), and 

preoccupieds (M = 2.61); fearfuls reported higher levels regret than 

preoccupieds. Wives (M = 3.11) also reported feeling more regret than husbands 

(M = 2.45). Post hoc analysis for the interaction effect of attachment styles and 

gender on regret experience revealed that secure wives (M = 1.87) reported 

lower levels of regret than fearful wives (M = 4.05), dismissing wives (M = 

3.50), and preoccupied wives (M = 3.01). Fearful wives also reported higher 

levels of regret experience than preoccupied wives. Secure husbands (M = 1.72), 

however, reported lower levels of regret than fearful husbands (M = 2.93) and 

dismissing husbands (M = 2.94). Preoccupied husbands (M = 2.21) also reported 

lower levels of regret experience than fearful and dismissing husbands. Fearful 

wives (M = 4.05) reported higher levels of regret than fearful husbands (M = 

2.93). Preoccupied wives (M = 3.01) reported higher levels of regret than 

preoccupied husbands (M = 2.21). 

The main effect of attachment styles on anger and the main effect of 

gender on guilt were significant. Interaction effects were not significant for both 

anger and guilt. As expected, secure people (M = 3.61) reported experiencing 

lower levels of anger as compared to fearfuls (M = 4.81), dismissings (M = 

4.71), and preoccupieds (M = 4.31). Husbands (M = 2.99) reported feeling more 

guilt than their wives (M = 2.49). 
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4.3 Testing Main Hypotheses  

The mediating effects of emotion experience and expression in the 

relationship between attachment dimensions and marital adjustment were tested by 

a series of path analyses using APIM framework for distinguishable partners (i.e., 

wives and husbands). The analyses for anger, guilt, and sadness expression were 

conducted in separate path models. First, the effects of attachment dimensions on 

marital adjustment were tested. Next, the results regarding emotional experience are 

presented, and then, results regarding anger, sadness, and guilt expression are 

provided, respectively. In these analyses, attachment dimensions of wives and 

husbands were used as predictor variables, the subscales of emotional experience 

and expression as the mediating variables, and marital adjustment of wives and 

husbands were employed as the outcome variables. The correlations among IVs 

(attachment anxiety and avoidance) and correlated errors between mediating 

(emotion experience and emotion expression sub-scales) and outcome variables 

(marital adjustment) were added to the model. Second actor and partner effects 

were set equal to each other in predicting all dependent variables in order to see 

whether these effects differ significantly from each other. Chi square difference test 

was used to compare the magnitude of differences. 

Since attachment dimensions were theoretically related to relationship 

outcomes, following Kenny and his colleagues‘ (2006) suggestions, first fully 

saturated models were examined. If any path from predictors to outcome variables 

was insignificant, this path was dropped from the model and this procedure was 

kept until all the paths in the model were significant. During this procedure, if any 

of the trimmed paths became significant as reflected in the modification index, it 

was introduced into the analyses again. Specifically, the final model included only 

the significant paths by trimming the insignificant paths in a standardized fashion. 
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4.4 Actor-Partner Effects of Married Couples in Predicting Marital 

Adjustment (Hypothesis ≠ 1) 

The conceptual model was specified as attachment anxiety and avoidance 

would have direct effects on marital adjustment, no restrictions were allowed. Thus, 

the model was saturated indicating observed and implied covariance matrixes fitted 

exactly. The saturated model indicated that the links between husbands‘ attachment 

anxiety and both wives‘ and husbands‘ marital adjustment were insignificant. 

Wives‘ attachment anxiety also did not predict marital adjustment of husbands. 

Thus, the three insignificant links were dropped from the model. As can be seen in 

Figure 3, the final model fit the data very well (χ
2
 (3, N = 167) = .23, p = ns. GFI 

=1.00, AGFI =.997, NNFI =1.00, CFI = 1.00, RMSEA =.00). 

As seen in Figure 3, the APIM analysis revealed significant effects of both 

actor and partner attachment avoidance on marital adjustment. Specifically, wives 

high in attachment avoidance reported lower marital adjustment (β = -.58, p < .05) 

and their husbands also reported lower marital adjustment (β = -.17, p < .05). 

Similarly, husbands‘ attachment avoidance predicted their own and wives‘ marital 

adjustment negatively (β = -.68, p < .05; β = -.25, p < .05, respectively). For 

attachment anxiety, only wives‘ actor effect was significant, indicating wives higher 

in attachment anxiety were less satisfied with their relationships (β = -.12, p < .05). 

Overall, attachment dimensions explained 61% and 57% of the total variances in 

wives‘ and husbands‘ marital adjustment.  
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4.5 The Mediating Role of Emotional Experience in the relationship between 

Attachment and Marital Adjustment (Hypothesis ≠ 2) 

The proposed model suggested that attachment dimensions would predict 

marital adjustment both directly and indirectly through emotional experience (i.e., 

sadness, regret, anger, and guilt). However, when the correlation matrixes of the 

variables were examined, wives‘ and husbands‘ experience of guilt were not 

significantly related with wives and husbands‘ attachment anxiety and avoidance. 

When guilt experience added to model, the suppressor effect was occurred. Thus, 

including guilt to the proposed model would not improve the model fit and thus it 

was removed from the rest of the analyses. First, a saturated model, which included 

all the paths from attachment dimensions to emotion experience and marital 

adjustment as well as the paths from emotion experience variables to marital 

adjustment, was tested and the insignificant paths were trimmed. The final model 

with standardized parameter estimates was given in Figure 4. The goodness-of-fit 

statistics indicated that this model fit the data very well (χ
2
 (27, N = 167) = 34.28, p 

= ns. GFI =.97, AGFI =.90, NNFI =.98, CFI = .99, RMSEA =.04).  

4.5.1 Actor Effects 

As can be seen in Figure 4, there were a number of actor effects between an 

individual‘s attachment style and his/her emotion experience and marital 

adjustment. Specifically, higher attachment anxiety of wives predicted their sadness 

(β = .30, p < .05), regret (β = .34, p < .05), and anger (β = .24, p < .05) 

experiences, suggesting that, on the one hand, wives with higher attachment anxiety 

tended to experience higher levels of sadness, regret, and anger during marital 

conflict. On the other hand, when the anxiety level of husbands was high, they only 

experienced sadness during a conflict (β = .20, p < .05). Attachment avoidance of 

wives predicted their high levels of regret experiences (β = .23, p < .05) only, and 

similarly attachment avoidance of husbands predicted their own regret (β = .27, p < 

.05) and anger (β = .31, p < .05) experiences during a conflict. Additionally, both 

avoidant wives and avoidant husbands were less satisfied with their relationships (β 

= -.54, p < .05 and β = -.62, p < .05, respectively). Wives‘ regret also predicted 
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their marital adjustment negatively (β = -.29, p < .05) and also husbands‘ anger 

predicted their marital adjustment negatively (β = -.18, p < .05). 

Moreover, actor effects revealed three important mediations. First, wives‘ 

experience of regret during a conflict fully mediated the effect of wives‘ anxious 

attachment on wives‘ marital adjustment (indirect effect = -.10, t = -3.73, p < .05). 

Second, wives‘ experience of regret during a conflict also partially mediated the 

effect of wives‘ avoidant attachment on wives‘ marital adjustment (indirect effect = 

-.07, t = -3.33, p < .05). These results suggest that anxious and avoidant wives 

experienced higher levels of regret during a conflict, and this in turn, decreased 

their marital adjustment. Lastly, husbands‘ experience of anger during a conflict 

partially mediated the effect of husbands‘ avoidant attachment on husbands‘ marital 

adjustment (indirect effect = -.06, t= -2.82, p < .05), indicating that when the 

avoidance level of husbands was high, they experienced anger more during a 

conflict and this in turn, decreased their marital adjustment both directly and 

indirectly. 

4.5.2 Partner Effects 

There were also a number of partner effects between attachment dimensions 

and partner‘s emotion experience and marital adjustment. Specifically, higher 

attachment avoidance of wives predicted husbands‘ sadness (β = .22, p < .05) and 

regret (β = .27, p < .05) experiences during a conflict. However, higher attachment 

anxiety of husbands predicted wives‘ sadness (β = .18, p < .05) and regret (β = .12, 

p < .05) experiences during a conflict. Additionally, wives‘ attachment avoidance 

predicted husbands‘ marital adjustment negatively (β = -.17, p < .05) and 

husbands‘ attachment avoidance predicted wives‘ marital adjustment negatively (β 

= -.21, p < .05). There was only one significant mediation effect regarding the 

partner effect. Wives were less satisfied with their relationship if their husbands had 

high attachment anxiety and this association was fully mediated by wives‘ 

experience of regret (indirect effect = -.04, t = -2.09, p < .05). That is to say, when 

the anxiety level of husbands was high, their wives experienced regret more during 
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a conflict, and this in turn, decreased wives‘ marital adjustment both directly and 

indirectly. 

Overall, attachment dimensions explained 15%, 30%, 6%, 11%, 21%, and 

10% of the total variance in wives‘ sadness, regret, and anger experiences and 

husbands‘ sadness, regret, and anger experiences, respectively. 66% and 59% of the 

total variances in wives‘ and husbands‘ marital adjustment were explained by the 

full model.  

4.5.3 Gender Differences 

Additional analyses were run to test whether actor and partner effects on the 

outcome variables are equivalent. Specifically, a series of nested models were 

conducted in which the corresponding paths for husbands and wives were set equal, 

one pair at a time and the chi-square test was used to test the model significance. 

Results revealed that the paths for husbands and wives were comparable and there 

was no significant gender difference. Actor and partner effects did not differ from 

each other. 
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4.6 The Mediating Role of Anger Expression in the relationship between 

Attachment Dimensions and Marital Adjustment (Hypothesis ≠ 3) 

Hypothesis 3 states that attachment dimensions would predict marital 

adjustment both directly and indirectly through anger expression (i.e., distributive 

aggression, passive aggression, avoidance/denial aggression, and integrative 

assertion). For this aim, a saturated model including all the paths from attachment 

dimensions to the anger expression sub-scales and marital adjustment as well as the 

paths from the anger expression variables to marital adjustment was tested. 

However, results of the preliminary analyses showed that the sign of the beta 

weight of the link between husbands‘ attachment anxiety and husbands‘ integrative 

assertion was in the opposite direction, suggesting a potential suppressor effect. 

Specifically, the model suggested that anxious husbands reported using higher 

integrative assertion (β = .16, t = 2.15, p < .05). Furthermore, the beta weight of the 

link between husbands‘ attachment anxiety and wives‘ integrative assertion was 

also positive (β = .09, t = 1.16, although nonsignificant) though the correlation 

between these two variables were initially negative (r =-.19, p < .05 for husbands‘ 

attachment anxiety and husbands‘ integrative assertion and r =-.15, p < .05 for 

husbands‘ attachment anxiety and wives‘ integrative assertion), suggesting that 

integrative assertion was the potential suppressor. Therefore, integrative assertion of 

both husbands and wives were removed from the further analyses, leaving three 

anger-expression sub-scales as mediators. 

The proposed model with six mediators (i.e., three anger expression sub-

scales for both wives and husbands) was tested and the insignificant paths were 

trimmed. The final model with standardized parameter estimates was shown in 

Figure 5. The goodness-of-fit statistics indicated that this model fit the data very 

well (χ
2
 (29, N = 167) = 35.70, p= ns. GFI =.97, AGFI =.91, NNFI =.98, CFI = 

.99, RMSEA =.03). 
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4.6.1 Actor Effects 

As can be seen in Figure 5, there were a number of actor effects between an 

individual‘s attachment style and his/her anger expression and marital adjustment. 

Specifically, higher attachment anxiety of wives predicted their usage of high levels 

of passive aggression (β = .25, p < .05) and their usage of high levels of distributive 

aggression (β = .32, p < .05). Attachment avoidance of wives predicted their high 

levels of avoidant aggression (β = .35, p < .05) and their low levels of marital 

adjustment (β = -.61, p < .05). For husbands, attachment avoidance of husbands 

predicted their high levels of distributive aggression (β = .55, p < .05), high levels 

of passive aggression (β = .43, p < .05), high levels of avoidant/denial aggression 

(β = .29, p < .05), and their low levels of marital adjustment (β = -.59, p < .05). 

Wives‘ distributive aggression also predicted their marital adjustment negatively (β 

= -.19, p < .05) and also husbands‘ distributive aggression predicted their marital 

adjustment negatively (β = -.16, p < .05). These results suggest that, on the one 

hand, wives with higher attachment anxiety tended to use higher levels of passive 

aggression and distributive aggression styles while expressing their anger during 

marital conflict. On the other hand, husbands with higher attachment anxiety only 

tended to use higher levels of passive aggression style while expressing their anger 

during marital conflict. Wives with higher attachment avoidance reported using 

higher levels of avoidant/denial aggression styles while expressing their anger 

during marital conflict. However, husbands with higher attachment avoidance 

reported using higher levels of distributive, passive, and avoidant/denial aggression 

while expressing their anger during marital conflict. 

Furthermore, actor effects revealed two significant mediation effects. First, 

distributive aggression of wives fully mediated the effect of wives‘ anxious 

attachment on wives‘ marital adjustment (indirect effect = -.06, t = -3.02, p < .05), 

suggesting that wives with higher attachment anxiety tended to use high levels of 

distributive aggression while expressing their anger, and this in turn, decreased their 

marital adjustment directly. Second, distributive aggression of husbands partially 

mediated the effect of husbands‘ avoidant attachment on husbands‘ marital 
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adjustment (indirect effect = -.09, t = -2.67, p < .05), suggesting that when the 

avoidance level of husbands was high, they used more distributive aggression styles 

while expressing their anger, and this in turn, decreased their marital adjustment 

both directly and indirectly. 

4.6.2 Partner Effects 

Four partner effects were emerged. Specifically, higher attachment anxiety 

of husbands predicted high levels of passive aggression of their wives (β = .13, p < 

.05), indicating that when the anxiety level of husbands was high, their wives 

tended to use high levels passive aggressive style while expressing their anger 

during marital conflict. Higher attachment avoidance of husbands predicted high 

levels of distributive aggression of their wives (β = .21, p < .05), indicating that 

while the avoidance level of husbands was high; their wives tended to use high 

levels of distributive aggression while expressing their anger. Additionally, wives‘ 

attachment avoidance predicted husbands‘ marital adjustment negatively (β = -.17, 

p < .05) and husbands‘ attachment avoidance predicted wives‘ marital adjustment 

negatively (β = -.22, p < .05). There was only one significant mediation effect 

regarding partner effect. Wives were less satisfied with their relationship if their 

husbands had high attachment avoidance and this association was partially 

mediated by distributive aggression of wives (indirect effect = -.04, t = -2.48, p < 

.05). That is to say, when the avoidance level of husbands was high, their wives 

tended to use high levels of distributive aggression styles while expressing their 

anger during a conflict, and this in turn, decreased wives‘ marital adjustment both 

directly and indirectly. 

Overall, attachment dimensions explained 19%, 10%, 12%, 30%, 18%, and 

8% of the total variance in wives‘ distributive aggression, passive aggression, 

avoidance/denial aggression and husbands‘ distributive aggression, passive 

aggression, avoidance/denial aggression, respectively. 63% and 59% of the total 

variances in wives‘ and husbands‘ marital adjustment were explained by the full 

model.  
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4.6.3 Gender Differences 

Further analyses were also run to test whether actor and partner effects on 

the outcome variables are equivalent. Specifically, a series of nested models were 

conducted in which the corresponding paths for husbands and wives were set equal. 

Results revealed that the paths for husbands and wives were comparable and there 

was no significant gender difference.
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4.7 The Mediating Role of Sadness Expression in the relationship between 

Attachment and Marital Adjustment (Hypothesis ≠ 4) 

Hypothesis 4 states that attachment dimensions would predict marital 

adjustment both directly and indirectly through sadness expression (i.e., 

solitude/negative behavior, social support/dependent behavior, and positive 

activity). For this aim, a saturated model, including all the paths from attachment 

dimensions to the sadness expression sub-scales and marital adjustment as well as 

the paths from the sadness expression variables to marital adjustment, was tested. 

However, results of the preliminary analyses showed that the sign of the beta 

weight of the link between husbands‘ attachment anxiety and husbands‘ social 

support/dependent behavior and the link between wives‘ attachment anxiety and 

wives‘ social support/dependent behavior were in the opposite direction, suggesting 

a potential suppressor effect. Specifically, the model suggested that anxious 

husbands reported high levels of social support/dependent behavior (β = .34, t = 

4.36, p < .05) and anxious wives reported high levels of social support/dependent 

behavior (β = .22, t = 2.78, p < .05). However the correlation between these two 

variables were negative and nonsignificant (r =-.06, p = ns. for husbands‘ 

attachment anxiety and husbands‘ social support/dependent behavior and r =-.01, p 

= ns. for wives‘ attachment anxiety and wives‘ social support/dependent behavior). 

Like the situation in the anger expression, the sadness-expression sub-scales were 

all negative except social support/dependent behavior. Thus, being the only positive 

sadness expression sub-scale, social support/dependent behavior was the potential 

suppressor and thus it was removed from the further analyses, leaving three 

sadness-expression sub-scales as mediators. 

The proposed model with four mediators (i.e., two sadness expression sub-

scales for both wives and husbands) was tested and insignificant paths were 

removed. As can be seen in Figure 6, the model fit the data very well (χ
2
 (18, N = 

167) = 7.88, p = ns. GFI =.99, AGFI =.97, NNFI =1.04, CFI = 1.00, RMSEA 

=.00).  
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4.7.1 Actor Effects 

As can be seen in Figure 6, when the actor effects were examined, results 

revealed that higher attachment anxiety of wives predicted their usage of high levels 

of solitude/negative behavior (β = .32, p < .05), their usage of high levels of 

positive activity (β = .19, p < .05), and their low levels of marital adjustment (β = -

.13, p < .05). Similarly higher attachment anxiety of husbands predicted their usage 

of high levels of solitude/negative behavior (β = .18, p < .05) and their usage of 

high levels of positive activity (β = .27, p < .05). Attachment avoidance of wives 

predicted their usage of high levels of solitude/negative behavior (β = .17, p < .05) 

and their low levels of marital adjustment (β = -.57, p < .05). Similarly, higher 

attachment avoidance of husbands predicted only their usage of high levels of 

solitude/negative behavior (β = .41, p < .05) and their low levels of marital 

adjustment (β = -.61, p<.05). Husbands‘ solitude/negative behavior also predicted 

their marital adjustment negatively (β = -.13, p < .05). These results suggest that 

anxious wives and husbands reported using more both solitude/negative behavior 

and positive activities while expressing their sadness during a conflict. Avoidant 

wives and husbands reported using solitude/negative behavior more while 

expressing their sadness during marital conflict. 

Additionally, actor effects revealed only one of the mediation was 

significant. Specifically, although solitude/negative behavior of husbands seemed to 

fully mediated the effect of husbands‘ anxious attachment on husbands‘ marital 

adjustment, it was not significant (indirect effect = -.02, t = -1.65, p = ns.). The only 

significant mediation was that solitude/negative behavior of husbands partially 

mediated the effect of husbands‘ avoidant attachment on husbands‘ marital 

adjustment (indirect effect = -.05, t = -2.08, p < .05), suggesting that when the 

avoidance level of husbands was high, they used more solitude/negative behavior 

while expressing their sadness this in turn, decreased their marital adjustment both 

directly and indirectly. 
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4.7.2 Partner Effects 

When the actor effects were examined, results revealed that higher 

attachment anxiety of wives predicted high levels of solitude/negative behavior of 

their husbands (β = .14, p < .05), suggesting that when the anxiety level of wives 

was high, their husbands used more solitude/negative behavior style while 

expressing their sadness. Similarly, higher attachment anxiety of husbands 

predicted high levels of solitude/negative behavior of their wives (β = .21, p < .05), 

indicating that when the anxiety level of husbands was high, their wives used more 

solitude/negative behavior style while expressing their sadness during a conflict. 

Additionally, wives‘ attachment avoidance predicted husbands‘ marital adjustment 

(β = -.16, p < .05) and husbands‘ attachment avoidance predicted wives‘ marital 

adjustment negatively (β = -.25, p < .05). Although there seems to be one partner 

mediation effect, it was not significant. Specifically, although solitude/negative 

behavior of husbands seemed to fully mediated the effect of wives‘ anxious 

attachment on husbands‘ marital adjustment, it was not significant (indirect effect = 

-.02, t = -1.56, p = ns.). 

Overall, attachment dimensions explained 29%, 4%, 26%, and 7% of the 

total variance in wives‘ and husbands‘ solitude/negative behavior and positive 

activity, respectively. 61% and 58% of the total variances in wives‘ and husbands‘ 

marital adjustment were explained by the full model.  

4.7.3 Gender Differences 

Again, a series of nested models were conducted in which the corresponding 

paths for husbands and wives were set equal, one pair at a time and the chi-square 

test was used to test the model significance. There was no significant gender 

difference. Actor and partner effects did not differ from each other. 
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4.8 The Mediating Role of Guilt Expression in the relationship between 

Attachment and Marital Adjustment (Hypothesis ≠ 5) 

The proposed model predicted that attachment dimensions would predict 

marital adjustment both directly and indirectly through guilt expression (i.e., 

apology/appeasement, denial, and explanations). For this aim, a saturated model, 

which included all the paths from attachment dimensions to the guilt expression 

sub-scales and marital adjustment as well as the paths from the guilt expression 

variables to marital adjustment, was tested. However, result revealed again a 

suppression effect. Specifically, the results of the proposed model showed that 

husbands‘ attachment anxiety positively predicted husbands‘ explanations (β = .14, 

t =2.42, p < .05). However, the correlation between these two variables was 

negative (r = -.16, p < .05), thus this variable was removed from the model. 

The proposed model with four mediators (i.e., two guilt expression sub-

scales for both wives and husbands) was tested and the insignificant paths were 

trimmed. The final model with standardized parameter estimates was given in 

Figure 7. The goodness-of-fit statistics indicated that this model fit the data very 

well (χ
2
 (22, N =167) =27.44, p= ns. GFI=.97, AGFI=.92, NNFI=.98, CFI= .99, 

RMSEA=.04).  

4.8.1 Actor Effects 

As can be seen in Figure 7, there were a number of actor effects between an 

individual‘s attachment style and his/her anger expression and marital adjustment. 

Specifically, higher attachment anxiety of wives predicted their usage of high levels 

of denial (β = .20, p < .05) and their low levels of marital adjustment (β = -.12, p < 

.05). Higher attachment avoidance of wives predicted their usage of low levels of 

apology/appeasement (β = -.42, p < .05) and their usage of high levels of denial (β 

= .41, p < .05) and their low levels of marital adjustment (β = -.58, p < .05). For 

husbands, their higher attachment avoidance predicted their usage of low levels of 

apology/appeasement (β = -.51, p < .05), usage of high levels of denial (β = .56, p 

< .05), and their low levels of marital adjustment (β = -.68, p < .05). These results 
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suggest that, on the one hand, wives with higher attachment anxiety tended to use 

higher levels of denial style while expressing their guilt. On the other hand, wives 

with higher attachment avoidance tended to use lower levels of both 

apology/appeasement and higher levels of denial styles while expressing their guilt 

during marital conflict. Husbands with higher attachment avoidance tended to use 

lower levels of apology/appeasement and higher levels of denial styles while 

expressing their guilt during marital conflict. However, no mediation effect of guilt 

expression styles was evident. There were only direct effects. 

4.8.2 Partner Effects 

When the partner effects were examined, only two direct partner effects 

were observed. Specifically, wives‘ attachment avoidance predicted husbands‘ 

marital adjustment negatively (β = -.17, p < .05) and husbands‘ attachment 

avoidance predicted wives‘ marital adjustment negatively (β = -.25, p < .05). 

Overall, attachment dimensions explained 18%, 29%, 26%, and 31% of the 

total variance in wives‘ and husbands‘ apology/appeasement and denial sub-scales. 

61% and 57% of the total variances in wives‘ and husbands‘ marital adjustment 

were explained by the full model. 

4.8.3 Gender Differences 

Further analyses were also run to test whether actor and partner effects on 

the outcome variables are equivalent. Again, there was no significant gender 

difference. 
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4.9 Summary of the Results of the Proposed Models  

To sum up, in the first model, direct effects of attachment anxiety and 

avoidance of wives and husbands on marital adjustment of couples were tested. 

Results showed that attachment avoidance of wives and husbands was the strongest 

predictor of both wives‘ and husbands‘ marital adjustment. Although actor effects 

were stronger than the partner effects, all direct links between attachment avoidance 

and marital adjustment were significant. However, only attachment anxiety of 

wives predicted their marital adjustment negatively. A total of 61% and 57% of the 

variances were explained by attachment dimensions. 

When the mediating effect of emotional experience of spouses were 

examined, out of 22 actor effects 11 of them were significant and out of 22 partner 

effects 6 of them were significant. On the one hand, wives with higher attachment 

anxiety tended to experience higher levels of sadness, regret, and anger during 

marital conflict. On the other hand, husbands with high anxiety tended to 

experience higher levels of sadness during a conflict and also their wives tended to 

experience higher levels of sadness and regret. In terms of attachment avoidance, 

wives with high attachment avoidance tended to experience higher levels of regret 

and their husbands tended to experience higher levels of sadness and regret. High 

avoidant husbands tended to experience regret and anger during a conflict. 

Therefore, only husbands‘ anxiety and wives‘ avoidance revealed partner effects. 

Four mediations (3 actor and 1 partner effects) were also observed in the proposed 

model. Specifically, in terms of actor effects, anxious and avoidant wives 

experienced higher levels of regret during a conflict and this in turn, decreased their 

marital adjustment. When the avoidance level of husbands was high, they 

experienced anger more during a conflict and this in turn, decreased their marital 

adjustment. In terms of partner effect, when the anxiety level of husbands was high, 

their wives experienced regret more during a conflict, and this in turn, decreased 

wives‘ marital adjustment. The effect of attachment avoidance was also stronger 

than the effect of attachment anxiety because attachment avoidance of spouses both 

directly and indirectly predicted both own and their partners marital adjustment. A 
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total 66% and 59% of the total variances in wives‘ and husbands‘ marital 

adjustment were explained respectively, by the full model. 

When the mediating effect of anger expression styles of spouses was 

examined, out of 22 actor effects 10 of them were significant and out of 22 partner 

effects 4 of them were significant. On the one hand, wives with higher attachment 

anxiety tended to use distributive and passive aggression while expressing their 

anger towards partner. On the other hand, when the anxiety level of husbands was 

high, their wives tended to use passive aggression. Although wives with high 

avoidance tended to use avoidant aggression, husbands with high avoidance tended 

to use high levels of distributive (the strongest one), passive, and avoidant 

aggression. Wives of avoidant husbands also used distributive aggression. Only 

husbands‘ anxiety and avoidance revealed partner effects. 

Three mediations (2 actor and 1 partner effects) were also observed in the 

proposed model. Specifically, wives with higher attachment anxiety reported high 

levels of distributive aggression while expressing their anger, and this in turn, 

decreased their marital adjustment. When the avoidance level of husbands was high, 

both they and their wives reported using distributive aggression style, and this in 

turn, decreased both own and their wives‘ marital adjustment. The effect of 

attachment avoidance was again stronger than the effect of attachment anxiety 

because attachment avoidance of spouses both directly and indirectly predicted both 

own and their partners‘ marital adjustment. A total of 63% and 59% of variances in 

wives‘ and husbands‘ marital adjustment, respectively, were explained by the full 

model. 

When the mediating effect of sadness expression styles of spouses was 

examined, out of 16 actor effects 10 of them were significant and out of 16 partner 

effects 4 of them were significant. On the one hand, both wives and husbands with 

higher attachment anxiety reported solitude/negative behavior and positive activity 

while expressing their sadness towards partner and their partners also tended to use 

high levels of use solitude/negative behavior. On the other hand, wives and 

husbands with higher attachment avoidance tended to use only high levels of 
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solitude/negative behavior. Thus, only wives‘ and husbands‘ anxiety revealed 

partner effects. Furthermore, there was only one significant actor mediation, 

suggesting that when the avoidance level of husbands was high, they used more 

solitude/negative behavior while expressing their sadness this in turn, decreased 

their marital adjustment. Again, both wives and husbands higher in attachment 

avoidance were less satisfied with their relationships, and also their partners were 

less satisfied with the relationship. In addition, wives higher in attachment anxiety 

were less satisfied with their relationships. A total of 61% and 58% of variances in 

wives‘ and husbands‘ marital adjustment, respectively, were explained by the full 

model. 

When the mediating effect of guilt expression styles of spouses was 

examined, out of 16 actor effects 8 of them were significant and out of 16 partner 

effects 2 of them were significant. The model suggested that guilt expression styles 

of wives and husbands did not mediate the relationship between attachment 

dimension of wives and husbands and marital adjustment of spouses. There were 

only direct effects of attachment avoidance of wives and husbands on both own and 

their partners‘ marital adjustment. Further, attachment anxiety of wives also directly 

predicted their marital adjustment. Although, wives‘ anxiety predicted their usage 

of denial, husbands‘ anxiety did not predict any guilt expression styles. However, 

wives and husbands with high attachment avoidance used high levels of denial and 

low levels of apology/appeasement while expressing their guilt during marital 

conflict. Overall, 61% and 57% of the total variances in wives‘ and husbands‘ 

marital adjustment were explained by the full model. Thus, guilt expression styles 

did not add any significant variance to the first model (i.e., direct effects of 

attachment dimensions on marital adjustment).
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4.10 Testing Interactions among Attachment Dimensions of Wives and 

Husbands (Hypothesis ≠ 6) 

Potential moderating effects between coupes‘ attachment anxiety and 

avoidance were not tested via the APIM analyses. Therefore, a series of hierarchical 

moderated regression analyses were conducted to test the moderating effects of 

attachment dimensions of couples on the major study variables. In these analyses, 

wives‘ attachment dimensions were used as independent variables (IVs) and 

husbands‘ attachment dimensions were accepted as moderator variables in 

predicting the given outcome variable after controlling for demographic variables, 

namely, duration of marriage, the number of children, and education level of wives 

and husbands. There were 32 dependent variables (DVs; four anger expression, 

three sadness expression, three guilt expression, marital adjustment, marital 

satisfaction, and three emotional experience sub-scales of wives and husbands) and 

therefore, 32 separate hierarchical moderated regression analyses were conducted. 

Following the procedure suggested by Aiken and West (1991), attachment 

dimensions of wives and husbands were mean-centered and two interaction terms 

were computed by multiplying each centered IV with the moderator. Furthermore, 

demographic variables were also centered. In these analyses, the number of 

children, duration of marriage, and education level of wives and husbands were 

entered in the first step to control for their effects. The main effects of attachment 

anxiety and avoidance of wives and husbands (four variables) were entered in the 

second step and all possible two-way interactions (six interaction terms) were 

entered to the equation in the third step. The values represented in the tables were 

obtained from the last (third) step of the regression analyses, representing unique 

variances of each variable. 
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4.10.1 The Effects of Attachment Dimensions on Anger Expression 

As presented in Table 4.4, results revealed that neither demographic 

variables nor interaction effects were significant in predicting wives‘ distributive 

aggression. For the main effects, only wives‘ anxiety level (β = .36, p < .01) 

predicted wives‘ distributive aggression, F (8, 166) = 7.06, p < .001. For husbands‘ 

distributive aggression, both demographic and interaction variables were 

insignificant. For the main effects, wives‘ anxiety (β = .17, p < .05) and husbands‘ 

avoidance (β = .47, p < .01) significantly predicted husbands‘ distributive 

aggression, F (8, 166) = 10.58, p < .001. 

For passive aggression of wives and husbands, neither demographic 

variables nor interaction effects were significant. When the main effects were 

examined, although anxiety level of both wives (β = .32, p < .01) and husbands (β 

= .21, p < .05) predicted passive aggression of wives, F (8, 166) = 4.68, p < .001; 

only husbands‘ avoidance (β = .42, p < .01) had significant main effect on 

husbands‘ passive aggression, F (8, 166) = 5.51, p < .001. For avoidance/denial of 

wives neither demographic variables nor interaction effects were significant; wives‘ 

avoidance and husbands‘ anxiety had significant main effect on wives‘ avoidant 

aggression (β = .24, p < .05 and β = .19, p < .05, respectively, F (8, 166) = 5.19, p 

< .001). For husbands‘ avoidance/denial, demographic variables predicted 

husbands‘ avoidance/denial, F (4, 166) = 7.86, p < .001. Specifically, education 

level of wives and husbands predicted husbands‘ avoidant aggression negatively (β 

= -.19, p < .05 and β = -.21, p < .05). Unique effects also showed that only 

husbands‘ avoidance had significant main effect on husbands‘ avoidant aggression 

(β = .21, p<.01, F (8, 166) = 5.52, p < .001). Lastly for integrative aggression, 

although avoidance level of both wives and husbands predicted wives‘ integrative 

aggression (β = -.49, p < .01 and β = -.19, p < .05, respectively, F (8, 166) = 6.79, 

p < .001), only avoidance level of husbands predicted husbands‘ integrative 

aggression (β = -.63, p < .01, F (8, 166) = 9.05, p < .001). 

To sum up, demographic variables were generally insignificant while 

predicting anger expression sub-scales. Only, higher education level of wives and 
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husbands predicted lower levels of avoidant aggression of husbands. In terms of 

unique effects of attachment dimensions, on the one hand, wives with high 

attachment anxiety showed more distributive and passive aggression, and their 

husbands also showed more distributive aggression. Husbands‘ attachment anxiety, 

on the other hand, predicted their wives‘ passive and avoidant aggression. Wives 

with high attachment avoidance showed more avoidant and less integrative 

aggression styles while expressing their anger. However, husbands‘ attachment 

avoidance predicted their usage of higher levels of distributive, passive, and 

avoidant aggression, and their usage of lower levels of integrative aggression. 

Wives of avoidant husbands also used low levels of integrative aggression. 
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4.10.2 The Effects of Attachment Dimensions on Sadness Expression 

As presented in Table 4.5, neither demographic variables nor interaction 

effects were significant in predicting wives‘ and husbands‘ solitude/negative 

behavior. For unique effects, anxiety level of wives and husbands, and also 

avoidance level of wives had significant main effect on wives‘ solitude/negative 

behavior (β = .31, p < .01, β = .25, p < .05, β = .21, p < .05, respectively, F (8, 

166) = 8.79, p < .001). However, anxiety level of wives and avoidance level of 

husbands predicted husbands solitude/negative behavior (β = .16, p < .05 and β = 

.42, p < .01, F (8, 166) = 11.09, p < .001). 

The fact that the attachment dimensions were correlated highly with each 

other caused a suppressor effect on some the analyses. Specifically, although the 

analysis revealed that that wives‘ anxiety had significant effect on wives‘ social 

support and husbands‘ anxiety had significant main effect on husbands‘ social 

support (β = .20, p < .05 and β = .16, p < .05, for wives and husbands, 

respectively), this finding was opposite to the correlation between these variables (r 

= -.01 for wives and r = -.06 for husbands) suggesting a suppressor effect. To assess 

the source of suppressor effect, the regression analysis was run by using only the 

anxiety levels of wives and husbands to predict social support. As expected, anxiety 

dimension did not predict social support and this finding supported that the 

existence of suppressor effect. In fact, here were high correlations between anxiety 

and avoidance variables (r = .50 for wives and r = .58 for husbands). Additionally, 

avoidance was highly negatively correlated with social support variables of wives 

and husbands (r = -.37 for wives and r = -.48 for husbands). In this case, depending 

on its positive correlation with avoidance, anxiety seemed to positively predict 

social support. Therefore, the positive main effect of anxiety should be disregarded. 

The only significant main effects were duration of marriage (β = -.22, p < .05) and 

wives‘ attachment avoidance (β = -.50, p < .01) in predicting wives‘ social 

support/dependent behavior. However, husbands‘ avoidance (β = -.67, p < .01) 

negatively predicted husbands‘ social support/dependent behavior. 
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Demographic variables, main effects of attachment dimensions, and 

interaction effects were insignificant in predicting wives‘ positive activity. 

However, only demographic variables were insignificant in predicting husbands‘ 

positive activity. The unique effects of attachment showed that, husbands‘ anxiety 

had significant main effect on husbands‘ positive activity (β = .29, p < .01). 

Furthermore, the interaction between avoidance level of wives and husbands 

significantly predicted husbands‘ positive activity in the third step, F (14, 166) = 

2.04, p < .05. To further probe the interaction following the directions of Aiken and 

West (1991), whether the slope of each of the two regression lines was significantly 

different from zero was tested. As seen in Figure 8, when husbands‘ avoidance was 

used as a moderating variable, regression coefficient for high avoidance was not 

significant (t = -1.30, p = ns.). However, regression coefficient for low avoidance 

was significant (t = 2.27, p  .05), indicating that if husbands had lower levels 

avoidance and their wives had higher levels avoidance; they (husbands) reported 

highest level of positive activity when they were sad. 

Demographic variables in the first step were generally insignificant while 

predicting sadness expression sub-scales. Only one of them was significant, 

suggesting that the higher the duration of marriage the lower the social 

support/dependent behavior of wives. In terms of unique effects of attachment 

dimensions, on the one hand, wives with high attachment anxiety showed more 

solitude/negative behavior, and their husbands also showed more solitude/negative 

behavior patterns while expressing their sadness. On the other hand, husbands with 

high attachment anxiety showed more positive activity, and their wives showed 

more solitude/negative behavior patterns while expressing their sadness. Wives 

with high attachment avoidance reported using more solitude/negative behavior and 

using less social support/dependent behavior. Similarly, husbands with high 

attachment avoidance reported using more solitude/negative behavior and using less 

social support/dependent behavior while expressing their sadness during marital 

conflict. Only one interaction effect was significant, suggesting that low avoidant 

husbands who had high avoidant wives reported using higher levels of positive 
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activity when compared to low avoidant husbands coupled with low avoidant 

wives. 
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Figure 8. The Interaction between Wives’ Avoidance and Husbands’ Avoidance in 

Predicting Husbands’ Positive Activity 

 

4.10.3 The Effects of Attachment Dimensions on Guilt Expression 

The high correlation between anxiety and avoidance level of husbands again 

led to suppression effect while predicting husbands‘ apology/appeasement and 

explanations. Although husbands‘ anxiety was negatively correlated with husbands‘ 

apology/appeasement and explanations (r = -.19 and r = -.16), they positively 

predicted these variables (β = .13, p = ns. and β = .21, p < .01). 

As presented in Table 4.6, neither demographic variables nor interaction 

effects were significant in predicting wives‘ and husbands‘ apology/appeasement 

behavior patterns. For unique effects, wives‘ avoidance predicted wives‘ 

apology/appeasement and husbands‘ avoidance negatively predicted husbands‘ 

apology/appeasement behaviors (β = -.52, p < .01 and β = -.55, p < .01, 

respectively, F (8, 166) = 5.86, p < .001 and F (8, 166) = 9.15, p < .001, 

respectively). 

For denial, both demographic variables and unique effects of attachment 

were significant in predicting wives‘ (F (4, 166) = 6.50, p < .001 and F (8, 166) = 



 

166 

 

10.14, p < .001, respectively) and husbands‘ denial (F (4, 166) = 2.83, p < .05 and 

F (8, 166) = 11.49, p < .001, respectively). However, interaction effects were 

insignificant. Specifically, wives‘ education level negatively and their anxiety and 

avoidance level positively predicted wives‘ denial (β = -.22, p < .05, β = .17, p < 

.05 and β = .37, p < .01, respectively). However, husbands‘ education level 

negatively and their avoidance level positively predicted husbands‘ denial (β = -.16, 

p < .05 and β = .55, p < .01, respectively). Neither demographic variables nor 

interaction variables were significant in predicting wives‘ and husbands‘ 

apology/appeasement. Only main effect of attachment were significant for both 

wives and husbands, F (8, 166) = 6.34, p < .001 and F (8, 166) = 10.52, p < .001, 

respectively. Specifically, wives‘ avoidance predicted wives‘ explanations and 

husbands‘ avoidance negatively predicted husbands‘ explanation behaviors (β = -

.52, p < .01 and β = -.63, p < .01, respectively). 

To sum up, demographic variables were generally insignificant while 

predicting guilt expression sub-scales. Only, wives with higher education showed 

less denial and similarly husbands with higher education showed less denial. Wives 

with higher attachment anxiety showed more denial while expressing their guilt. 

Wives with higher attachment avoidance showed more denial, and less 

apology/appeasement and fewer explanations towards the partner. Similarly, 

husbands with higher attachment avoidance showed more denial, and less 

apology/appeasement and fewer explanations towards the partner. However, none 

of the interactions were significant. 
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4.10.4 The Effects of Attachment Dimensions on Emotion Experience 

As presented in Table 4.7, results revealed that none of the demographic 

variables were significant in predicting wives‘ and husbands‘ emotion experience. 

For wives‘ sadness experience only unique effects of attachment were significant, F 

(8, 166) = 4.83, p < .001. Specifically, anxiety level of wives and husbands 

positively predicted wives‘ sadness experience during a conflict (β = .29, p < .01 

and β = .26, p < .05). For husbands‘ sadness experience both unique effects of 

attachment and interactions effects were significant, F (8, 166) = 4.28, p < .001 and 

F (14, 166) = 2.85, p < .005, respectively. Only husbands‘ anxiety positively 

predicted husbands‘ sadness experience (β = .24, p <. 01). Moreover, the 

interaction between wives‘ anxiety and husbands‘ avoidance significantly predicted 

husbands‘ sadness experience in the third step (β = -.24, p < .05). Simple slope 

analysis revealed that although the effect of wives‘ anxiety on husbands‘ sadness 

experience was significant for low husbands‘ avoidance (t = 2.65, p  .05), it was 

not significant for high husbands‘ avoidance (t = -1.28, p = ns.). As presented in 

Figure 9, low avoidant husbands with high anxious wives reported the highest level 

of sadness experience. 

Main effects of attachment were significant for both wives‘ regret and 

husbands‘ regret experience, F (8, 166) = 11.44, p < .001 and F (8, 166) = 7.39, p < 

.001, respectively. Although, wives‘ anxiety and avoidance had significant main 

effects on wives‘ regret (β = .29, p < .01 and β = .20, p < .05, respectively), wives‘ 

anxiety and husbands‘ avoidance predicted husbands‘ regret experience during a 

conflict (β = .18, p < .05 and β = .25, p < .01, respectively). Again, only main 

effects of attachment were significant for both wives‘ and husbands‘ anger 

experience, F (8, 166) = 2.86, p < .01 and F (8, 166) = 3.56, p < .01, respectively. 

Although wives‘ anxiety had significant main effect on wives‘ anger experience (β 

= .24, p < .05), husbands‘ avoidance predicted husbands‘ anger experience during 

marital conflict (β = .31, p < .01). 
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Regardless of the fact that none of the main effects were significant in 

predicting both wives‘ and husbands‘ guilt experience, the interaction between 

anxiety level of wives and husbands significantly predicted wives‘ guilt experience 

(β = -.25, p<.01). Simple slope analysis revealed that although the effect of wives‘ 

anxiety on wives‘ guilt experience was significant for low husbands‘ avoidance (t = 

2.03, p  .05), it was not significant for high husbands‘ anxiety (t = -.16, p = ns.). 

As presented in Figure 10, high anxious wives with low anxious husbands reported 

the highest level of guilt experience. 

Therefore, demographic variables were all insignificant while predicting 

emotion experience of wives and husbands. In terms of unique effects of attachment 

dimensions, on the one hand, wives with high attachment anxiety experienced 

higher levels of sadness, regret, and anger, and their husbands also experienced 

higher levels of regret. On the other hand, husbands with high attachment anxiety 

experienced higher levels of sadness and also their wives experienced higher levels 

of sadness. Wives with high attachment avoidance experienced only higher levels 

of regret. However, husbands with high attachment avoidance experienced higher 

levels of both regret and anger during marital conflict. There were two significant 

interaction effects. Specifically, husbands experienced the highest level of sadness 

if they were low avoidant and their wives were high anxious. Wives experienced 

the highest level of guilt if they were high anxious and their husbands were low 

anxious. 
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Figure 9. The Interaction between Wives’ Anxiety and Husbands’ Avoidance in 

Predicting Husbands’ Sadness Experience 

 

 

 

Figure 10. The Interaction between Wives’ and Husbands’ Anxiety in Predicting 

Wives’ Guilt Experience 
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4.10.5 The Effects of Attachment Dimensions on Marital Adjustment and 

Marital Satisfaction 

For wives marital adjustment, both demographic variables and the main 

effects of attachment were significant, F (4, 166) = 3.03, p < .05 and F (8, 166) = 

32.63, p < .001, respectively. However, for husbands‘ marital adjustment only main 

effects of attachment were significant, F (8, 166) = 28.34, p < .001. Specifically, 

although duration of marriage, wives‘ avoidance, and husbands‘ avoidance 

negatively predicted wives‘ marital adjustment (β = -.15, p < .05, β = -.58, p < .01, 

and β = -.26, p < .05, respectively), avoidance level of wives and husbands 

negatively predicted husbands‘ marital adjustment (β = -.16, p < .05, and β = -.70, 

p < .01). However, there were no significant interaction effects in predicting marital 

adjustment of wives and husbands (see Table 4.8). 

For marital satisfaction, there were no significant effects of demographic 

variables on wives‘ and husbands‘ marital satisfaction. However, the main effects 

of attachment were significant for both wives and husbands, F (8, 166) = 21.48, p < 

.001 and F (8, 166) = 21.37, p < .001, respectively. While husbands‘ avoidance had 

significant main effect on their marital satisfaction (β = -.67, p < .01), avoidance 

level of wives and husbands had significant main effect on wives‘ marital 

satisfaction (β = -.58, p < .01, and β = -.26, p < .05, respectively). In addition, the 

interaction between avoidance level of wives and husbands significantly predicted 

marital satisfaction of wives (β = -.28, p < .01, F (14, 166) = 13.67, p < .001). 

Simple slope analysis revealed that he effect of wives‘ avoidance on their marital 

satisfaction was significant for both high husbands‘ avoidance (t = -10.31, p  .01) 

and low high husbands‘ avoidance (t = -3.06, p  .05). As seen in Figure 11, if the 

both wives and husbands had high level of avoidance, wives had the lowest level of 

marital satisfaction. However, if wives had low avoidance, their husbands‘ 

avoidance level did not affect their marital satisfaction. 

To sum up, most of the demographic variables were insignificant while predicting 

marital adjustment and marital satisfaction of wives and husbands. Only, high levels 

of duration of marriage negatively predicted wives‘ marital adjustment. Anxiety of 
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wives and husbands were all insignificant in predicting marital adjustment and 

marital satisfaction of both spouses. Wives with high attachment avoidance were 

less satisfied with their relationships and their husbands also less satisfied with their 

relationships. Only one interaction effect was observed, suggesting that if both 

spouses had high level of avoidance then wives reported lowest level of marital 

satisfaction.
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Figure 11. The Interaction between Wives’ and Husbands’ Avoidance in 

Predicting Wives’ Marital Satisfaction 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

 

The primary goal of the present study was to examine the interplay 

between emotional experience and expression during a conflict in marital 

relationships, attachment (in)security, and marital functioning. Based on the 

previous theoretical and empirical work on attachment studies (see Mikulincer 

& Shaver, 2007), the current dissertation proposed an extended model that the 

emotional experience and expression would mediate the association between 

attachment insecurity and marital adjustment considering both actor and partner 

effects. In dyadic relationships, emotions, cognitions, and behaviors of the 

partners are reciprocally related and couple relationships cannot be understood 

fully by considering only the individual level factors. Thus, the current study 

included both of the partners‘ individual characteristics (e.g., attachment 

dimensions), emotional experiences and expressions, and relationship outcomes 

(e.g., marital adjustment and satisfaction). 

Culturally relevant emotional experiences and expressions were also 

considered in the present study. In that sense, both qualitative and quantitative 

studies were conducted to explore the culture-specific emotional patterns in 

Turkish context. Examination of the findings has revealed important 

implications for understanding how attachment insecurity influences affective 

processes of married couples as well as their behavior patterns in response to the 

experienced emotions. The results also suggested that these affective response 

patterns in turn mostly affect marital satisfaction in Turkish culture. The present 

chapter discusses the findings of the study related with each research question 

and hypothesis. It is followed by limitations and suggestions for future research, 

and the major contributions of the present study. 
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5.1 Preliminary Statistics of Main Variables 

5.1.1 Descriptive Information about the Study Variables 

According to the mean scores of the anger expression variables, the 

integrative assertion scores of both wives and husbands and the passive 

aggression scores of wives had higher mean values than the distributive 

aggression and the avoidance/denial aggression of wives and husbands. These 

findings suggest that, overall, constructive anger expression is more common 

than destructive expression in Turkish culture. Additionally, wives reported 

using higher levels of passive aggression rather than avoidance and distributive 

aggression. Indeed, the one of the emotion expression with the lowest mean 

value was avoidance/denial for wives. This finding is consistent with the results 

of the both qualitative and quantitative pilot studies of the current study. In the 

pilot studies, it was also found that Turkish married couples prefer to show their 

anger either in active or passive ways rather than avoiding the partner. 

Moreover, previous studies suggested that women‘s expression of emotions is a 

more normative social process than men‘s expression of the same emotions 

because of the gender differences in the socialization process (e.g., Cordova et 

al., 2005; Dindia & Allan, 1992). Therefore, avoidance pattern might be less 

prevalent in collectivist culture, especially for women where mutual emotional 

interdependence and closeness is valued. Similarly, Cai and Fink (2002) 

explored the differences between conflict management skills in collectivist and 

individualist cultures and found that avoidant strategy is more prevalent in 

individualist cultures as compared to collectivist cultures, including Turkey in 

their sample. 

Regarding sadness expression, the social support/dependent behavior 

pattern for wives and husbands had the highest mean values as compared to the 

solitude/negative behavior. For guilt expression, the explanations and 

apology/appeasement had the highest means than denial for both partners. These 

findings suggest that similar to the anger expression, the constructive expression 

of sadness and guilt emotions are more prevalent in Turkish culture than the 

destructive expression of these emotions. Since people in collectivist culture 

define themselves mainly in terms of their relationships (KağıçıbaĢı, 2005; 
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Markus & Kitayama, 1991), they seem to more likely to behave constructively 

during a conflict for the wellbeing of their relationship than to behave 

destructively. In a similar vein, Cai and Fink (2002) also obtained evidence for 

collectivist people using more compromising and integrating style during 

conflictual situations than their individualist counterparts. 

Additionally, the anger and sadness experiences had the highest mean 

values as compared to guilt and regret emotions. Both spouses reported 

relatively higher levels of marital adjustment in this study, indicating that 

couples were overall happy in their relationships they may not have experienced 

destructive conflicts very frequently. Lastly, the attachment anxiety and 

avoidance had lower mean scores than the mid-point of the given scales, which 

is consistent with the normativity hypothesis of the attachment theory. 

Specifically, according to this hypothesis, attachment security is more common 

than insecurity in the majority of cultures even though there are differences in 

the pattern of attachment insecurity, especially on attachment anxiety and 

avoidance (Van Ijzendoorn & Sagi-Schwartz, 2008, Schmitt et al., 2004, Sümer 

& KağıçıbaĢı, 2010). As expected, however, attachment avoidance was lower 

than attachment anxiety in Turkish culture. 

The valance and size of correlations between the quantitative study 

variables were all in the expected directions for both husbands and wives. First, 

as expected, high attachment anxiety and avoidance of wives and husbands were 

related with low levels of both their own and their partners‘ marital adjustment 

and satisfaction. When the unique effects of attachment styles were examined, 

they also revealed consistent results with the attachment dimensions. 

Specifically, secure people reported higher levels of marital adjustment and 

marital satisfaction than those with fearful, dismissing, and preoccupied styles 

and preoccupieds reported higher levels of marital adjustment and marital 

satisfaction than the fearful and dismissing ones. These results showed that 

attachment insecurity deteriorates marital functioning among Turkish couples, 

consistent with the well documented previous work in Western cultures. The 

previous literature on attachment has shown that anxious (preoccupied) people, 

being high on anxiety dimension, exaggerate their stress level through their use 
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of hyperactivating strategy and the avoidant ones, being high on avoidance 

dimension, underestimate their stress level through their use of deactivating 

strategy (Kobak & Sceery, 1988; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2003; 2007). Hence, 

both anxious and avoidant people experience relationship problems due to the 

application of their strategies even though the roots of their problems seemed to 

differ. As a result, these dysfunctional strategies they employ in their 

relationships cause problems and affect relationship satisfaction negatively in 

both dating (e.g., Collins & Feeney, 2000) and marital relationships (e.g., Kane 

et al., 2007). 

Furthermore, both attachment anxiety and avoidance were positively 

associated with the dyscfunctional expression of negative emotions, and 

negatively associated with the constructive expression of negative emotions. 

Mikulincer and Shaver (2008) suggested that both anxious and avoidant people 

distort and damage their own emotion regulation processes caused by their 

application of hyperactivating and deactivating strategies, and their disturbed 

emotion regulation processes in turn are related with their psychological 

problems. In line with the findings of the current study, previous studies 

corroborated the disturbing effects of attachment insecurity on emotion 

regulation (e.g., Creasey et al., 1999) as well as care-giving patterns (e.g., 

Feeney & Collins, 2001). Additionally, studies consistently found that although 

attachment security predicts constructive regulation of negative emotions, 

insecure people rely on inefficient emotion regulation of negative moods, such 

as distancing or avoidant coping and emotion-focused strategies (e.g., Corcoran 

& Mallinckrodt, 2000; Creasey & Hesson-McInnis, 2001; Creasey et al., 1999; 

Pistole & Arricale, 2003). 

Correlation analyses also demonstrated that the correlations between 

emotion expression scales were in the expected direction. In general, positive 

correlations were observed between the subscales of constructive emotion 

expression for anger, sadness, and guilt. For instance, wives‘ use of social 

support/dependent behavior pattern (while feeling sad) was positively related 

with wives‘ use of integrative styles as they express their anger, 

apology/appeasement and explanation behavior patterns if they feel guilty. 
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Therefore, these findings suggest that if people tend to use constructive emotion 

regulation, it seems to include all types of negative emotions that are employed 

constructively in general in conflictual situations whether they perceive their 

point of view as right or wrong. 

Moreover, the correlations between the constructive and destructive 

emotional expression subscales were negative although the destructive ones 

were positively correlated with each other. Additionally, the destructive 

expression styles of each spouse were positively associated with each other. For 

instance, wives‘ use of denial was positively correlated with husbands‘ use of 

destructive anger and sadness expression styles. These findings have critical 

implications and suggest that including only one partner‘s perception may not be 

sufficient to understand the whole relationship dynamics which is largely 

ignored in the past studies. The current findings revealed that one partner‘s 

positive or negative behavior pattern seemed to be reciprocated by the same 

response from the other partner. Thus, partners‘ behavioral patterns either 

positive or negative seem to activate and strengthen each other‘s behavior. 

To sum up, all these findings suggest that discrete emotions were 

expressed in different ways and if one partner express his/her negative emotion 

destructively; it reveals the destructive patterns from the other partner also. This 

pattern is consistent with the dyadic approach suggesting that since partners are 

interdependent in dyadic relationships, their behavior patterns are reciprocally 

related. Previous studies highlight the dyadic aspect of emotion regulation in 

conflictual situations (Diamond & Fagundes, 2008; Rusbult et al., 2001) 

suggesting that the behavior of one partner affects the other partner‘s action, in 

turn the other partner‘s action influences the partner‘s behavior. This becomes a 

reciprocal process that influences cognitions, perceptions, emotions and 

behaviors. 

Finally, the findings suggested that negative emotional experiences and 

destructive expression of these negative emotions were negatively related with 

both marital satisfaction and adjustment. These findings were also consistent 

with the previous studies suggesting that negative emotions and inability to 
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regulate these emotions caused relationship problems, which in turn diminished 

relationship satisfaction (e.g., Johnson et al., 2005; Waldinger et al., 2004). 

5.1. 2 Gender Differences on Main Study Variables 

The results of the current study revealed gender differences on the 

majority of the study variables. In terms of emotional experience, although 

wives reported feeling more sadness and regret as compared to their husbands, 

husbands reported higher levels of guilt feeling than their wives during marital 

conflict. Consistent with the current findings, Sanford (2007b) found that wives 

reported higher soft emotions (i.e., hurt, sad, concerned, and disappointed) than 

husbands during marital conflict. Therefore, women may feel more sadness and 

regret during a relationship conflict since they are socialized to be more 

emotional and relationship oriented (Basow, 1992; Gilligan, 1982). Although 

previous studies did not find a significant gender difference on guilt experience 

(e.g., Consedine & Fiori, 2009; Guerrero et al., 2008), husbands reported higher 

levels of guilt than wives in the current study. In the current study, all married 

couples had at least high school degree, and majority of the participants had 

university degree or more and they usually work outside their home. Therefore, 

they may not reflect typical or traditional gender roles (Kulik, 2007; Myers & 

Booth, 2002; Ybarra, 1982). However, although there has been a sharp increase 

in education level and partially in SES, traditional expectations and attitudes 

toward roles are still pervasive, especially among men (Kızılaslan & DiktaĢ, 

2011). Thus, in terms of marital relationships, men who behave in a more 

traditional and gender stereotypic way may feel guilty if they recognize 

relationship partner‘s standards and expectations. Another explanation might be 

related with the different perceptions in collectivist and individualist cultures. 

The literature associates the emotion of guilt with more individualistic 

orientation, while shame with more collectivist orientation (Wallbott & Scherer, 

1995). In that sense, it can be suggested that even in a relatively collectivistic 

Turkish culture men are socialized to be more individualistic and agentic than 

women. Supporting cultural arguments on the development of emotions 

(Markus & Kitayama, 1991), the current finding corroborates with the effect of 

socialization. 
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There were also gender differences in terms of emotional expression 

subscales. Specifically, in terms of anger expression, husbands reported using 

more avoidance/denial aggression than their wives. Consistent with these 

findings, previous studies have shown that men reported higher levels of 

suppression (Gross & John, 2003), withdrawal patterns (Christensen & Heavey, 

1990), and avoidance/denial aggression (Guerrero et al., 2008). Men are more 

likely to be autonomous, independent, and self-focused in their relationships 

than women (Gilligan, 1982; Kirsch & Kuiper, 2002), and thus while 

communicating their anger instead of confronting with the partner about the 

problem; they may prefer to stay away from the situation, or from their partner. 

Wives reported using more distributive aggression and passive 

aggression (anger expression styles), solitude/negative behavior (sadness 

expression style), and explanations (guilt expression style) as compared to their 

husbands. It appears that wives use more adaptive and constructive expression 

style only if they felt guilty. However, when they feel sadness and anger, they 

express their emotions more destructively either in active or passive ways. 

Consistently, past studies reported that women are more emotionally expressive 

than men (Cartensen et al., 1995; Christensen & Heavey, 1990; Nolen-

Hoeksema & Aldao, 2011). Men experience higher difficulty in communicating 

their emotions which might be a result of socialization process (Cordova et al., 

2005). For instance, Nolen-Hoeksema and Aldao (2011) examined the 

differences between men and women in terms of a wide range of emotion 

regulation strategies in all age groups. They found that when compared to men, 

women reported different emotion regulation strategies, such as rumination, 

reappraisal, problem-solving, acceptance, and social support, most of which 

were adaptive. However, they also found that these constructive emotion 

regulation strategies were not associated with lower depression symptoms. 

Indeed, only maladaptive emotion regulation strategies predicted higher 

depression symptoms. In the current study, consistent with the study of Nolen-

Hoeksema and Aldao, wives used a number of emotion expression styles and as 

compared to men, wives were found to use more adaptive and constructive 

expression style only if they felt guilty. 
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However, the results suggested that wives also use more destructive 

emotion expression styles for anger and sadness. These results are consistent 

with the study of Lafontaine and Lussier (2005) showing that women were not 

able control their anger feelings in their relationships. In fact, they express their 

anger towards the partner externally like criticizing, insulting, threatening, and 

assaulting the partner. Similarly, Christian, O‘Leary, and Vivian (1994) 

examined the depressive symptomatology in martially discordant men and 

women and found that women experienced higher levels of depressive 

symptomatology and more discordant than men. In that sense, high levels of 

experienced anger and sadness seem to have more detrimental effects on wives‘ 

emotional expression and resulting relationship dissatisfaction as compared to 

husbands. 

In the present study, husbands reported higher attachment avoidance 

than wives whereas there was no sex difference on attachment anxiety. 

Although attachment theory does not make any speculations about gender 

differences (e.g., Mikulincer & Shaver, 2003), previous studies conducted in 

Western cultures have generally documented that women reported higher 

anxiety and lower avoidance than men (e.g., Brassard, Shaver, & Lussier, 2007; 

Feeney, 1998; Molero, Shaver, Ferrer, Cuadrado, & Alonso-Arbiol, 2011). 

Similarly, a recent meta-analytic study also demonstrated that in romantic 

attachment males reported higher attachment avoidance and lower attachment 

anxiety than females (Del Guidice, 2011). Specifically, the largest difference 

was observed in community sample rather than college samples. Del Guidice 

further found the moderating effect of geographic region in sex differences. 

Highlighting the importance of cultural effects, the largest sex difference on 

romantic attachment was observed in Europe and the Middle East. The present 

study did not show a significant sex difference on attachment anxiety suggesting 

a cultural effect. Specifically, previous studies have overall demonstrated that 

attachment anxiety is more common in collectivist cultures (Schmitt et al., 2004) 

and attachment anxiety might be acceptable in collectivist cultures where 

interdependence is valued and highlighted (e.g., Özen, Sümer, & Demir, 2011). 

Thus, it can be suggested that in collectivistic cultures, attachment anxiety as a 
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factor for fostering relationship interdependence is being instilled in both men 

and women. 

5.2 Hypotheses Testing 

5.2.1 Attachment and Marital Adjustment 

The first aim of the present study was to replicate previous studies, 

which showed the effects of attachment on marital adjustment and/or 

satisfaction in the Western cultural context. Overall results showed that both 

wives‘ and husbands‘ attachment avoidance were linked with both their own and 

their partners‘ marital dissatisfaction with strong effect sizes. Consistent with 

the previous studies (e.g., Harma et al., 2012; Kane et al., 2007; Molero et al., 

2011), results showed that attachment avoidance of wives and husbands was the 

strongest predictor of both own and partner‘s marital adjustment. Similarly, 

Friedman et al. (2010) found that although attachment avoidance had deleterious 

effect on relationship satisfaction both in collectivist and individualist cultures, 

the association between avoidance and relationship problems and satisfaction 

was stronger in collectivist cultures than individualist ones. Thus, in collectivist 

cultures where relationship harmony and interdependence are highlighted, 

attachment avoidance seems to be a critical risk factor for relationship 

satisfaction (Harma et al., 2012; Sümer & KağıtçıbaĢı, 2010). Regardless of the 

fact that the partner effect for attachment anxiety was non-significant, the wives 

with high levels of attachment anxiety were also less satisfied with their 

relationship in the current study. 

Sümer and KağıtçıbaĢı (2010) previously have shown that attachment 

anxiety is more common in collectivist cultures; hence it may be tolerated in 

Turkish culture. Consistent with the present findings, using dyadic level 

analyses, Harma et al. (2012) did not find a significant effect of attachment 

anxiety on relationship satisfaction among a large sample of Turkish married 

couples. These findings suggest that attachment anxiety of the partner may not 

pose a serious threat to relationship satisfaction of the spouse in collectivistic 

cultures since it might be perceived as culturally congruent even ―functional‖ by 

fostering relationship interdependence. However, it still can affect the person‘s 

own outcomes to certain extend. In fact, individual‘s attachment anxiety might 
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influence their own relationship satisfaction negatively via disturbing emotion 

regulation function of the individual. 

Furthermore, findings of the current study suggested that although actor 

effects were stronger than the partner effects, all direct links between attachment 

avoidance and marital adjustment were significant, indicating that one‘s 

behavior or cognitions rather than the partner‘s primarily affect their own 

outcomes. 

The moderation analysis revealed an interaction effect of avoidance level 

of wives and husbands in predicting wives‘ marital satisfaction. Specifically, 

when wives were highly avoidant, they reported the lowest relationship 

satisfaction if their husbands were also high in avoidance. However, when wives 

were low in avoidance, their husbands‘ avoidance level did not affect their 

wives‘ marital satisfaction. This finding implies that wives‘ avoidance rather 

than husbands‘ avoidance is a key factor in predicting wives‘ marital 

satisfaction. Women are perceived as the maintainers of the relationships thus 

they are experts in relationship management (Kirkpatrick & Davis, 1994). 

Therefore, wives‘ level of avoidance might influence the relationship 

satisfaction more in marital relationships. As stated previously, emotional 

interdependence is important in collectivistic cultures (KağıtçıbaĢı, 2007) and 

women are expected to be more traditional in those cultures, where gender 

stereotypes are more prevalent. Thus, the wives‘ emotional distance, 

independence, and unresponsiveness to the husbands‘ needs, signifying 

attachment avoidance, seems to be in conflict with the values of the collectivist 

cultures and wives‘ attachment avoidance can be especially maladaptive for the 

marital quality in Turkish culture (Harma et al., 2012). 

5.2.2 Attachment and Emotional Experience 

The second aim of the current study was to examine the mediating role 

of emotional experience in the relationship between attachment dimensions and 

marital adjustment of spouses. Since the previous literature highlights the 

importance of discrete emotion perspective (e.g., Bell & Song, 2005; Rivers et 

al., 2007; Harmon-Jones, Harmon-Jones, Amodio, & Gable, 2011), four types of 
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emotions, namely, anger, sadness, regret, and guilt were used as the fundamental 

emotional experience in the current study. 

5.2.2.1 Attachment Styles and Emotional Experience 

Before testing the mediating model, a series of ANOVAs were 

conducted to see how categorical attachment styles and gender were related with 

the emotional experience. Results showed that, as expected, secure people 

reported lower levels of anger, sadness, and regret than the fearful, dismissing, 

and preoccupied individuals during marital conflict. Fearful individuals also 

reported higher levels regret than the preoccupied ones. These findings are 

consistent with the previous studies, suggesting that attachment insecurity is 

linked with the negative emotional experience, whereas attachment security is 

linked with high levels of positive and low levels of negative emotions (e.g., 

Consedine & Magai, 2003; Creasey & Hessen-McInnis, 2001; Kerr et al., 2003; 

Torquati & Vazsonyi, 1999). 

Furthermore, fearful individuals have been found to have the highest 

level of regret feeling in the relationships. Post hoc analysis for the significant 

interaction effect of attachment styles and gender on regret experience revealed 

that secure wives and husbands reported lower levels of regret than fearful, 

dismissing, and preoccupied wives and husbands. Fearful wives and husbands 

also reported higher levels of regret experience than preoccupied and dismissing 

wives and husbands. Fearful and preoccupied wives reported higher levels of 

regret than fearful and preoccupied husbands, respectively. The regret sub-scale 

includes emotions like misery, humiliation, frustration, despair, and 

disappointment. Considering that fearful attachment is defined by high levels of 

both attachment anxiety and avoidance, fearful individuals seem to experience 

more intense negative emotions such as despair during marital conflict. In a 

similar vein, Fraley and Bonanno (2004) found that fearful attachment was 

related with the most severe distress and they experienced the most difficult 

time than the ones with other attachment styles in the case of adapting to the loss 

of a loved one. Consistently, fearful attachment was also found to be related 

with depression and trauma-related symptoms (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; 

Simpson, Rholes, Campbell, Tran, & Wilson, 2003) and they reported being 
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more tense, depressed, confused, and more attached to their former partners 

(Pistole, 1995). In that sense, it can be argued that fearful individuals experience 

high levels of regret as a result of conflict and this feeling may spread onto other 

negative emotions. This process may overwhelm their already dysfunctional 

emotion regulation system and make it harder for them to get rid of these 

negative feelings where there is neither the support of positive self nor the 

positive other representations. 

5.2.2.2 The Mediating Role of Emotional Experience in the Dyadic Model 

The dyadic analysis testing the mediating role of emotional experience 

during marital conflict showed that most of the actor effects and some of the 

partner effects were associated with attachment dimensions. The findings of the 

present study suggested that attachment avoidance was the strongest predictor of 

marital adjustment rather than attachment anxiety. Specifically, attachment 

avoidance of spouses both directly and indirectly through emotional experience 

predicted both own and their partners‘ marital adjustment. 

On the one hand, wives with higher attachment anxiety tended to 

experience higher levels of sadness, regret, and anger during marital conflict. On 

the other hand, husbands with high anxiety reported experiencing high level of 

sadness only during a conflict. Although previous studies have well documented 

the effects of attachment on emotional experience, these studies consider only 

one individual‘s perspective (e.g., Creasey & Hesson-McInnis, 2001; Kerr et al., 

2003) or consider negative emotionality as a general construct (e.g., Davila et 

al., 1998). Therefore, the findings of the current study are unique in terms 

exploring how attachment anxiety and avoidance is associated with experience 

of discrete emotions considering dyadic effects. Specifically in line with the 

findings of the current study, higher attachment anxiety was found to be related 

with negative emotions like anger, sadness, and regret in the previous studies 

considering only actor perspective (Consedine & Fiori, 2009; Creasey & 

Hessen-McInnis, 2001; Joel, MacDonald, & Plaks, 2012; Magai, Distel, & 

Liker, 1995). Attachment anxiety, unlike secure and avoidant attachment, 

intensify their undesirable emotions. Indeed, Cassidy (1994) argued that anxious 

people hyperactivate their emotions to get the partner‘s attention. However, their 



 

188 

 

intensification of negative emotions may make conflict resolution impossible. 

Their continuous expression of their needs and dissatisfactions regarding their 

relationship, their chronic doubts about their own self worth, and the availability 

of relationship partners cause them to experience more intense and prolonged 

distress in their relationships (Collins & Read 1990; Mikulincer & Shaver, 

2007). 

Avoidant people, however, generally suppress their emotional 

experience, such as shame, guilt, and anxiety, all of which might signal 

vulnerability and weakness (Kerr et al., 2003; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). 

Additionally, there is evidence in the literature that avoidant people experience 

high levels of negative emotions like anger (Calamari & Pini, 2003; Creasey & 

Hessen-McInnis, 2001), which is also consistent with their negative model of 

others. In the current study, wives with high attachment avoidance reported 

experiencing higher levels of regret whereas husbands with high avoidant 

reported experiencing higher levels of both regret and anger during a conflict. 

Therefore, findings partially support the previous studies only for husbands. 

However, aforementioned studies considered only actor perspective in their 

studies. Therefore, considering both partners in a dyadic relationships, anxious 

and avoidant individuals might experience different emotions depending on the 

other partner‘s response. Avoidant partners might use their avoidance as a shield 

from stress since they are incapable of regulation effectively. Thus, in these 

situations, both wives and husbands may feel desperate to solve the conflict and 

this might in turn, lead them to the feelings of regret regarding their relationship 

and also about the situation  

Furthermore, the current study found partner effects only for husbands‘ 

anxiety and wives‘ avoidance. Specifically, husbands reported feelings of 

sadness and regret when their wives were avoidant and wives experienced 

sadness and regret when their husbands were anxious. Culture seems to play a 

critical role especially via culture specific gender differences. As stated 

previously attachment anxiety is more common in collectivist cultures, therefore 

anxiety experienced by wives in collectivist cultures might not be seen as 

detrimental for relationship functioning. However, avoidance of women in the 
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relationship can be perceived as culturally discrepant and dysfunctional in 

collectivist cultures where expectations from wives were more traditional and 

gender stereotypic, and thus avoidance of women might be more harmful for 

relationship functioning. A close examination suggests that the husband who 

exhibits dependent and clingy behaviors, extensive closeness seeking and the 

wife who exhibits independent behaviors, discomfort with closeness, and 

unresponsiveness to the partners‘ needs, are both engaging in gender atypical 

behavior patterns especially in collectivist Turkish context. These findings are 

critical and suggests that culturally incongruent attachment patterns (i.e., 

husbands‘ anxiety and wives‘ avoidance) predicted sadness and regret towards 

the partner during marital conflict in Turkish culture. These findings are also in 

line with the findings of Harma et al. (2012). Harma and his colleagues found 

that wives‘ avoidance and husbands‘ anxiety increased marital conflict in 

Turkish culture. Therefore, it can be confidently argued that gender atypical 

combinations revealed the most devastating effects for relationship functioning 

in Turkish culture. Avoidant wives‘ and anxious husbands‘ behavior patterns 

during marital conflict seem to intensify conflict and may lead partner to feel 

more sadness and regret. Thus, these gender incompatible patterns of attachment 

insecurity in the collectivist cultures may have more deteriorating effect on 

marital functioning for both own and partner outcomes. 

Partially supporting the expectations, mediating role of emotional 

experience in the association between the attachment dimensions and marital 

adjustment was also found in the current study. The analysis showed that only 

wives‘ regret and husbands‘ anger experiences were significant mediators in the 

relationship between attachment dimensions and marital adjustment. Four 

significant mediations were found. Specifically, in terms of actor effects, 

anxious (1) and avoidant wives (2) experienced higher regret during a conflict, 

and this in turn, predicted their own low levels of marital adjustment. In terms of 

partner effect, when the anxiety level of husbands (3) was high, their wives 

experienced regret during a conflict, and this in turn, was associated with low 

levels of wives‘ marital adjustment. Therefore, regret fully mediated the 

relationship between attachment anxiety of the self and the partner and the 

relationship adjustment for wives. Consistent with the findings of the current 
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study, previous studies found that attachment anxiety predicted regret proneness 

in a college sample (Joel et al., 2012). Similarly, Feeney (1998) argued that 

anxious partners feel more despair (which is under regret sub-scale in the 

current study) and anger during physical separations from dating partners. 

Consistently, Saffrey and Ehrenberg (2007) studied with young adults who 

involved in a romantic relationship at least 3 months and separated in the last 12 

months. They found that anxious people experienced more relationship regret 

and their regret-oriented thinking mediated the relationship between attachment 

anxiety and negative adjustment after break-up. Therefore, anxious people 

reported heightened negative emotionality to negative partner behaviors and 

they also made self-focused attributions for those behaviors (Collins, 1996). To 

sum up, consistent with the current findings, aforementioned studies found a 

strong association between attachment anxiety and regret feeling. However, 

previous studies included only one partner‘s attachment style or dimension and 

emotional experiences and it is not clear whether wives‘ or husbands‘ anxiety is 

related with regret experiences. Current study extends their findings and shows 

that both wives‘ and husbands‘ anxiety were associated with wives‘ experience 

of regret during marital conflict, and this in turn, decreased wives‘ marital 

adjustment. The direct link between attachment anxiety of wives and husbands 

and marital adjustment of wives were also insignificant, suggesting that the 

relationship between attachment anxiety and marital adjustment was fully 

explained via regret experiences of wives. 

Considering the findings of the current study, it can be argued that 

anxious wives and these wives having anxious husbands (i.e., both actor and 

partner anxiety) were more prone to experience regret in conflictual situations in 

Turkish culture. Previous studies showed that attachment anxiety rather than 

avoidance was significant predictor of depression (e.g., Conde, Figueiredo, & 

Bifulco, 2011; Marchand-Reilly, 2012; Surcinelli, Rossi, Montebarocci, 

Baldaro, 2010). Volling et al. (1998) further found that both own and partner 

anxiety predicted individual‘s depression in married couples. A feeling of regret 

was also found to be associated with anxiety and depression (e.g., Roese et al., 

2009). Therefore, it might be argued that anxious wives and wives with anxious 

husbands may be more prone to depression following conflictual situations 
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because of their maladaptive interaction patterns, and this depression might 

result in feelings of regret, which in turn decrease their marital adjustment. 

However, for avoidant wives, regret was also a significant mediator. This 

may have resulted from the traditional gender roles. Specifically, avoidant wives 

might have experienced high levels of regret because they are considered as 

house makers and relationship maintainers especially in traditional collectivist 

cultures and their role as relationship maintainers are conflicting with their 

deactivating strategies. Thus, inability to meet the expectations of the partner in 

the relationship might result in regret feelings for especially avoidant wives, but 

not for avoidant husbands. Similarly, since their attachment orientation is not in 

line with the cultural values, they may be more likely to get overwhelmed by 

stress that causes them to act like fearful individuals who experienced regret 

more. These gender specific cultural findings should be investigated further in 

the future studies. 

Anger was also a significant mediator. Specifically, when the avoidance 

level of husbands (4) was high, they experienced more anger during a conflict, 

and this in turn, led to their marital maladjustment. Consistent with the current 

finding, Mikulincer (1998) examined the relationship between attachment and 

dysfunctional experiences of anger and found that avoidant people reported 

higher hostility and higher selfish motives than secure people. However, the 

current study extended the previous work and found that anger experience acted 

as a mediator as well between attachment avoidance and marital adjustment 

during marital conflict by including both partners, but only for husbands. Thus, 

it may be argued that the selfish motives of avoidant men while experiencing 

anger during a conflict may also affect their own marital satisfaction negatively. 

In conclusion, present study showed that wives‘ regret and husbands‘ 

anger were the marker mediating emotions. Previous studies have documented 

that females express the feelings of disappointment and sadness more than males 

(e.g., Sanford, 2007b) and males express aggression more than their female 

counterparts during conflicts (Archer, 2004). The current study extended the 

findings of previous studies by showing that these emotions have critical 

implications for marital adjustment. It can be speculated that interdependent 
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self-construals of females (need for relatedness and emotional involvement) and 

independent self-construals of males (need for independence and assertiveness) 

(Cross & Madson, 1997) may lead to experience these two distinct emotions for 

both genders. Specifically, conflict may prime regret feelings for women who 

have major concerns for relationship maintenance whereas conflict may prime 

anger for men who are in need to control the environment. Therefore, lower 

levels of marital adjustment reported by husbands and wives may be resulted 

from distinct emotional pathways. 

5.2.2.3 The Interactions among Attachment Dimensions of Wives and 

Husbands on Emotional Experience 

Furthermore, the moderation analyses revealed two significant 

interactions for couples‘ attachment dimensions on emotional experience. First, 

husbands experienced the highest level of sadness if they were low in avoidance 

and their wives were high in anxiety. Consistent with the previous findings (e.g., 

Creasey & Hessen-McInnis, 2001), sadness was related with high anxiety and 

low avoidance in the current study. However, the current study extended the 

previous work by showing the effects of gender in the interactive effects of 

spouses‘ attachment dimensions on sadness experience. Specifically, couples 

with low avoidant husbands and high anxious wives were more prone to 

experience sadness in conflictual situations. Thus, it might be argued that wives‘ 

anxiety during a conflict might result in showing clingy and attacking behaviors 

in order to get closeness during a conflict. However, their maladaptive behavior 

patterns and exaggerating of their negative emotions may cause to the feelings 

of sadness for their husbands who do not have negative model of others.  

Second, wives experienced the highest level of guilt if they were high in 

anxiety and their husbands were low in anxiety. Although there is no previous 

studies that reported the interactive effects of spouses‘ attachment dimensions 

on emotional experiences during a marital conflict, there exists, evidence 

showing the link between experience of guilt and attachment anxiety (Consedine 

& Fiori, 2009). Therefore, consistent with the past studies, wives‘ guilt 

experience was highly related with their anxiety level. 
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5.2.3. Attachment and Anger Expression 

5.2.3.1. Attachment Styles and Anger Expression 

The preliminary analyses showed that attachment styles were related 

with anger expression styles during a conflict. Specifically, both secure wives 

and husbands reported using lower levels of distributive, passive, and 

avoidant/denial aggression and reported higher levels of integrative assertion 

than their fearful, dismissing, and preoccupied counterparts. Consistent with the 

previous studies, the present findings suggested that secure people regulated 

their negative emotions in the most functional way by focusing on solving the 

relationship problems. Previous studies showed that secure people do not 

suppress, deny, or hyperactivate their emotions (Cassidy, 1994), they use 

integrating and compromising strategies (Corcoran & Mallinckrodt, 2000), and 

negotiate and express their emotions constructively during conflict (Guerrero et 

al., 2009). In line with these studies, secure partners reported higher levels of 

constructive anger expression and lower levels of destructive anger expression 

during marital conflict in the current study. Furthermore, fearful and dismissing 

attachment was found to be related with higher levels of distributive aggression 

than preoccupied attachment. This finding again suggested that attachment 

anxiety (preoccupation) might not be perceived as a serious threat for the 

relationship in collectivist cultures and in line with the previous studies arguing 

that attachment avoidance have more deleterious effect on relationship 

functioning and produce higher levels of relationship problems in collectivist 

cultures (e.g., Friedman et al., 2010; Harma et al., 2012). Indeed, the significant 

interaction between gender and attachment style revealed that preoccupied 

husbands reported using lower levels of distributive aggression than fearful and 

dismissing husbands. In line with the findings of the current study, previous 

studies showed attachment avoidance was related with higher levels of 

dysfunctional anger expression (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007) and psychological 

intimate violence (Lafontaine & Lussier, 2005). Thus, it can be suggested that 

when avoidant people, especially men, could not withdraw from a marital 

conflict, they show their anger destructively like showing hostile and 

manipulative behaviors. 
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5.2.3.2 The Mediating Role of Anger Expression in the Dyadic Model 

The mediating role of anger expression styles in the relationship between 

attachment dimensions and marital adjustment of wives and husbands was also 

tested. Results revealed 10 significant actor (out of 22) and 4 significant partner 

(out of 22) effects. On the one hand, wives with higher attachment anxiety 

reported using higher levels of distributive and passive aggression as they 

express their anger towards the partner. On the other hand, when the attachment 

anxiety level of husbands was high, their wives tended to use passive 

aggression. Consistent with the previous studies, attachment anxiety was found 

to be associated with both active and passive destructive expression of anger 

during conflict (e.g., Guerrero et al., 2009; Simpson et al., 1996). 

Hyperactivation strategies of anxious people result in intense and extended 

bouts of anger, however, their strong fear of rejection and separation may also 

cause them to direct their anger toward themselves (i.e., approach-avoidance 

conflict; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). Although attachment anxiety was 

expected to be strongly related with destructive anger expression styles (primary 

approach strategy), they were also expected to show avoidant aggression. 

However, attachment anxiety did not predict avoidant aggression in the current 

study. Therefore, anxious wives primarily used destructive patterns as they 

express their anger in Turkish culture. Consistent with previous studies, it was 

found that anxious wives experienced intense anger, ruminated on threats, and 

expressed hostile and manipulative behaviors toward their husbands. However, 

husbands‘ anxiety was only found to be related with wives‘ passive aggression. 

Wives who had anxious husbands (who are gender atypical) might show 

manipulative and passive aggressive behavior patterns in response to husbands‘ 

anxiety. From a cultural point of view, attachment anxiety is considered as a 

factor that fosters interdependence in a relationship. In that sense, the wives with 

high levels of anxiety may show more subtle types of anger expression. 

However, when wives had husbands with high anxiety, the culture may induce 

wives to adhere to more subtle forms of anger expression. The findings of the 

current study extended the previous studies by showing that not only attachment 

anxiety of an individual related with destructive expression of anger, but also 

partner‘s attachment anxiety exerted destructive patterns from the individual. 
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The attachment dimension of avoidance was also related with the type of 

own and partner anger expression. Although wives with high avoidance reported 

using high levels of avoidant aggression, husbands with high avoidance reported 

using high levels of distributive (the strongest one), passive, and avoidant 

aggression. Wives of avoidant husbands also reported high levels of distributive 

aggression in the current study. As stated previously, attachment avoidance is 

highly related with minimization and suppression of emotions (Mikulincer & 

Shaver, 2007). However, attachment avoidance was also found to be related 

with hostility, dysfunctional anger expression (Calamiri & Pini, 2003; 

Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007), and even violence against partner (Lafontaine & 

Lussier, 2005), which is consistent with their negative model of others and 

narcissistic confidence in their self views. Supporting previous findings, in the 

current study attachment avoidance was found to be related with both types of 

anger expression (i.e., active, passive, and avoidant anger expression). 

Furthermore, extending the findings of the previous studies, the current study 

found how attachment avoidance was related with anger expression by including 

both partners in marital relationships. Specifically, the findings of the current 

study add more on these studies by suggesting that avoidant husbands‘ 

dysfunctional and destructive anger expression in turn elicited negative behavior 

patterns from their wives, which might cause a vicious interactive cycle that 

intensifies and makes the problems difficult to solve. Furthermore, although 

attachment avoidance was expected to be more strongly related with avoidant 

aggression rather than distributive aggression, this was only supported by wives‘ 

avoidant attachment. Indeed, husbands‘ avoidance was more strongly related 

with distributive aggression. As stated before, wives‘ withdrawal tendencies 

were not common during conflictual situations due to their relationship oriented 

socialization process (e.g., Gross & John, 2003; Guerrero et al., 2008). 

Furthermore, avoidant attachment is also less common in collectivist cultures 

(e.g., Sümer & KağıtçıbaĢı, 2010). Therefore, when wives were high avoidant 

which is gender atypical in collectivist cultures, they may be more prone to use 

avoidant strategy (which is the primary strategy of avoidant individuals) during 

conflict, rather than destructively expressing their anger. However, when 

husbands were high on attachment avoidance (which is gender typical), they 



 

196 

 

used more distributive aggression and passive aggression (rather than avoidant 

aggression), and in turn, their wives responded them destructively. 

Three mediations (2 actor and 1 partner effects) were also observed in 

the proposed model. Specifically, wives with higher attachment anxiety (1) 

reported using high levels of distributive aggression while expressing their anger 

and this fully mediated the association between attachment anxiety and marital 

adjustment of the wives. When the avoidance level of husbands was high, both 

they (2) and their wives (3) reported using high levels of distributive aggression 

style, which acted as a partial mediator in the association between husband‘s 

avoidance and marital adjustment of both partners. Thus, results mainly showed 

that active and especially destructive anger expressions of anxious wives and 

avoidant husbands were detrimental for marital satisfaction. Consistently, 

previous studies found that hard emotions including anger was associated highly 

with low levels of satisfaction and conflict resolution, and high levels of 

conflict, and power assertion (Sanford, 2007a; 2007b; Sanford & Rowatt, 2004). 

Therefore, wives‘ anxiety and husbands‘ avoidance resulted in dysfunctional 

expression of anger which was consistent with their working models. Avoidant 

husbands‘ wives also showed dysfunctional anger towards their partners. This 

destructive cycle during a marital conflict, in turn, lead to lower levels of marital 

adjustment for both husbands and wives. Therefore, the findings of the present 

study have broadened the previous findings by showing how attachment 

avoidance affects both own and partner‘s behaviors, in turn, their marital 

adjustment. 

5.2.3.3 The Interactions among Attachment Dimensions of Wives and 

Husbands on Anger Expression 

The moderation analyses also revealed generally consistent results with 

the mediation analysis in terms of anger expression. Similarly, wives with high 

attachment anxiety showed more distributive and passive aggression. Different 

from the mediation analysis, husbands of anxious wives also showed more 

distributive aggression behavior pattern. Husbands‘ anxiety predicted not only 

wives‘ passive aggression, but also wives‘ avoidant aggression. Therefore, 

attachment anxiety predicted destructive anger expression for the individual in 
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conflictual situations, and in turn, exerted destructive behavior patterns from 

partners of the anxious individual. 

In terms of attachment avoidance results revealed the same patterns for 

wives and husbands with one exception. Integrative assertion was not included 

in the mediational model because of the suppressor effect. With the inclusion of 

integrative assertion to the moderation analyses, results showed that wives and 

husbands with high attachment avoidance showed less integrative aggression 

while expressing their anger. Wives of avoidant husbands also used low levels 

of integrative aggression. These findings suggest that both attachment anxiety 

and avoidance were related with high levels of active and passive as well as 

destructive expression of anger, and low levels of constructive and functional 

anger expression, which is consistent with the previous studies (see Mikulincer 

& Shaver, 2007 for a review).  

The current study extends previous findings by showing the actor and 

partner effects of attachment insecurity (i.e., attachment anxiety and avoidance). 

More specifically, it was found that one partner‘s attachment anxiety and/or 

avoidance elicited destructive behavior patterns from the other party, which in 

turn, predicted both own and their partner‘s lower levels of relationship 

adjustment. In conclusion, while the presence of secure partner buffers the 

harmful effects of insecurity in the partner (e.g., Mehta et al., 2009; Paley et al., 

1999; Volling et al., 1998), the presence of anxious and avoidant partner extract 

destructive behavior cycle in the relationship for both wives and husbands. 

5.2.4 Attachment and Sadness Expression 

5.2.4.1 Attachment Styles and Sadness Expression 

The preliminary analyses with attachment styles indicated that 

attachment styles were related with sadness expression styles during marital 

conflict. Specifically, secure spouses reported using lower levels of 

solitude/negative behaviors and positive activity, and higher levels of social 

support/dependent behavior than fearful, dismissing, and preoccupied spouse. 

Additionally, fearful spouses reported using higher levels of solitude/negative 

behaviors than preoccupied spouses, whereas both fearful and preoccupied 

spouses reported using higher levels of social support/dependent behavior than 
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dismissing spouses. These findings were consistent with the previous studies 

suggesting that secure people are capable of regulating their negative emotions 

and elicit optimal functioning in the relationship (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). 

In line with other studies, the secure people in the current study depend on or 

seek social support from others in order to alleviate their stress as they feel 

sadness (Collins & Feeney, 2000; Feeney & Collins, 2001; Guerrero et al., 

2009). Their positive model of self and others lead them to perceive others as 

trustable and to perceive them as to be worthy of care. Consistent with the study 

of Guerrero et al. (2009), it was found that preoccupied people reported using 

more dependent behavior than dismissing people while expressing their sadness 

towards the partner. Furthermore, the present study demonstrated that both 

preoccupied and fearful people reported higher levels of social 

support/dependent behavior than dismissing ones. Therefore, it might be argued 

that negative model of self is more related with seeking support from one‘s 

partner. Although secure people reported higher levels of social 

support/dependent behavior than any other attachment styles, their reasons to 

use this behavior pattern might be different. Secure ones seem to use social 

support/dependent behavior to handle and solve the conflict with the partner 

constructively. However, anxious and fearful people prefer to depend on their 

partners in cases of sadness, rather than to handle their sadness feelings on their 

own because of their inability to regulate their negative emotions and to get 

closeness during a conflict. 

Although Guerrero and her colleagues (2009) found that preoccupied 

people reported using less positive activity, in the current study a positive 

correlation between attachment anxiety (preoccupation) and positive activity 

and a negative correlation between attachment security and positive activity 

were found. Positive activity was considered as constructive sadness expression 

style in Guerrero et al.‘s study since it had a positive correlation with secure 

attachment. They defined positive activity as a proactive strategy that uses other 

resources like friends and engaging in enjoyable activities in order to regulate 

sadness feelings. However, the items of positive activity do not refer to actively 

resolving feelings of sadness, but rather they refer to a preference to go outside 

activities, to do something for distracting themselves from the problems. The 
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items of this scale (e.g., try to act cheerful so my mood will change; do 

something to get my mind off the situation; try and forget about my problems 

and act happy; do something enjoyable) only reflect the suspension of sadness 

and forgetting about the problem. These behavior patterns might be considered 

as constructive in individualist cultures. People in individualist cultures might 

avoid the partner and also the conflictual situation and engage in distracting 

positive activities rather than actively confronting with the partner and showing 

destructive behaviors (e.g., Cai & Fink, 2002).  

However, in collectivistic cultures like Turkish culture where 

interdependence is important especially in the family context (Sümer & 

KağıtçıbaĢı, 2010), positive activity might be perceived as something negative 

for the relationship. The problem is just postponed, not resolved by getting 

engaged in these activities. Actually, dyadic open communication and 

constructive behavior patterns should be considered as optimal and positive for 

healthy way of regulating emotions in an attachment relationship (Thompson, 

1994). Indeed, in the current study secure people reported lower levels of 

positive activity. Secure people might think that engaging in positive activities is 

not something positive for regulating sadness, thus they prefer actively discuss 

the issue. However, when anxious people could not solve feelings of sadness 

constructively with their partners, they might prefer to use positive activity, and 

therefore might use other resources to handle sadness, instead of resolving 

feelings of sadness on their own or with the partner. In that sense, although 

preoccupied spouses may rely on dependence on relationship partner primarily 

as a form of expressing their sadness, in cases when they feel that they may 

overwhelm their partners, they may follow an alternate path and may use other 

resources like friends. This should be investigated further. 

5.2.4.2 The Mediating Role of Sadness Expression in the Dyadic Model 

When the mediating effect of sadness expression styles of spouses were 

examined, out of 16 actor effects 10 of them were significant and out of 16 

partner effects 4 of them were significant. On the one hand, both wives and 

husbands with high attachment anxiety reported using more solitude/negative 

behavior and positive activity while expressing their sadness towards the 
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partner, and their partners also reported using high levels of solitude/negative 

behavior. On the other hand, wives and husbands with high attachment 

avoidance reported using only high levels of solitude/negative behavior. 

Therefore, both attachment anxiety and avoidance of wives and husbands 

elicited destructive expression of sadness, which is in line with other studies 

showing that insecure people experienced problems while regulating their 

negative emotions, which in turn undermine their relationships (e.g., Creasey & 

Hesson-McInnis, 2001; Creasey et al., 1999; Guerrero et al., 2009). 

Furthermore, attachment anxiety also elicited negative and destructive behavior 

patterns from the relationship partner. Therefore, the presence of anxious partner 

for both genders extracts destructive behavior cycle in the relationship. 

Additionally, avoidant wives and husbands only preferred to use 

solitude/negative behavior as they express their sadness, rather than positive 

activity and social support/dependent behavior (evidenced in attachment styles). 

Thus, their negative model of others prevents them to depend on their partners 

or to use other resources like friends while expressing their sadness. Consistent 

with the study of Guerrero et al. (2009), their positive model of self results in 

seeing themselves as adequate and independent. There was only one significant 

actor mediation in the current study, suggesting that when the avoidance level of 

husbands was high, they reported using more solitude/negative behavior while 

expressing their sadness, this in turn, mediated the link between attachment 

avoidance and their marital adjustment. Although attachment avoidance was 

primarily associated with emotional suppression (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2003; 

2007), they might not able to suppress the negative emotions in relationship 

conflict, especially in committed relationships like marriage. Their negative 

model of others and narcissistic confidence in their selves might cause showing 

negative and destructive behavior patterns, which in turn diminished their 

relationship satisfaction. Consistently, past studies showed that avoidant 

partners usually act more negatively, aggressively (e.g., Calamari & Pini, 2003; 

Magai, Hunziker, Mesias, & Culver, 2000), and even criticize the partner more 

often (Campbell et al., 2001). As a consequence, although the relationship 

between attachment avoidance and solitude/negative behavior was stronger than 

the relationship between attachment anxiety and solitude/negative behavior, 
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attachment anxiety seemed to be more detrimental in sadness expression 

because attachment anxiety revealed both own and partner destructive behavior 

patterns. 

5.2.4.3 The Interactions among Attachment Dimensions of Wives and 

Husbands on Sadness Expression  

The moderation analyses revealed the same pattern with the mediation 

analyses. Social support/dependent behavior was not included in the mediational 

model because of the suppressor effect. With the inclusion of social 

support/dependent behavior to the moderation analyses, the findings revealed 

that both wives‘ and husbands‘ attachment avoidance predicted their usage of 

low levels of social support/dependent behavior, which is consistent with their 

negative model of others. 

Only one interaction effect was significant suggesting that husbands with 

low attachment avoidance and also having avoidant wives reported using higher 

levels of positive activity. Therefore, when husbands with low attachment 

avoidance could not express their sadness feelings to their wives with high 

avoidance and so, could not solve their problems in conflictual situations, they 

may prefer to engage in positive activity and use their friends or other resources 

to alleviate their feelings of sadness. In line with this, highly avoidant people 

were found to be less competent and less likely to give emotional support to 

their partners in stressful situation and showed less warmth to their partners 

(e.g., Rholes, Simpson, & Stevens, 1998). For instance, Simpson and colleagues 

(2002) argued that the degree of avoidance was more critical in predicting not 

only support seeking behaviors but also support giving behaviors as compared to 

the degree of anxiety. Therefore, individuals with avoidant partners might 

engage in positive activities with other people and try to repress their problem in 

their relationships. 

5.2.5 Attachment and Guilt Expression 

5.2.5.1 Attachment Styles and Guilt Expression 

The preliminary analyses with attachment styles revealed that attachment 

styles were related with guilt expression styles during marital conflict. 

Specifically, secure partners reported more apology/appeasement and 
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explanations, and less denial as compared to fearful, dismissing, and 

preoccupied partners. Dismissing partners reported less apology/appeasement 

and explanations behavior patterns than fearful and preoccupied partners. 

Preoccupied ones reported using less denial than fearful and dismissing partners. 

In line with the other studies, attachment security predicted constructive emotion 

regulation and application of more problem solving behavior (e.g., Mikulincer & 

Sheffi, 2000; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). They used these strategies even when 

they feel guilty towards the partner in the relationship. The findings of the 

current study suggest that preoccupation (attachment anxiety) should not be seen 

as a critical risk factor for relationship functioning as dismissing (attachment 

avoidance) and fearful attachment styles in collectivist cultures. Indeed, 

preoccupied partners use less denial and more apology and explanations than 

fearful and dismissing counterparts. Thus, in collectivist/relational cultures, 

where attachment anxiety is more prevalent, being anxious in the relationship 

might be tolerated more. Furthermore, anxious partners may behave in a more 

positive manner during a conflict because of fear of rejection and loosing the 

partner in these cultures. 

5.2.5.2 The Mediating Role of Guilt Expression in the Dyadic Model 

Unlike the other emotion expression styles, guilt expression styles did 

not mediate the relationship between attachment dimensions and marital 

adjustment of both spouses in the current study. Attachment anxiety of wives 

directly predicted their marital adjustment. Furthermore, attachment avoidance 

of wives and husbands predicted both own and their partners‘ marital 

adjustment, suggesting that attachment avoidance rather than attachment anxiety 

seems to be a critical risk factor for relationship satisfaction in Turkish culture. 

However, the proposed model revealed that attachment dimensions predicted 

guilt expression styles. Specifically, wives and husbands with high attachment 

avoidance reported using high levels of denial and low levels of 

apology/appeasement while expressing their guilt during marital conflict. 

Although, wives‘ anxiety predicted their high levels of denial, husbands‘ anxiety 

did not predict guilt expression styles. 
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In conclusion, avoidantly attached people generally avoid behaviors and 

cognitions which may activate the attachment system. They especially inhibit 

emotions like guilt, shame, fear, and anxiety which can imply vulnerability, 

weakness, and dependence. These emotions undermine their self reliance, 

positive self views, and can also challenge their independence (Cassidy, 1994; 

Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). Therefore, consistent with these 

conceptualizations, avoidant partners reported using higher levels of denial than 

anxious partners in the current study. They may protect their positive self views 

by not admitting doing anything seriously wrong, and they may further 

downplay the seriousness of the situation and avoid talking about it. 

Consistently, avoidant people also reported using less apology/appeasement 

behavior patterns when they feel guilty and giving less explanation for their 

actions or discuss the circumstances that surrounded their actions. All these 

behavior patterns (i.e., accepting their fault) might promote interpersonal 

closeness which is not the primary concern for avoidant people. These behavior 

patterns are not acceptable for avoidant people because admitting their 

limitations during a conflict might deteriorate their positive self views. 

Although attachment anxiety was expected to be positively correlated 

with apology/appeasement and explanations, this pattern was not observed in the 

current study. Only, wives anxiety predicted their usage of high levels of denial. 

Although attachment anxiety found to be related with higher levels of guilt 

experience in the previous studies (Consedine & Fiori, 2009; Sherry, 2007), it 

did not reveal constructive behavior patterns for anxious people in the current 

study. Therefore, hyperactivating strategy of anxious people might intensify 

their need to be soothed to the point where they feel the need to deny doing 

anything wrong. In extreme cases, such denial may even lead to domineering 

and aggressive behavior patterns in the relationship in order to elicit the needed 

soothing behavior from the partner. 

5.3 Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research 

The present study has made some important contributions to the 

available literature by investigating the mediating role of emotional experience 

and expression in marital relationships between attachment dimensions and 
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marital adjustment of both partners. However, the current study has also 

limitations that should be considered while interpreting the findings. First, 

despite APIM (The Actor-Partner-Interdependence Model) framework was used 

in the current study, its cross-sectional nature prevents any argument on the 

causal directions of attachment and emotional experience and expression on 

marital adjustment. Although conceptually different emotions are expected to 

have significant effects on relationship satisfaction, discrete emotions and their 

expressions might also be the indicators of relationship satisfaction, not its 

cause. However, our findings were consistent with theoretical expectations and 

previous research. In that sense, future research should use longitudinal design 

to reveal the causal direction of effects and to replicate the present findings to be 

able to safely generalize the findings. In that sense, these studies should also 

include not only married couples but also cohabitating, dating couples, or 

gay/lesbian couples to see the pattern of the associations vary depending on the 

relationship types. 

The second limitation of the current study is the fact that the findings are 

subject to common method bias. The study used self-report measures for each 

variable in the main study. However, a qualitative approach was used in the pilot 

study to better understand how married couples experienced and expressed their 

emotions during marital conflict in their relationships. Thirty-three married 

couples were interviewed using a semi-structured interview technique, in order 

to develop self-report scales that were used in the main study. However, using 

observational methods would be more informative to see whether observable 

expressions of emotions are also predictive of relationship adjustment. The 

future studies should consider a combination of a self-report measure and a 

recorded interaction method to avoid these limitations and to have the 

interactive nature of couple‘s expression of emotions during marital conflict. 

The third limitation is that emotion experience and expressions of 

couples were assessed retrospectively. Married couples were asked to respond 

on these variables considering the last six months in their relationships. 

Retrospective approach might include recall biases and this method only 

captures couples‘ memories of emotional experiences and expressions and not 
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their actual emotional experiences during a conflict. Future research should 

employ other methods like diary studies in order to deal with the problem of 

memory biases and to capture the actual emotional experiences and expressions. 

Fourth, snowball technique was also used in collecting data in the 

present study that limits the external validity of the findings. Although this 

technique is useful to reach populations with specific properties, there is little 

control over the sampling method. With this sampling technique, 

representativeness of the sample is questioned. However, married couples who 

are in their early years of marriage were required in the present study; snowball 

technique was considered as a useful tool for collecting the data by reaching out 

more participants. 

Fifth, both wives and husbands were highly satisfied in their 

relationships in the current study, which may limit the generalization of the 

results to whole types of marriages. The experienced negative emotions and 

their destructive expression in conflict may not be so detrimental in happy 

marriages where destructive conflicts are infrequent. Therefore, future research 

should examine the effects of the experienced and expressed negative emotions 

in conflictual situations in distressed marriages to reveal the detrimental effect 

of negative emotions in their relationships. Furthermore approximately one third 

of the participants had no children and it may have an effect on both the 

emotions expressed in the relationships and their potential effects on marital 

quality. Future research should also explore differential effects of emotions 

during conflict for couples with and without children. 

Finally, the two attachment dimensions (measured by ECR-R) were 

highly correlated with each other. The correlations were .50 for wives‘ anxiety 

and avoidance and .58 for husbands‘ anxiety and avoidance dimensions 

regardless of the fact that previous studies reported these as orthogonal 

dimensions (Brennan et al., 1998; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). However, other 

studies in Western cultures also found high correlations between the two ECR-R 

subscales (r = .51 Study 1, Joel et al., 2012). High correlation was also observed 

in both dating (e.g., r =.43 for women‘s anxiety and avoidance and r = .55 for 

men‘s anxiety and avoidance; Sierau & Herzberg, 2012) and marital 
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relationships in Western cultures (e.g., r =.72 for wives‘ anxiety and avoidance 

and r = .68 for husbands‘ anxiety and avoidance; Millings & Walsh, 2009). 

Other studies conducted in Turkey also found high correlation between these 

two attachment dimensions in different populations investigating marriage (r 

=.44 for wives‘ anxiety and avoidance and r = .42 for husbands‘ anxiety and 

avoidance; Harma et al., 2012) and friendship relationships (r = .43; Özen et al., 

2011). Therefore, in committed relationships like marriage, people might 

experience these attachment motives in an interrelated fashion, especially in 

collectivist cultures. 

5.4 Contributions and Implications of the Study 

The present study has contributed to the current literature and has many 

implications for marital functioning. First of all, considering the cultural 

influences on experiencing, regulating, as well as expressing emotions, the 

conducted pilot studies have explored the culturally related emotional 

expressions in conflictual situations of married couples within the Turkish 

context. Through semi-structured interviews, the emotion expression scales for 

discrete emotions in Turkish culture were developed and it could be considered 

as one of the valuable contributions of the present study. These scales can be 

used for understanding emotional communication during a conflict, which is 

crucial to understand in determining marital problems and interventions 

addressed to these problems. 

The major critical contribution of the study is to show the importance of 

attachment system from a dyadic perspective that sheds light on the process –

experience and expression of discrete emotions– through which partners 

influence one another‘s relationship outcomes. Furthermore, participants were 

married couples in an established relationship and all of the analyses were 

performed at both the dyadic and the individual levels. Previous studies 

generally considered the intrapersonal perspective on the links between adult 

attachment, emotion regulation, and relationship satisfaction. Therefore, the 

current study extended the previous studies by providing evidence about the 

influence of the each partner‘s attachment on the emotional experience and 

expression during conflict, and on marital adjustment of both spouses. 
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Findings in general contributed the previous literature by showing that 

attachment avoidance rather than attachment anxiety had more detrimental 

effects on marital adjustment in Turkish culture. In all of the mediational 

analyses, the direct links between attachment avoidance of both partners and 

outcome variables were significant. Both attachment anxiety and avoidance of 

wives and husbands were found to be related with different emotional 

experiences. Furthermore, partner‘s attachment dimension had also an influence 

on other partner‘s emotional experience. Specifically, the current study showed 

the partner effects only for husbands‘ anxiety and wives‘ avoidance in emotional 

experience. Thus, culturally incongruent attachment patterns for wives and 

husbands in collectivist cultures seem to more dysfunctional for emotional 

experience. 

Attachment dimensions also had an effect on emotional expression of 

anger, sadness, and guilt. Overall, although destructive anger and sadness 

expression styles mediated the relationship between attachment dimensions and 

marital adjustment, guilt expression styles were not significant mediators in this 

relationship. However, the unique effects of attachment anxiety and avoidance 

in predicting guilt expression styles were found in the current study.  

Therefore, the current study had two important contributions to the past 

literature. First, it highlights the need to make distinction between emotional 

experience and their expressions. The current study supports the view of discrete 

emotional experience. Specifically, people experience different kinds of 

negative emotions in conflictual situations depending on their attachment 

dimensions and each negative emotion was expressed in different ways, and 

their effects on marital adjustment were also different. Second, although extant 

research provides support for a link between attachment and emotional 

experience and expression, these studies mostly considered only one 

individual‘s perspective without giving consideration to partner attributes. 

Therefore, the findings of the current study are unique in terms exploring how 

attachment anxiety and avoidance is associated with experience and expression 

of discrete emotions considering dyadic effects in marital relationships. 
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The present study also has crucial implications for clinical practice in 

couple counseling and family therapy. The findings support prior studies that 

attachment anxiety and avoidance may have detrimental effects on marital 

adjustment and add more on these studies by suggesting that emotional 

experience and expression are important mediators on this association by 

including both actor and partner effects. The findings further revealed that 

certain attachment dimensions were related to a particular negative emotion 

expression styles in marital relationship that have important effects on 

relationship functioning. Couple counseling and family therapy using 

attachment perspective may utilize this information in their therapies to help 

couples to understand why they communicated with each other in particular 

ways in conflictual situations, teach how to alter negative communication 

patterns, and also teach better ways of communication and interaction. 

5.5 Conclusion  

The present study extends the previous studies and contributes to it by 

providing a detailed analysis of emotional experiences and expression in marital 

context. First, the effects of attachment anxiety and avoidance on marital 

adjustment were investigated. Second, the role of attachment dimensions on 

emotional experience and marital adjustment was examined. Third, the role of 

anger expression during marital conflict in the relationship between attachment 

dimensions and marital adjustment was demonstrated. Fourth, the role of 

sadness expression during a conflict on these associations was examined. Lastly, 

the role of guilt expression of partners on these associations was investigated. In 

all analyses, both actor and partner effects were included. Taken together, the 

present study supported the important role of attachment and emotional 

experience and expression on marital functioning. 

This study also provides preliminary evidence that research on emotions 

should consider discrete emotional framework and investigate different routes to 

express them in order to fully understand how people communicate and manage 

their emotions during conflict. To sum up, the current study revealed that wives‘ 

regret and husbands‘ anger experiences were the marker mediating emotions. In 

terms of emotional expression, wives‘ and husbands‘ destructive and active 
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anger expression (i.e., distributive aggression) and husbands‘ destructive 

sadness expression (i.e., solitude/negative behavior) mediated the relationship 

between attachment dimensions and marital adjustment. Therefore, the current 

study supported the important role of emotional experience and constructive 

expression of these emotions in marital conflict as the basic determinants of 

marital adjustment. Furthermore, including both partners in dyadic context to 

test these associations have provided more parsimonious approach on marital 

conflict and revealed critical implications for marital functioning. 
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APPENDICES 

 

APPENDIX A. Interview Questions 

1) Evliliğinizi genel olarak nasıl tanımlarsınız?  

2) Evliliğinizde ne kadar sıklıkla sorun yaĢarsınız? 

3) Bu sorunlar genelde hangi konularda oluyor? Yani daha çok hangi 

konularda eĢinizle tartıĢırsınız ya da eĢinize küsersiniz? 

4) Peki, bu tartıĢmalarınız sırasında veya sonrasında genellikle nasıl 

hissedersiniz? Ne tür duygular hissediyorsunuz? 

5) Bu tartıĢmalarınızdan sonra genellikle eĢinize nasıl davranırsınız? 

TartıĢmadan sonraki günleriniz nasıl geçer? Diğer iliĢkileriniz bu 

durumdan etkilenir mi? 

-------------------------- 

6) Her evlilikte insanların birbirine kızgın ve/veya öfkeli oldukları 

durumlar vardır. Peki, siz ne tür tartıĢmalardan sonra eĢinize karĢı kızgın 

ve öfkeli hissedersiniz? Diğer bir deyiĢle, hangi sorun ya da sorunlardan 

dolayı tartıĢırken eĢinize daha çok kızıyorsunuz? Bir örnek verebilir 

misiniz?  

7) TartıĢma sonrasında eĢinize kızgın ve öfkeli hissettiğinizde, bu 

duygunuzu eĢinize nasıl yansıtıyorsunuz? Bu duyguyla nasıl baĢ 

edersiniz? EĢinize nasıl davranırsınız, tepkinizi nasıl gösterirsiniz? 

8) EĢiniz bu duygunuza (kızgınlık) ve bu tepkilerinize nasıl karĢılar? Size 

nasıl davranır? 

9) Yaptığınız bu tür tartıĢmalar, sorunlar genellikle nasıl çözümleniyor? 

-------------------------- 

10) EĢinizle kavgalarınız sırasında kendinizi suçlu hissettiğiniz durumlar var 

mı? Bir örnek verebilir misiniz? 

11)  TartıĢma sonrasında suçluluk hissettiğinizde, bu duygunuzu eĢinize nasıl 

yansıtıyorsunuz? Bu duyguyla nasıl baĢ edersiniz? EĢinize nasıl 

davranırsınız, tepkinizi nasıl gösterirsiniz? 

12) EĢiniz bu duygunuza (suçluluk) ve bu tepkilerinize nasıl karĢılık verir? 

Size nasıl davranır? 

13) Yaptığınız bu tür tartıĢmalar genellikle nasıl çözümleniyor? 

-------------------------- 

14) Hangi tür tartıĢmalarınızdan sonra kendinizi daha çok üzgün ve depresif 

hissediyorsunuz? 

15) TartıĢma sonrasında üzgün, depresif hissettiğinizde, bu duygunuzu 

eĢinize nasıl yansıtıyorsunuz? Bu duyguyla nasıl baĢ edersiniz? EĢinize 

nasıl davranırsınız, tepkinizi nasıl gösterirsiniz? 

16) EĢiniz bu duygunuza (üzüntü) ve bu tepkilerinize nasıl karĢılık verir? 

Size nasıl davranır? 

17) EĢinizle yaptığınız bu tür tartıĢmalarınız genellikle nasıl çözümleniyor? 
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APPENDIX B. Conflict Areas 

Main Categories and Thematic Units of Conflict Areas (a total of 33 

participants, 21 women and 12 men) 

Main Categories and Thematic Units Number of 

participants 

Frequency 

   

1. Different personalities and expectations 19/33 (10 of 

them female) 

 

 Hayattan farklı isteklerimizin 

beklentilerimizin ve bakıĢ açılarımızın 

olması 

12 2 

 KiĢiliklerimizin farklı olması 8 15 

 Beklentileri karĢılayamama, yetersizlik 3 7 

 Karakterim bu deyip istemediğim 

Ģeyleri ısrarla yapması 

1 1 

 Fikirlerimizin uyuĢmaması 1 1 

 Dini inançlarımız farklı 1 1 

2. Sharing chores/acting responsibly 18/33 (13 of 

them female) 

 

 Evdeki görev/iĢ bölümü/dağılımı ile 

ilgili 

10 17 

 Sorumlulukların yerine getirilmesi 8 10 

 Evliliğe, aynı evde yaĢamaya uyum 

sorunları 

5 9 

 Paranın nasıl kullanılacağı, maddi 

sorumsuzluklar 

3 5 

 Habersiz eve birilerini çağırmak 3 3 

 Habersiz plan yapılması 1 2 

 Eve geç gelmesi 1 2 

 Dağınıklığı 1 1 

3. Communication problems 12/33 (9 of them 

female) 

 

 BaĢkalarının yanındaki davranıĢlarımız 

(birbirimizi rencide etmemiz gibi) 

5 12 

 Sinirli ve agresif çıkıĢlar  2 4 

 ĠletiĢim problemi 2 2 

 Konudan bağımsız davranıĢ 

tarzlarımızın farklılığı 

2 2 

 Benim dediğim senin dediğin olsun 

(inatçı davranıĢlar) 

2 2 

 Birbirimizi dinleyip anlamama 2 2 

 YanlıĢ anlaĢılmalar yüzünden 1 1 
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 Onun bencil davranıĢları 1 1 

4. Intimacy/support 11/33 (8 of them 

female) 

 

 Ġlgi göstermeme (umursamaz, 

anlayıĢsız davranıĢlar) 

4 5 

 Beni sürekli eleĢtirmesi, takdir 

etmemesi 

3 4 

 Benim yaptığım fedakârlıkların 

farkında olmaması 

2 4 

 Birbirimizi fazla önemsemediğimizi 

düĢünmek 

1 3 

 Cinsel konular 1 1 

 Kıskançlık  1 1 

5. Extended family 9/33 (6 of them 

female) 

 

 Aileler yüzünden 9 20 

6. Children/childrearing issues 7/33 (3 of them 

female) 

 

 Çocuğun bakımı, eğitimi, görev 

dağılımı sorumluluklarıyla ilgili 

7 17 

7. Spending time together 6/33 (2 of them 

female) 

 

 Evde birlikte geçirilen/birbirimize 

ayırdığımız vakidi nasıl 

geçireceğimizle ilgili 

3 6 

 Birimiz sosyalleĢmeyi, diğerimiz baĢ 

baĢa kalmaktan keyif alır 

3 3 

 Farklı ilgi alanlarımızın olması, farklı 

Ģeylerden keyif alma 

2 3 

8. Privacy/boundaries 6/33 (2 of them 

female) 

 

 Hayatlarımıza çok fazla müdahale 

etmemiz, müdahaleci davranıĢlar 

3 3 

 Sürekli hesap sormamız (neredeydin 

gibi) 

2 4 

 Özel yaĢam alanlarına saygı duymama 1 2 

 Sınırlarla ilgili 1 1 

9. Addictions 4/33 (2 of them 

female) 

 

 Alkol 2 3 

 Sigara 2 2 
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APPENDIX C. Anger Conflict Areas 

Main Categories and Thematic Units of Anger Conflict Areas (a total of 32 

participants, 20 women and 12 men) 

Main Categories and Thematic Units Number of 

participants 

Frequency 

   

1. Communication problems 21/32 (15 of 

them women) 

 

 BaĢkalarının yanındaki bana karĢı 

davranıĢları (rencide etmek, eleĢtirmek) 

4 7 

 Konudan bağımsız davranıĢ 

tarzlarımızın farklılığı, düĢüncesizce 

yapılan hareketler 

4 6 

 Kendi fikirlerini empoze etmeye/dikte 

ettirmeye çalıĢması, beni dinlememesi 

4 4 

 TartıĢma sırasında hakaret ve saldırı 

boyutundaki davranıĢları 

3 5 

 Bencilce sabit fikirli davranıĢları 2 4 

 Gereksiz agresif çıkıĢları, üslubundan 

dolayı 

2 3 

 Çifte standart davranıĢları (kendisi 

istediğini yaparken benim yapmamamı 

beklemesi) 

2 2 

 Yapılmasını istemediğim, 

onaylamadığım Ģeylerin tekrar tekrar 

yapılması 

2 2 

 Ukalalık yapılması, üstünlük taslaması 2 2 

 Benim adıma karar vermesi, fikrimi 

almaması 

1 2 

 HoĢgörüsüz davranıĢları 1 1 

 Ġnatçılığı 1 1 

 Her Ģeyi benimle paylaĢmaması, kendi 

içine atması 

1 1 

 Sürekli savunmaya geçmesi 1 1 

 Sürekli söylenmesi (dırdırcılık) 1 1 

 Verilen sözlerin tutulmaması 1 1 

2. Intimacy/support 16/32 (12 of 

them women) 

 

 Beni beğenmemesi ve sürekli eleĢtirip 

kusur bulması 

5 7 

 Yeterince ilgi göstermemesi, 

önemsemesi 

5 6 

 Yaptığım fedakârlıkları görmezden 3 6 
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gelmesi, takdir etmemesi 

 Bana yeterince vakit ayırmaması 3 5 

 Ailesine ve baĢkalarına benden daha 

fazla öncelik vermesi (birinci sırada 

olmaları) 

2 7 

 Duygularımı ve beni anlamadığı zaman 2 3 

 Cinsellikle ilgili 2 2 

 Kıskançlıkları 1 1 

3. Sharing chores/acting responsibly 10/32 (6 of them 

women) 

 

 Evdeki görev/iĢ bölümü/dağılımı ile 

ilgili (yardım etmemesi) 

4 7 

 Maddi sıkıntılar, sorumsuzlukları 4 4 

 Bana danıĢmadan plan program 

yapılması, emri vaki yapılması 

4 4 

 Dağınıklığı  2 3 

 Sorumlulukların yerine getirilmemesi 2 2 

 Habersiz eve geç gelmesi 1 1 

4. Extended family 7/32 (5 of them 

women) 

 

 Aileler yüzünden 7 10 

5. Different personalities and expectations 3/32 (2 of them 

women) 

 

 Hayata bakıĢ açılarımızın farklılığı 2 2 

 Politik bakıĢ açılarındaki farklılık 2 2 

6. Children/childrearing issues 2/32 (1 of them 

women) 

 

 Çocukla hep benim ilgilenmem 2 3 

7. Addictions 2/32 (2 of them 

women) 

 

 Alkol 2 3 

8. Privacy/boundaries 1/32 (woman)  

 Hayatlarımıza ve diğer iliĢkilerimize 

çok fazla müdahale etmemiz 

1 1 

9. Spending time together 1/32 (woman)  

 Ben sosyalleĢmeyi seviyorum, o sürekli 

baĢ baĢa kalmak istiyor 

1 1 
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APPENDIX D. Sadness Conflict Areas 

Main Categories and Thematic Units of Sadness Conflict Areas (a total of 25 

participants, 17 women and 8 men) 

Main Categories and Thematic Units Number of 

participants 

Frequency 

   

1. Communication problems 14/25 (9 of 

them women) 

 

 Beni anlamadığı, haksızlık ettiği zaman 4 5 

 Sorunlarımızı çözemediğimizde, 

çözümsüz tartıĢmalarda 

3 4 

 BaĢkalarının yanında ya da birlikteyken 

gururumu rencide edecek davranıĢlarda 

bulunduğunda 

3 4 

 Saygısızca ve düĢüncesizce 

davranıĢlarına 

2 6 

 ĠliĢkimizin kavgalarla yıpranması 

durumu 

2 3 

 TartıĢma sırasında ağır sözler söyleyerek 

beni kırdığı zaman 

2 2 

 KiĢiliğime yönelik laflar söylediğinde 1 2 

 Gerektiği zaman beni alttan almadığında 1 1 

 Bana emri vaki yaptığı zaman 1 1 

 Yalan söylediğinde 1 1 

 TartıĢmalarımızdan sonra uzun süre 

iletiĢimi kopardığımızda 

1 1 

2. Intimacy/Support 11/25 (6 of 

them women) 

 

 Duygularımı, fikirlerimi ve beni 

önemsemediğinde/yok saydığında 

6 12 

 Beni beğenmediğini düĢündüğümde 3 3 

 Bana genel olarak destek olmadığında 2 3 

 Beni az sevdiğini ya da sevmediğini 

hissetmek 

2 2 

 Bana vakit ayırmadığı, ilgilenmediği 

zaman 

2 2 

 Beni sürekli eleĢtirdiğinde 1 1 

 Ailesine ve baĢkalarına benden daha 

fazla öncelik vermesi (birinci sırada 

olmaları) 

1 1 

 Cinsellikle ilgili sorunlarda 1 1 

 Onu mutlu edemediğimi düĢündüğümde 1 1 
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3. Extended family 6/25 (5 of 

them women) 

 

 Ailevi konularda 6 15 

4. Different personalities and expectations 1/25 (woman)  

 EĢimin çocuk istemesi 1 1 

5. Privacy/boundaries 1/25 (man)  

 Özgürlük alanım kısıtlandığında, 

bireysel sınırları aĢtığında 

1 3 

6. Addictions 1/25 (man)  

 Ġçki içmem 1 1 
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APPENDIX E. Guilt Conflict Areas 

Main Categories and Thematic Units of Guilt Conflict Areas (a total of 24 

participants, 15 women and 9 men) 

Main Categories and Thematic Units Number of 

participants 

Frequency 

   

1. Communication problems 21/24 (13 of 

them women) 

 

 TartıĢırken haddini aĢan, saldırgan, 

hakaret içeren sözler söylediğimde 

11 18 

 Gereksiz agresif ani çıkıĢlarda 

bulunduğumda, sinirli davrandığımda 

4 6 

 Onun ve zaaflarının üstüne gittiğimde 3 3 

 TartıĢma sırasında onu dinlemediğim, 

kendimi iletiĢime kapattığım zaman 

2 3 

 Becerisizliklerine, sakarlıklarına karĢı 

öfke gösterdiğimde 

2 2 

 Suçlayıcı ve kıĢkırtıcı tavırlarda 

bulunduğumda 

1 3 

 Ġtham edip, genellemelerde bulunduğum 

zaman 

1 2 

 Ona haklıyken hak vermediğim zaman 1 2 

 Patavatsızlıklarım  1 1 

 Onu değiĢtirmeye çalıĢtığım zaman 1 1 

 Eksik veya yanlıĢ yaptığım Ģeyler 

yüzünden 

1 1 

2. Extended family 4/24 (all of 

them women) 

 

 Ailevi konularda 4 5 

3. Intimacy/Support 2/24 (all of 

them women) 

 

 Duygularına ve ihtiyaçlarına fazla ilgi 

göstermediğimde, onu ihmal ettiğim 

zaman 

2 4 

4. Children/childrearing issues 1/24 (woman)  

 Çocukla iliĢkisine müdahale ettiğim 

zaman 

1 1 

5. Addictions 1/24 (men)  

 Ġçki içtiğim zaman 1 1 
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APPENDIX F. Anger Expression 

Main Categories and Thematic Units of Anger Expression (a total of 33 

participants, 21 women and 12 men) 

Main Categories and Thematic Units Number of 

participants 

Frequency 

   

1. Distributive aggression 28/33 (19 of 

them 

women) 

 

 EĢime karĢı sesimi yükseltirim, bağırıp 

çağırırım. 

18 51 

 Öfkemi kontrol edemem, tartıĢmayı 

tansiyonu yüksek bir Ģekilde sürdürürüm. 

7 12 

 Kontrolümü kaybederim, fevri ve sinirli 

çıkıĢlarda bulunurum. 

7 10 

 EĢime haklı olduğumu ikna etmeye 

çalıĢırım. 

6 5 

 TartıĢmayı erteleyip sakinliğimi 

koruyamam, çok üstüne giderim, mevzuyu 

çok uzatırım. 

5 16 

 Üslubumu sertleĢtiririm, yıpratıcı boyutta 

tartıĢırım. 

5 11 

 Hakaret ederim. 5 10 

 Onu sinir etmek için onun zaaflarının 

üzerine giderim, tahrik/provoke edici 

davranırım. 

5 5 

 Ağır, hoĢ olmayan sözlerle, kırıcı 

kelimelerle saldırırım. 

3 6 

 Dominant/baskın davranıp, sert bir Ģekilde 

üste çıkmaya çalıĢırım. 

3 5 

 EĢimi suçlarım. 3 3 

 Ciddi olarak düĢünmediğim Ģeyleri sırf 

onu üzmek, canını acıtmak için 

söyleyebilirim. 

2 7 

 Dilim hiç durmaz, sürekli laf sokarım, 

söylenirim. 

2 4 

 Benim için olay savaĢ haline döner, 

gemileri yakarım. 

2 2 

 Kapıları yumruklarım, eĢyaları duvara 

fırlatırım. 

1 4 

 Onu küçümserim. 1 2 

 Sinirlendiğimde cezasını vermek isterim. 1 1 

 Özellikle onu kıracak Ģeyler yaparım. 1 1 
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 Direk savunmaya geçerim. 1 1 

 Kendime de ona da eziyet ederim. 1 1 

 Onu dinlermiĢ gibi yapıp kendim odaklı 

hareket ederim. 

1 1 

2. Passive aggression 27/33 (18 of 

them 

women) 

 

 EĢime küserim, bir süre sessiz kalırım. 24 65 

 Kızgınlığımı tavırlarımla, hareketlerimle, 

yüzümle belli ederim, trip atarım. 

8 13 

 Somurturum, surat asarım. 5 9 

 Onu kısa ve sert cevaplarla geçiĢtiririm, 

terslerim. 

5 8 

 ĠletiĢim kurmam, muhatap olmam, hiçbir 

Ģeyiyle ilgilenmem. 

4 11 

 Onu görmezden gelirim, göz teması bile 

kurmam (yemeği bile ayrı yerim). 

4 6 

 EĢime çok soğuk, ciddi ve ilgisiz 

davranırım. 

4 6 

 Ağlarım. 3 3 

 Ġçimden sıcak davranmak gelmez, içimin 

soğumasını beklerim. 

2 3 

 Daha mesafeli davranırım. 1 3 

 Onun istediği bir Ģeyi yapmam. 1 1 

3. Integrative Assertion 26/33 (19 of 

them 

women) 

 

 EĢimle mutlaka konuĢup sorunu 

halletmeye çalıĢırım, onunla uzlaĢmaya 

çalıĢırım. 

10 30 

 EĢimin çok üstüne gitmem, alttan alırım, 

olay büyümesin diye konuyu çok 

uzatmam. 

10 24 

 Kızgınlık duygumu ve davranıĢlarımı 

kontrol eder, sakin ve ılımlı olmaya 

çalıĢırım (gerekirse tartıĢmayı 

erteleyebilirim). 

8 12 

 Sinirim geçip sakinleĢtikten sonra eĢimle 

mutlaka konuĢurum, kendimi ifade etmeye 

çalıĢırım. 

7 15 

 Duygularımı onunla sakince (bağırıp 

çağırmadan) paylaĢırım, kendimi ifade 

etmeye çalıĢırım. 

5 14 

 Kavga Ģeklinde değil olumlu ve sakin bir 

Ģekilde konuĢur, olayı tartıĢırım, onu 

anlamaya çalıĢırım. 

5 13 

 Olaya iki taraflı, onun gözünden de 4 9 
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bakmaya anlamaya çalıĢırım, kendimde de 

suç ararım. 

 Sonradan oturup mantıklı düĢündüğümde 

kendimi kızmakta haklı mıyım diye de 

sorgularım, hatalı davrandıysam eĢime 

bunu da ifade ederim. 

2 3 

 Sorunun üstünü örtmem, geçiĢtirmem 2 2 

4. Avoidance 18/33 (13 of 

them 

women) 

 

 Öfkemi kaçarak kontrol ederim (evden 

çıkarım ya da balkona çıkarım). 

7 10 

 Kendi içime atarım/kapanırım, kendi 

içimde halletmeye çalıĢırım. 

5 9 

 Kızgınlığımı eĢimden saklarım, hiçbir Ģey 

olmamıĢ gibi davranırım. 

5 8 

 EĢimle pek kavga etmem, geri çekilirim, 

çatıĢmadan kaçınırım. 

4 5 

 EĢimi ve sorunu çok fazla 

umursamam/aldırıĢ etmem, yok sayarım. 

3 7 

 BaĢka bir odaya geçip, yalnız kalmak 

isterim. 

3 5 

 Sorun hakkında konuĢmayı sürekli 

ertelerim ya da konuyu kapatmaya 

çalıĢırım. 

3 3 

 Sinirli olduğumu eĢime belli etmem, 

rahatsız olduğum Ģeyi eĢime söylemem. 

3 3 

 Hiç tepki vermem, kendimi savunmam. 2 3 

 Sorunun çözüleceğine inanmadığım için 

bu konuda konuĢmaya gerek duymam. 

1 2 

 Kitap okurum. 1 2 
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APPENDIX G. Sadness Expression 

Main Categories and Thematic Units of Sadness Expression (a total of 30 

participants, 21 women and 9 men) 

Main Categories and Thematic Units Number of 

participants 

Frequency 

   

1. Silence/suppression 17/30 (10 of 

them 

women) 

 

 EĢimle bunu konuĢmamayı tercih ederim, 

benim için bunu konuĢmanın bir anlamı 

yok (susarım, konuĢmam). 

14 32 

 Kendi kendime tamir etmek, halletmek 

isterim. 

8 14 

 Kendi içime dönerim/kapanırım, kendimle 

daha fazla baĢ baĢa kalıyorum. 

8 12 

 Ondan uzaklaĢırım, olayları zamana 

bırakırım (kaçınırım). 

3 7 

 Hiçbir Ģey yokmuĢ gibi davranırım, 

duygularımı bastırıp kayıtsız davranırım. 

2 4 

 Zamana ihtiyacım olur, önce kendi içimde 

sindirmem gerekir. 

2 4 

 Kolay kolay açılamam, direk söyleyemem. 1 4 

 Bu duygumu, üzüntümü ona belli etmem. 1 2 

 Herhangi bir tepki vermem, bunun bir 

çözümü yoktur. 

1 2 

2. Constructive response 15/30 (13 of 

them 

women) 

 

 Ne hissediyorsam ona açıkça söylerim, 

konuĢmaya, ifade etmeye çalıĢırım, bunu 

kendime saklamam. 

12 27 

 Üstünden biraz zaman geçtikten sonra ona 

beni üzen Ģeyi anlatırım, konuĢurum. 

4 7 

 Üzüntümü diğer duygularıma nazaran 

daha rahat aktarırım. 

1 1 

 Önce duygumu gösterip sonra konuĢurum. 1 2 

 Onunla iletiĢim kurmaya çalıĢırım. 1 1 

3. Depressive mood 12/30 (9 of 

them 

women) 

 

 Ağlarım, gözümün yaĢı durmaz. 6 14 

 Depresif olurum, kendimi değersiz 2 3 
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hissederim. 

 Hiçbir Ģey yapmak, paylaĢmak 

istemiyorum. 

1 3 

 Hasta oluyor gibi oluyorum, baĢım 

ağrıyor, belim tutuluyor. 

1 1 

 Ġçimden bir Ģey gelmiyor, yorgun 

oluyorum. 

1 1 

 Uyuyamam. 1 1 

4. Negative behavior 6/30 (all of 

them 

women) 

 

 Onu suçlayıcı davranırım. 1 2 

 Ne yaparsa yapsın kabul etmem, olayı 

uzatırım. 

1 2 

 Onu ve/veya durumu umursamam. 1 1 

 Birkaç gün onu görmezden gelirim. 1 1 

 Ona kötü davranırım (Ģirretlik yaparım). 1 1 

 Ona soğuk davranırım. 1 1 

5. Social support seeking 6/30 (5 of 

them 

women) 

 

 Nazlı olurum, naz yaparım. 2 3 

 Ses tonumla belli ederim, sitemkâr 

konuĢurum. 

2 2 

 Sessiz ve düĢünceli olurum, onun benimle 

ilgilenmesini beklerim. 

1 2 

 Onun dikkatini çekecek Ģeyler yaparım, 

dikkatini çekmeye çalıĢırım. 

1 1 

 Ona söylemem ama onun anlamasına 

beklerim. 

1 1 

 Onun üstelemesi, benimle ilgilenmesi 

gerekir, bunu beklerim. 

1 1 

6. Engaging distracting activities 4/30 (2 of 

them 

women) 

 

 BaĢka Ģeylerle ilgilenirim, baĢka uğraĢlarla 

meĢgul olurum. 

3 3 

 Daha çok iĢimle ilgilenirim, kendimi 

tamamen iĢime veririm. 

1 2 

 Kitap okurum. 1 2 

 Uyurum ya da TV izlerim. 1 1 

 Kendimi dıĢarı atarım. 1 1 
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APPENDIX H. Guilt Expression 

Main Categories and Thematic Units of Guilt Expression (a total of 33 

participants, 21 women and 12 men) 

Main Categories and Thematic Units Number of 

participants 

Frequency 

   

1. Apology/Explanation 30/33 (19 of 

them 

women) 

 

 Özür dilerim. 26 36 

 Haksız, hatalı olduğumu ve piĢmanlığımı 

ifade ederim. 

8 13 

 Yaptığım/yapmadığım Ģey için bir 

açıklama getiririm (neden niçin yaptığımı 

açıklarım). 

6 6 

 Hatalı olduğumu kabul eder, geri adım 

atarım. 

3 4 

 Bir Ģekilde konuĢur, onun gönlünü alırım. 3 3 

 Yaptığım hatayı fark edince olayı 

toparlamak için elimden geleni yaparım. 

2 2 

 ÖzeleĢtiri yaparım ve yaptıklarımın 

sorumluluğunu üstlenirim. 

1 1 

2. Appeasement 19/33 (13 of 

them 

women) 

 

 Telafi etmek için onun hoĢuna gidecek, 

seveceği bir Ģeyler yaparım (yalakalık 

yapmak, Ģımartmak, jest yapmak gibi). 

9 14 

 Alttan alırım/almaya çalıĢırım. 6 7 

 Daha yumuĢak, sevecen ve ilgili 

davranırım. 

3 3 

 Fiziksel yakınlık kurarım, sırnaĢırım. 3 4 

 Sarılıp, öperim. 3 3 

 Gönlünü alacak Ģeyler yapmaya çalıĢırım. 3 3 

 Onunla normalde ilgilendiğimden daha 

fazla ilgilenirim. 

2 2 

 Özrümü sözlerimle değil davranıĢlarımla 

dile getiririm, kendimi affettirmeye 

çalıĢırım. 

2 2 

3. Denial 10/33 (8 of 

them 

women) 

 

 Çok nadir haksız olduğumu kabul ederim, 5 6 
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özür dilemem. 

 Hatamı kabul etmem, suçsuzmuĢ gibi üste 

çıkmaya çalıĢırım, suç bastırırım. 

5 5 

 Hiçbir Ģey yapmam, tepki vermem, unutur 

giderim. 

2 2 

 Konunun üstünü örtmeye çalıĢır, konuyu 

hatırlatacak Ģeyler yapmamaya çalıĢırım. 

2 2 

 Baktım ki iĢler yolunda gidiyor, o zaman 

hiçbir Ģey olmamıĢ gibi davranırım. 

1 1 

 Çok öfkeli davranır üstüme gelirse, 

susarım. 

1 1 
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APPENDIX I. The Inform Consent 

Gönüllü Katılım Formu 

Sayın Katılımcı; 

  Bu araĢtırma ODTÜ Sosyal Psikoloji Doktora Programı öğrencisi AraĢ. Gör. 

Ayça Özen‘in (DanıĢmanı, Prof. Dr. Nebi Sümer) doktora tezi kapsamında 

yürütülmektedir. AraĢtırmanın amacı, evlilik iliĢkilerinde yaĢanan çeĢitli duyguların 

nasıl ifade edildiği ve bu duyguların evlilik doyumu üzerine etkilerini araĢtırmaktır. 

ÇalıĢmaya katılım tamamıyla gönüllülüğe dayanmaktadır ve sizden, kimlik belirleyici 

hiçbir bilgi istenmemektedir. Cevaplarınız tamamıyla gizli tutulacak ve sadece 

araĢtırmacılar tarafından toplu olarak değerlendirilecektir ve bulgular sadece bilimsel 

yayımlarda kullanılacaktır. Her bölümdeki ölçeğin nasıl cevaplanacağı konusunda, ilgili 

bölümün baĢında bilgi verilmiĢtir. Anketin cevaplanması yaklaĢık 30 dakika sürmekte 

olup herhangi bir süre kısıtlaması bulunmamaktadır.  

Anket, genel olarak kiĢisel rahatsızlık verecek sorular içermemektedir. Ancak, 

katılım sırasında sorulardan ya da herhangi baĢka bir nedenden ötürü kendinizi rahatsız 

hissederseniz katılımcılıktan ayrılma hakkına sahipsiniz. Böyle bir durumda anketi 

uygulayan kiĢiye, anketi tamamlamak istemediğinizi söylemeniz yeterli olacaktır. 

Anket sonunda, bu çalıĢmayla ilgili sorularınız cevaplanacaktır. Bu çalıĢmaya 

katıldığınız için Ģimdiden teĢekkür ederiz. ÇalıĢma hakkında daha fazla bilgi almak için 

Psikoloji Bölümü araĢtırma görevlisi Ayça Özen (Oda: B35; Tel: 210 3138; E-posta: 

ayozen@metu.edu.tr) ile iletiĢim kurabilirsiniz. 

Katılımınız için Ģimdiden çok teĢekkür ederiz.  

Sorularınız için; 

 AraĢ. Gör. Ayça Özen                                                      Prof. Dr. Nebi Sümer 

         ODTÜ Psikoloji Bölümü                                                  ODTÜ Psikoloji Bölümü 

      E-posta: ayozen@metu.edu.tr                                       E-posta: nsumer@metu.edu.tr 

 

Bu çalışmaya tamamen gönüllü olarak katılıyorum ve istediğim zaman yarıda 

kesip çıkabileceğimi biliyorum. Verdiğim bilgilerin bilimsel amaçlı yayımlarda 

kullanılmasını kabul ediyorum. (Formu doldurup imzaladıktan sonra uygulayıcıya geri 

veriniz). 

Ġsim Soyadı (Ġsim belirtmek zorunda değilsiniz)         Tarih   

 Ġmza   _______________                              ----/----/-----                            

mailto:ayozen@metu.edu.tr
mailto:nsumer@metu.edu.tr
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Değerli Katılımcı, 

Öncelikle çalıĢmaya katılmayı kabul ettiğiniz için çok teĢekkür ederiz. Lütfen her 

soru grubunun baĢındaki açıklamaları dikkatlice okuyunuz ve değerlendirmelerinizi 

buna göre yapınız. Soruları cevaplarken acele etmeyin. Rahatsız edilmeyeceğiniz ve tek 

baĢınıza olabileceğiniz bir zaman seçiniz. Hiçbir sorunun doğru ya da yanlıĢ cevabı 

yoktur. Bu nedenle lütfen değerlendirmelerinizi gerçek duygu ve düĢüncelerinizi 

yansıtacak Ģekilde yapınız. Soruları gerçek durumunuzu ve duygularınızı yansıtacak 

Ģekilde içten cevaplamanız bulgularının doğruluğu ve gerçek durumu yansıtması 

bakımından büyük önem taĢımaktadır. Lütfen soru atlamayınız; araĢtırmanın 

analizi için soruların tamamının cevaplanmıĢ olması gerekmektedir. Cevaplarınız 

kesinlikle gizli tutulacak ve bu anketten elde edilen bilgiler yalnızca araĢtırma amacına 

yönelik olarak kullanılacaktır. Anketi tek baĢınıza ve eĢinizle paylaĢmadan 

doldurunuz. 

Dolduracağınız ölçekler genellikle 7 veya 9 aralıklıdır. Örneğin, aĢağıdaki 7 aralıklı 

soruda eĢinizle tartıĢtığınız zaman hissettiğiniz duygu sorulmaktadır.  

“Son altı ay içinde eĢimle ne zaman tartıĢsak kendimi..........hissederim” 

cümlesindeki noktalı yere aĢağıdaki duyguyu getirerek okuyunuz. “7” sayısı bu 

duyguyu (öfke) çok fazla hissettiğinizi gösterecektir. “1” sayısı ise bu duyguyu (öfke) 

çok az veya hiç hissetmediğinizi gösterecektir. Sayı yükseldikçe (2,3,4,5,6,7) bu 

duyguyu çok yoğun yaĢadığınız anlaĢılacaktır. Eğer 4‘ü iĢaretlerseniz eĢinizle 

tartıĢtığınızda ara sıra öfkelendiğiniz anlaĢılacaktır. 5‘i iĢaretlerseniz, biraz daha fazla 

öfkelendiğiniz anlaĢılacaktır. Buna göre size en uygun sayıyı belirleyip bu sayıyı 

yuvarlak içine almanız veya çarpı(X) koymanız yeterli olacaktır. 

SON ALTI AY ĠÇĠNDE, EġĠMLE NE ZAMAN TARTIġSAK KENDĠMĠ 

.......... HĠSSEDERĠM. 

1---------------2---------------3---------------4---------------5---------------6----------- 7 

Çok az veya hiç                                  Ara sıra                                         Çok fazla 

1. Öfkeli                                1 2 3 4 5           6 7 

 

Soruların tamamını cevapladıktan sonra, anketi zarfa koyup, zarfın ağzını 

yapıĢtırarak araĢtırmacıya geri dönmesini sağlayınız. 

 

Değerli katkınız ve zaman ayırdığınız için çok teĢekkür ederiz... 

        AraĢ. Gör. Ayça Özen 
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APPENDIX J. Demographic Questions 

 

1) Cinsiyetiniz:  (  ) Kadın        (  ) Erkek            2) YaĢınız: ________________ 

 

3) YaĢadığınız Yer: ________________                   4) Mesleğiniz: _____________ 

 

5) Evlenmeden önce eĢinizle ne kadar süredir tanıĢıyordunuz? _______     

 

6) Kaç yıldır evlisiniz?  Yıl ve ay olarak ______  ______ 

 

7) Bu sizin ilk evliliğiniz mi?_____Evet  _____Hayır;  Hayır ise kaçıncı evliliğiniz? ______ 

 

8) Evlenme Ģekliniz ile ilgili olarak aĢağıdaki seçeneklerden sizi en iyi tanımlayan seçeneği 

iĢaretleyiniz veya yazınız.   

 Görücü usulü evlendik                                 

Kendi baĢına tanıĢarak    

     Eğer kendi baĢına/tanıĢarak evlendiyseniz aĢağıdaki seçeneklerden hangisi sizin evlenme 

Ģekliniz en iyi tanımlar. Lütfen bir seçeneği iĢaretleyiniz. Eğer hiçbir seçenek uygun değilse 

durumunuzu diğer seçeneğine yazarak belirtiniz. 

                                          TanıĢtıktan sonra duygusal olarak aĢk yaĢadığımızdan 

                                          TanıĢtıktan sonra birbirimizi evlenmek için uygun gördüğümüzden 

                                          ArkadaĢlığımız zaman içersinde sevgiye dönüĢtüğünden 

                                          Diğer (Lütfen kısaca yazınız)................................................ 

9) Çocuğunuz var mı?     _____Evet      _____Hayır;  Evet ise kaç çocuğunuz var?_____ 

10) Eğitim durumunuz: 

 Okuma-yazma bilmiyor    Okuma yazma biliyor   Ġlkokul Ortaokul       

 Lise      2 yıllık yüksek okul         Üniversite        Yüksek lisans veya Doktora 

 

11) EĢinizin eğitim durumu: 

 Okuma-yazma bilmiyor    Okuma yazma biliyor   Ġlkokul Ortaokul       

 Lise  2 yıllık yüksek okul        Üniversite        Yüksek lisans veya Doktora 

 

12) Eve giren aylık gelir miktarını iĢaretleyiniz. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1000TL 

ve altı 

1000 – 

1500 TL 

1500 – 2000 

TL 

2000 – 2500 

TL 

2500 – 3000 

TL 

3000 – 4000 

TL 

5000 TL 

ve üzeri 

 

13) Ekonomik açıdan kendinizi aĢağıdaki ölçek üzerinde nereye yerleĢtireceğinizi 

iĢaretleyiniz. 

Alt gelir grubu       1         2         3         4         5         6         7        Üst gelir grubu  

 

14) EĢinizle ne kadar sık sorun (çatıĢma) yaĢarsınız? 

Hiç sorun yaĢamayız   1         2         3         4         5         6         7    Çok sorun yaĢarız  

 

15) EĢinizle yaĢadığınız çatıĢma ya da sorun genellikle ne kadar sürer? 

Çok kısa sürer   1         2         3         4         5         6         7    Çok uzun sürer 

 

16) ÇatıĢmayı genellikle kimin daha çok baĢlattığını düĢünüyorsunuz? 

a) EĢim baĢlatır    b)  Ben baĢlatırım     c) Hemen hemen eĢit oranda ikimiz de baĢlatırız  
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APPENDIX K. Emotional Experience Scale 

Bu ölçek farklı duyguları tanımlayan bir takım sözcükler içermektedir. Lütfen son altı 

ay içinde eĢinizle tartıĢtığınız veya kavga ettiğiniz zamanları düĢünün. Lütfen her bir 

maddeyi dikkatlice okuduktan sonra, duygu ve düĢüncelerinizi yansıtan en uygun 

rakamı daire içine alınız. 

Her bir maddeyi, aĢağıda yazan “Son altı ay içinde eĢimle ne zaman tartıĢsak 

kendimi..........hissederim” cümlesindeki noktalı yere gelecek Ģekilde okuyunuz. 

 

SON ALTI AY ĠÇĠNDE, EġĠMLE NE ZAMAN 

TARTIġSAK KENDĠMĠ .......... HĠSSEDERĠM.   

       

    1--------2--------3--------4--------5--------6--------7 

Çok az                         Ara sıra                  Çok fazla 

veya hiç 

 Ç
o
k

 a
z 

v
ey

a
 h

iç
 

  

A
ra

 s
ır

a
 

  

Ç
o
k

 f
a
zl

a
 

1. Öfkeli 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. UtanmıĢ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. Kabahatli  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. Gergin 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. Suçlanmayı hak eden 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. Zavallı 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. Tedirgin 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. Kederli 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. EngellenmiĢ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. Suçlu 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11. AĢağılanmıĢ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12. Umutsuz 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

13. Kaygılı 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

14. Hüzünlü 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

15. Kızgın 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

16. EndiĢeli 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

17. Hiddetli 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

18. Yaptığına piĢman 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

19. DüĢ kırıklığına uğramıĢ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

20. Üzgün 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 



 

247 

 

 

 

APPENDIX L. Anger Expression Scale 

Herkesin eĢine kızdığı ve/veya öfkelendiği zamanlar vardır. Lütfen son 

altı ay içinde eĢinize karĢı kızgın veya öfkeli hissettiğiniz anları düĢününüz. 

AĢağıda eĢlerin bu duygularla baĢ etmek için kullandıkları çeĢitli yollar 

listelenmiĢtir. Lütfen her bir maddeyi dikkatlice okuduktan sonra, sizin duygu 

ve düĢüncelerinizi yansıtan en uygun rakamı daire içine alınız. Burada belirtilen 

baĢ etme yollarının hepsi sizin evliliğiniz için geçerli olmayabilir. Yinede 

iliĢkinizi düĢünerek en yakın olabilecek duruma göre görüĢünüzü belirtiniz. Her 

bir maddeyi, baĢına aĢağıda yazan “Son altı ay içinde ne zaman eĢime kızgın 

veya öfkeli olsam;....” cümlesini ekleyerek okuyunuz. 

 

SON ALTI AY ĠÇĠNDE NE ZAMAN 

EġĠME KIZGIN VEYA ÖFKELĠ OLSAM; 

..........   

     1--------2--------3--------4--------5--------6--------7 

Hiçbir zaman              Bazen               Her zaman/ 

                                                             Sürekli olarak H
iç

b
ir

 z
a
m

a
n

 

  

B
a
ze

n
 

  

H
er

 

za
m

a
n
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ü
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k
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o
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1. Olaya bir de eĢimin gözünden bakmaya 

çalıĢırım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. EĢime karĢı sesimi yükseltirim. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. Hiç yüz vermeyerek sessiz ve soğuk 

davranırım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. Kızgınlığımı ve öfkemi eĢimden saklarım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. EĢimi eleĢtiririm. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. Sorunlarımızı eĢimle tartıĢırım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. Tepkimi her fırsatta imalı olarak gösteririm. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. Kızgın olduğum halde, eĢime kızgın 

olmadığımı söylerim. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. Öfke ve kızgınlığımı kendime saklarım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. EĢime haklı olduğumu kanıtlamaya 

çalıĢırım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11. Adil olmaya çalıĢırım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12. EĢime yüz vermem. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

13. Ağır sözlerle saldırırım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

14. Duygularımı sakince eĢimle paylaĢırım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

15. Kızgın bir Ģekilde ortamdan veya 

durumdan uzaklaĢırım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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16. EĢime kendini kötü hissettirmeye 

çalıĢırım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

17. AnlaĢmaya/uzlaĢmaya çalıĢırım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

18. Yumruğumu sıkarak veya kapıları 

çarparak kızgınlığımı gösteririm. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

19. Kızgın hissettiğimi inkâr ederim. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

20. Problemi çözmeye/durumu düzeltmeye 

çalıĢırım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

21. Evdeki eĢyaları vurup kırarım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

*22. Daha çok ağlayarak kızgınlığımı 

gösteririm. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

23. EĢimin çok üstüne gitmem, büyütmemek 

için alttan alırım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

*24. Öfkemi kontrol edemem, tartıĢmayı 

sürdürürüm. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

25. EĢime küserim, bir süre sessiz kalırım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

26. Öfkemi kaçarak kontrol ederim (evden 

çıkarım ya da balkona çıkarım) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

27. Kendi içime atarım/kapanırım, kendi 

içimde halletmeye çalıĢırım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

*28. Kendimi kontrol eder, sakin ve ılımlı 

olmaya çalıĢırım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

29. Sinirim geçip sakinleĢtikten sonra, eĢimle 

mutlaka konuĢurum. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

*30. Kızgınlığımı eĢimden saklarım, hiçbir 

Ģey olmamıĢ gibi davranırım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

31. Kızgınlığımı tavırlarımla, hareketlerimle, 

yüzümle belli ederim. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

32. Somurturum, surat asarım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

33. EĢimle pek kavga etmem, geri çekilirim, 

çatıĢmadan kaçınırım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

34. Kontrolümü kaybederim, fevri ve sinirli 

çıkıĢlarda bulunurum. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

35. TartıĢmayı uzatırım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

36. Hakaret ederim. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

37. Çok fazla umursamam/aldırıĢ etmem, yok 

sayarım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

38. Olaya iki taraflı, onun gözünden de 

bakmaya anlamaya çalıĢırım, kendimde de suç 

ararım. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

39. Onu sinir etmek için zaaflarının üzerine 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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giderim, tahrik edici davranırım. 

40. Onu geçiĢtiririm, terslerim. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

41. Sinirli olduğumu ya da rahatsız olduğum 

Ģeyi eĢime belli etmem. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

42. Üste çıkmaya çalıĢırım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

43. Sonradan düĢündüğümde kendimi 

kızmakta haklı mıyım diye sorgularım ve 

gerekirse eĢime bunu da ifade ederim. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

44. BaĢka bir odaya geçer, yalnız kalmak 

isterim. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

45. ĠletiĢim kurmam, muhatap olmam, hiçbir 

Ģeyiyle ilgilenmem. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

46. EĢimi suçlarım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

47. Ciddi olarak düĢünmediğim Ģeyleri sırf 

onu üzmek, canını acıtmak için 

söyleyebilirim. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

48. Onu görmezden gelirim, göz teması bile 

kurmam. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

49. Sorun hakkında konuĢmayı ertelerim ya da 

konuyu kapatmaya çalıĢırım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

*50. Sorunun çözüleceğine inanmadığım için 

konuĢmaya gerek duymam. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

51. Dilim hiç durmaz, sürekli laf sokarım, 

söylenirim. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

*52. Kapıları yumruklarım, eĢyaları duvara 

fırlatırım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

*53. EĢime çok soğuk, ciddi ve ilgisiz 

davranırım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

54. Hiç tepki vermem, kendimi savunmam. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

55. Ġçimden sıcak davranmak gelmez, içimin 

soğumasını beklerim. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

56. Sinirlendiğimde cezasını vermek isterim. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

57. Daha mesafeli davranırım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

58. Özellikle onu kıracak Ģeyler yaparım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

59. Onu dinlermiĢ gibi yaparak aslında 

kendime yoğunlaĢırım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

* The 7 items, which came from the content analysis of the pilot study, were 

excluded in the final scale. 

 

The first 20 items were from Guerrero‘s (1994) the Communicating Anger 

Scale. 
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APPENDIX M. Sadness Expression Scale 

Bu anketteki maddeler daha çok iliĢkilerde hissedilen üzüntü ve bunalım 

üzerinedir. Lütfen son altı ay içinde eĢinizle tartıĢtıktan sonra kendinizi üzgün 

veya bunalımda hissettiğiniz anları düĢününüz. Bu üzüntünüzü veya 

bunalımınızı eĢinize nasıl yansıttığınızı dikkate alarak aĢağıdaki sorulara cevap 

veriniz. Lütfen cevaplarınızı mümkün olduğu kadar eĢinizle olan iliĢkinizde 

yaĢadığınız üzüntü ve bunalımlı anları göz önüne alarak cevaplandırınız. Her bir 

maddeyi, baĢına aĢağıda yazan “Son altı ay içinde eĢimle tartıĢtıktan sonra 

kendimi ne zaman üzgün veya bunalımda hissetsem;....” cümlesini ekleyerek 

okuyunuz. 

 

SON ALTI AY ĠÇĠNDE EġĠMLE 

TARTIġTIKTAN SONRA KENDĠMĠ NE 

ZAMAN ÜZGÜN VE BUNALIMDA 

HĠSSETSEM;..... 

     1--------2--------3--------4--------5--------6--------7 

Hiçbir zaman                Bazen               Her zaman/ 

                                                            Sürekli 
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1. Yapmayı sevdiğim Ģeylerle meĢgul olurum. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. EĢimden teselli ararım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. Tek baĢıma vakit geçiririm. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. Ruh halimi değiĢtirmek için neĢelenmeye 

çalıĢırım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. ĠĢimi (veya okulumu) veya ev iĢlerini 

asmaya baĢlarım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. Ġnsanlardan uzaklaĢırım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. Kendi baĢıma kalmak isterim. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. Keyifli bir Ģeyler yapmayı planlarım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. EĢimle daha fazla zaman geçiririm. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. Yataktan çıkmak istemem ya da evde bir 

Ģey yapmadan vakit geçiririm. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11. EĢimden destek isterim. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12.EĢimin bana yardım etmesini beklerim. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

13. Durumu atlatmak için eĢime adeta 

yapıĢırım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

14. Eğlenceli ya da ilgi çekici bir faaliyete 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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giriĢirim. 

15. Evin içinde pek bir Ģey yapmadan 

oyalanırım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

16. EĢimle iyi zaman geçiririm. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

17. Sorunlarımı unutmaya çalıĢır, mutluymuĢ 

gibi davranırım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

18. Sorunlarımdan uzaklaĢmak için baĢka 

Ģeyler yapmaya çalıĢırım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

19. Diğer insanlardan uzak dururum. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

20. Günlük yaĢamıma devam etmekte 

zorlanırım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

21. Yardım için eĢimin desteğini ararım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

22. Sıkıntılı zamanlarımızda eĢimin beni 

anlayacağına güvenirim. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

23. Eğlenceli bir Ģeyler yaparım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

24. Bana yardım etmesi için eĢimin dikkatini 

çekmeye çalıĢırım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

25. Sorunlarımı eĢimle paylaĢırım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

26. Kafamı dağıtmak için bir Ģeyler yaparım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

27. Hasta olduğumu, baĢımın ağrıdığını vs. 

söyleyerek benimle ilgilenmesini beklerim. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

28. Daha çok iĢimle ya da evimle ilgilenirim, 

kendimi tamamen bunlara veririm. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

*29. Ne hissediyorsam ona açıkça söylerim, 

kendime saklamam. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

30. Nazlı olurum, naz yaparım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

31. Onu suçlayıcı davranırım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

*32. Benim için bunu konuĢmanın bir anlamı 

yok. Susarım, konuĢmam. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

*33. Ağlarım, gözümün yaĢı durmaz. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

34. Ses tonumla belli ederim, sitemkâr 

konuĢurum. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

35. Üstünden biraz zaman geçtikten sonra ona 

beni üzen Ģeyi anlatırım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

36. Ne yaparsa yapsın kabul etmem, olayı 

uzatırım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

37. Uyurum ya da TV izlerim. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

38. Kendi kendime tamir etmek, halletmek 

isterim. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

39. Kendi içime dönerim/kapanırım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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*40. Bunalıma girerim, kendimi değersiz 

hissederim. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

41. Kendimi dıĢarı atarım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

42. Onu ve/veya durumu umursamam. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

*43. Üzüntümü diğer duygularıma nazaran 

daha rahat aktarırım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

*44. Sessiz ve düĢünceli olurum, onun 

benimle ilgilenmesini beklerim. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

45. Ondan uzaklaĢırım, olayları zamana 

bırakırım (kaçınırım). 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

46. Hiçbir Ģey yokmuĢ gibi davranırım, 

duygularımı bastırıp kayıtsız davranırım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

47. Hiçbir Ģey yapmak, paylaĢmak istemem. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

48. Birkaç gün onu görmezden gelirim. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

49. Zamana ihtiyacım olur, önce kendi içimde 

sindirmem gerekir. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

50. Hasta oluyor gibi olurum. Örneğin, baĢım 

ağrır, belim tutulur. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

*51. Ġçimden bir Ģey gelmez, yorgun olurum. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

52. Kolay kolay açılamam, doğrudan 

söyleyemem. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

53. Ona kasten kötü davranırım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

*54. Önce duygumu gösterip sonra 

konuĢurum. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

55. Bu duygumu, üzüntümü ona belli etmem. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

56. Onun dikkatini çekecek Ģeyler yaparım, 

dikkatini çekmeye çalıĢırım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

57. Ona soğuk davranırım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

58. Herhangi bir tepki vermem, bunun bir 

çözümü yoktur. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

59. Ona söylemem ama onun anlamasına 

beklerim. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

60. Onunla iletiĢim kurmaya çalıĢırım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

61. Benimle ilgilenmesini beklerim. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

* The 8 items, which came from the content analysis of the pilot study, were 

excluded in the final scale. 

 

The first 26 items were from Guerrero and Reiter‘s (1998) the Revised 

Responses to Sadness Scale. 
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APPENDIX N. Guilt Expression Scale 

Evlilikte eĢlerin birbirlerine söyledikleri sözler veya yaptığı, yapamadığı Ģeyler 

yüzünden suçlu hissettikleri anlar vardır. Örneğin, bir kiĢi eĢinin özel bir gününü unuttuğunda 

ya da kaba, gereksiz, yersiz bir söz söylediğinde veya eĢinin kıskanmasına yol açacak bir hareket 

yaptığında kendini suçlu hissedebilir. Lütfen son altı ay içinde yukarıdaki Ģekilde eĢinizle 

iliĢkinizde söylemiĢ bulunduğunuz, yaptığınız veya yapamadığınız herhangi bir Ģey için suçlu 

hissettiğiniz olayları aklınıza getiriniz. Daha sonra suçlu hissettiğiniz bu durumlarda aĢağıdaki 

davranıĢları ne ölçüde yaptığınızı, 1=Hiçbir zaman ve 7=Her zaman/Sürekli olarak aralığını 

kullanarak iĢaretleyiniz. Her bir maddeyi, baĢına aĢağıda yazan “Son altı ay içinde ne zaman 

kendimi eĢime söylediğim, yaptığım veya yapamadığım (yapmadığım) Ģeyler için suçlu 

hissetsem;....” cümlesini ekleyerek okuyunuz. 

 

SON ALTI AY ĠÇĠNDE, NE ZAMAN KENDĠMĠ  

EġĠME SÖYLEDĠĞĠM, YAPTIĞIM VEYA 

YAPAMADIĞIM (YAPMADIĞIM) ġEYLER  

ĠÇĠN SUÇLU HĠSSETSEM;...... 

     1--------2--------3--------4--------5--------6--------7 

Hiçbir zaman             Bazen               Her zaman/ 
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1. Özür dilerim. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. Yaptıklarım için bir açıklama getiririm. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. Durumu düzeltmek için bir Ģeyler yapmaya 

çalıĢırım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. Üzgün olduğumu belirten Ģeyler söylerim. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. EĢime normalde olduğumdan daha iyi 

davranırım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. Ġlgili konu/durum hakkında eĢimle 

konuĢmaktan kaçınırım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. EĢime yaptığımdan (ya da yapmadığım Ģeyden) 

piĢmanlık duyduğumu söylerim. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. EĢime normalden daha fazla sevgi ve ilgi 

gösteririm. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. EĢim için fazladan bir Ģeyler yaparım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. Yaptıklarımın sorumluluğunu kabul 

ederim/üstlenirim. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11. Yüzüme vurur ya da üstüme gelirse önemli bir 

Ģey yaptığımı inkâr ederim. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12. EĢime yaptığım Ģeyin nedenlerini/gerekçelerini 

anlatırım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

13. Ġleride daha iyi bir eĢ olacağıma dair söz 

veririm. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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14. Öyle davranmamı gerektiren koĢulları 

anlatırım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

15. Yaptıklarımı telafi etmeye çalıĢırım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

16. Durumun ciddiyetini azaltmaya/önemsiz 

göstermeye çalıĢırım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

17. EĢime olayın neden böyle olduğunu açıklarım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

18. Olay hakkında konuĢmaktan kaçınırım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

19. EĢimin yanında davranıĢlarıma daha özen 

gösteririm, dikkat ederim. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

20. Sessiz kalır ve konu hakkında pek bir Ģey 

söylemem. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

21. Onun da önceden yaptığı hataları hatırlatarak 

üste çıkmaya çalıĢırım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

*22. Haksız, hatalı olduğumu ve piĢmanlığımı 

ifade ederim. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

23. Telafi etmek için onun hoĢuna gidecek, 

seveceği bir Ģeyler yaparım (Ģımartmak, jest 

yapmak gibi). 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

24. Haksız olduğumu pek kabul etmem, kolay 

kolay özür dilemem. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

25. Neyi neden yaptığımı açıklarım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

26. Alttan alırım/almaya çalıĢırım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

27. Hatamı kabul etmem, suçsuzmuĢ gibi üste 

çıkmaya çalıĢırım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

28. Fiziksel yakınlık kurarım, ona sokulurum. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

29. Hatalı olduğumu kabul eder, geri adım atarım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

*30. Bir Ģekilde konuĢur, onun gönlünü alırım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

31. Hiçbir Ģey yapmam, tepki vermem, unutur 

giderim. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

32. Sarılıp, öperim. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

33. Konunun üstünü örtmeye çalıĢır, konuyu 

hatırlatacak Ģeyler yapmamaya çalıĢırım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

*34. Yaptığım hatayı fark edince olayı toparlamak 

için elimden geleni yaparım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

35. Hiçbir Ģey olmamıĢ gibi davranırım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

36. Çok öfkeli davranır üstüme gelirse, susarım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

37. Gönlünü alacak Ģeyler yapmaya çalıĢırım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

38. ÖzeleĢtiri yaparım ve yaptıklarımın 

sorumluluğunu üstlenirim. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

*39. Özrümü sözlerimle değil davranıĢlarımla dile 

getiririm, kendimi affettirmeye çalıĢırım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
* The 4 items, which came from the content analysis of the pilot study, were excluded in the 

final scale. 

The first 20 items were from Guerrero and colleagues‘ (2009) the Guilt Expression Scale 
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APPENDIX O. Experiences in Close Relationships-Revised 

AĢağıdaki maddeler eĢinizle iliĢkinizde hissettiğiniz duygularla ilgilidir. Bu 

araĢtırmada sizin yalnızca Ģu anda değil, genel olarak eĢinizle neler yaĢadığınızla 

ilgilenmekteyiz. Her bir maddenin evliliğinizdeki duygu ve düĢüncelerinizi ne oranda 

yansıttığını aĢağıdaki 7 aralıklı ölçek üzerinde ilgili rakamı yuvarlak içine alarak 

belirtiniz 

 

  1---------------2---------------3---------------4---------------5---------------6---------------7 

Hiç                                                      Kararsızım/                                            Tamamen 

katılmıyorum                                   fikrim yok                                              katılıyorum 

                          

1. EĢimin sevgisini kaybetmekten korkarım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. Gerçekte ne hissettiğimi eĢime göstermemeyi 

tercih ederim. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. Sıklıkla, eĢimin artık benimle olmak istemediği 

korkusuna kapılırım.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. Özel duygu ve düĢüncelerimi eĢimle paylaĢmak 

konusunda kendimi rahat hissederim. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. Sıklıkla, eĢimin beni gerçekten sevmediği 

kaygısına kapılırım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. EĢime güvenip inanmak konusunda kendimi 

rahat bırakmakta zorlanırım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. EĢimin beni, benim onu önemsediğim kadar 

önemsemediğinden endiĢe duyarım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. EĢime yakın olma konusunda çok rahatımdır. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. Sıklıkla, eĢimin bana duyduğu hislerin benim ona 

duyduğum hisler kadar güçlü olmasını isterim. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. EĢime açılma konusunda kendimi rahat 

hissetmem. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11. ĠliĢkilerimi kafama çok takarım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12. EĢime fazla yakın olmamayı tercih ederim. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

13. Benden uzakta olduğunda, eĢimin baĢka birine 

ilgi duyabileceği korkusuna kapılırım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

14. EĢim benimle çok yakın olmak istediğinde 

rahatsızlık duyarım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

15. EĢime duygularımı gösterdiğimde, onun benim 

için aynı Ģeyleri hissetmeyeceğinden korkarım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

16. EĢimle kolayca yakınlaĢabilirim. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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 1---------------2---------------3---------------4---------------5---------------6---------------7 

Hiç                                                      Kararsızım/                                               Tamamen 

katılmıyorum                                   fikrim yok                                                 katılıyorum 

 

17. EĢimin beni terk edeceğinden pek endiĢe 

duymam. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

18. EĢimle yakınlaĢmak bana zor gelmez. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

19. EĢim kendimden Ģüphe etmeme neden olur. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

20. Genellikle, eĢimle sorunlarımı ve kaygılarımı 

tartıĢırım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

21. Terk edilmekten pek korkmam. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

22. Zor zamanlarımda, eĢimden yardım istemek bana 

iyi gelir. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

23. EĢimin, bana benim istediğim kadar yakınlaĢmak 

istemediğini düĢünürüm. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

24. EĢime hemen hemen her Ģeyi anlatırım. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

25. EĢimin bazen bana olan duygularını sebepsiz 

yere değiĢtirdiğini hissederim. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

26. BaĢımdan geçenleri eĢimle konuĢurum. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

27. Çok yakın olma arzum bazen insanları korkutup 

uzaklaĢtırır. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

28. EĢim benimle çok yakınlaĢtığında gergin 

hissederim. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

29. EĢim beni yakından tanırsa, ―gerçek ben‖i 

sevmeyeceğinden korkarım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

30. EĢime güvenip inanma konusunda rahatımdır. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

31. EĢimden ihtiyaç duyduğum Ģefkat ve desteği 

görememek beni öfkelendirir. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

32. EĢime güvenip dayanmak benim için kolaydır. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

33. BaĢka insanlara denk olamamaktan endiĢe 

duyarım. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

34. EĢime Ģefkat göstermek benim için kolaydır. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

35. EĢim beni sadece kızgın olduğumda önemser. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

36. EĢim beni ve ihtiyaçlarımı gerçekten anlar. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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APPENDIX P. Dyadic Adjustment Scale 

 

Çift Uyum Ölçeği‘nden örnek maddeler aĢağıda verilmiĢtir. Ölçeğe Prof. Dr. 

Hürol FıĢıloğlu‘na baĢvurarak ulaĢılabilir.* 

―10. Önemli olduğuna inanılan amaçlar, hedefler ve konular‖ 

Her 

zaman 

anlaĢırız 

Hemen 

hemen her 

zaman 

anlaĢırız 

Nadiren 

anlaĢamayız 

Sıkça 

anlaĢamayız 

Hemen hemen 

her zaman 

anlaĢamayız 

Her zaman 

anlaĢamayız 

      

 

―EĢinizi öper misiniz?‖ 

Her gün Hemen hemen her zaman Arasıra Nadiren  Hiçbir zaman 

     

 

 

*Prof. Dr. Hürol FıĢıloğlu 

Orta Doğu Teknik üniversitesi 

Psikoloji Bölümü 
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APPENDIX R. Marital Satisfaction Scale 

 

           AĢağıda eĢinizle olan iliĢkiniz hakkında 

cümleler verilmiĢtir. EĢinizle olan iliĢkinizi göz 

önünde bulundurarak bu cümlelere ne ölçüde 

katıldığınızı belirtiniz. Her bir ifadenin 

evliliğinizdeki duygu ve düĢüncelerinizi ne oranda 

yansıttığını karĢılarındaki 5 aralıklı cetvel üzerinde 

ilgili rakamı yuvarlak içine alarak belirtiniz. 

      

1--------------2--------------3--------------4------------5 
Hiç                Biraz            Kararsızım/ fikrim yok        Biraz       Tamamen 

katılmıyorum     katılmıyorum                         katılıyorum        katılıyorum 

 H
iç

 K
a
tı

lm
ıy

o
ru

m
 

B
ir

a
z 

K
a
tı

lm
ıy

o
ru

m
 

K
a
ra

rs
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B
ir

a
z 

K
a
tı

lı
y
o
ru

m
 

T
a
m

a
m

en
 K

a
tı

lı
y
o
ru

m
 

1. EĢimle iyi bir iliĢkim var. 1 2 3 4 5 

2. EĢimle iliĢkim çok istikrarlı. 1 2 3 4 5 

3. EĢimle iliĢkim çok güçlü. 1 2 3 4 5 

1. EĢimle iliĢkim beni mutlu ediyor. 1 2 3 4 5 

5. EĢimle kendimi gerçekten bir bütünün parçası 

gibi hissediyorum. 
1 2 3 4 5 

6. Genel olarak evliliğimdeki her Ģeyden çok 

memnunum. 
1 2 3 4 5 

 



 

 

 

APPENDIX S. Factor Analysis Results of the Emotional Experience Scale 
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APPENDIX T. Factor Analysis Results of the Anger Expression Scale 
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APPENDIX U. Factor Analysis Results of the Sadness Expression Scale 

 
W

iv
es

‘ 
S

ad
n
es

s 
E

x
p
re

ss
io

n
 

(N
=

 1
6
7
) 

H
u
sb

an
d
s‘

 S
ad

n
es

s 
E

x
p
re

ss
io

n
 

(N
=

 1
6
7
) 

 5
3

 I
te

m
s:

 

S
o

li
tu

d
e 

/N
eg

at
iv

e 

b
eh

av
io

r 

S
o

ci
al

 S
u

p
p

o
rt

 

/D
ep

en
d

en
t 

b
eh

av
io

r 

P
o

si
ti

v
e 

A
ct

iv
it

y
 

S
o

li
tu

d
e 

/N
eg

at
iv

e 

b
eh

av
io

r 

S
o

ci
al

 S
u

p
p

o
rt

 

/D
ep

en
d

en
t 

b
eh

av
io

r 

P
o

si
ti

v
e 

A
ct

iv
it

y
 

3
9

. 
K

en
d

i 
iç

im
e 

d
ö

n
er

im
/k

ap
an

ır
ım

. 
0

.7
5

3
 

 
 

0
.7

2
1
 

 
 

4
7

. 
H

iç
b

ir
 Ģ

ey
 y

ap
m

ak
, 

p
ay

la
Ģm

ak
 i

st
em

em
. 

0
.7

1
1
 

-0
.3

0
3
 

 
0

.7
9

8
 

 
 

6
. 

Ġn
sa

n
la

rd
an

 u
za

k
la

Ģı
rı

m
. 

0
.7

0
0
 

 
 

0
.5

2
8
 

 
 

4
8

. 
B

ir
k
aç

 g
ü

n
 o

n
u

 g
ö

rm
ez

d
en

 g
el

ir
im

. 
0

.6
8

9
 

 
 

0
.6

6
5
 

-0
.4

1
4
 

 

1
9

. 
D

iğ
er

 i
n

sa
n

la
rd

an
 u

za
k
 d

u
ru

ru
m

. 
0

.6
8

3
 

 
 

0
.5

7
2
 

 
 

4
5

. 
O

n
d

an
 u

za
k
la

Ģı
rı

m
, 

o
la

y
la

rı
 z

am
an

a 
b

ır
ak

ır
ım

 (
k
aç

ın
ır

ım
).

 
0

.6
6

8
 

 
 

0
.4

9
0
 

-0
.4

5
1
 

 

4
9

. 
Z

am
an

a 
ih

ti
y
ac

ım
 o

lu
r,

 ö
n

ce
 k

en
d

i 
iç

im
d

e 
si

n
d

ir
m

em
 g

er
ek

ir
. 

0
.6

5
1
 

 
 

0
.6

5
6
 

 
 

5
2

. 
K

o
la

y
 k

o
la

y
 a

çı
la

m
am

, 
d

o
ğ
ru

d
an

 s
ö

y
le

y
em

em
. 

0
.6

3
7
 

 
 

0
.7

0
6
 

 
 

5
7

. 
O

n
a 

so
ğ
u

k
 d

av
ra

n
ır

ım
. 

0
.6

3
0
 

 
 

0
.6

7
1
 

-0
.3

3
6
 

 

7
. 

K
en

d
i 

b
aĢ

ım
a 

k
al

m
ak

 i
st

er
im

. 
0

.6
1

8
 

 
 

0
.4

8
7
 

 
 

1
0

. 
Y

at
ak

ta
n

 ç
ık

m
ak

 i
st

em
em

 y
a 

d
a 

ev
d

e 
b

ir
 Ģ

ey
 y

ap
m

ad
an

 v
ak

it
 

g
eç

ir
ir

im
. 

0
.6

1
6
 

 
 

0
.5

7
0
 

 
 

5
9

. 
O

n
a 

sö
y
le

m
em

 a
m

a 
o

n
u

n
 a

n
la

m
as

ın
ı 

b
ek

le
ri

m
. 

0
.5

9
6
 

 
 

0
.5

9
0
 

 
 

3
7

. 
U

y
u

ru
m

 y
a 

d
a 

T
V

 i
zl

er
im

. 
0

.5
7

8
 

 
 

0
.4

7
9
 

 
 

5
8

. 
H

er
h

an
g
i 

b
ir

 t
ep

k
i 

v
er

m
em

, 
b

u
n

u
n

 b
ir

 ç
ö

zü
m

ü
 y

o
k
tu

r.
 

0
.5

7
7
 

 
 

0
.5

7
8
 

 
 

4
6

. 
H

iç
b

ir
 Ģ

ey
 y

o
k

m
u

Ģ 
g
ib

i 
d

av
ra

n
ır

ım
, 

d
u

y
g
u

la
rı

m
ı 

b
as

tı
rı

p
 

k
ay

ıt
sı

z 
d

av
ra

n
ır

ım
. 

0
.5

5
9
 

 
 

0
.5

5
7
 

 
 

1
5

. 
E

v
in

 i
çi

n
d

e 
p

ek
 b

ir
 Ģ

ey
 y

ap
m

ad
an

 o
y
al

an
ır

ım
. 

0
.5

4
9
 

 
 

0
.5

4
1
 

 
 

5
0

. 
H

as
ta

 o
lu

y
o

r 
g
ib

i 
o
lu

ru
m

. 
Ö

rn
eğ

in
, 

b
aĢ

ım
 a

ğ
rı

r,
 b

el
im

 t
u

tu
lu

r.
 

0
.5

4
9
 

 
 

0
.4

8
5
 

0
.3

8
6
 

 

3
. 

T
ek

 b
aĢ

ım
a 

v
ak

it
 g

eç
ir

ir
im

. 
0

.5
4

6
 

 
 

0
.6

2
2
 

 
 

3
4

. 
S

es
 t

o
n

u
m

la
 b

el
li

 e
d

er
im

, 
si

te
m

k
âr

 k
o

n
u

Ģu
ru

m
. 

0
.5

4
4
 

 
 

0
.5

4
9
 

 
 

2
0

. 
G

ü
n

lü
k
 y

aĢ
am

ım
a 

d
ev

am
 e

tm
ek

te
 z

o
rl

an
ır

ım
. 

0
.5

2
7
 

 
 

0
.6

2
8
 

 
 

3
8

. 
K

en
d

i 
k
en

d
im

e 
ta

m
ir

 e
tm

ek
, 

h
al

le
tm

ek
 i

st
er

im
. 

0
.5

0
5
 

 
0

.3
1

8
 

0
.4

7
9
 

 
0

.3
5

2
 

4
2

. 
O

n
u
 v

e/
v
ey

a 
d

u
ru

m
u

 u
m

u
rs

am
am

. 
0

.4
8

9
 

 
0

.3
2

6
 

0
.5

3
8
 

 
 

5
. 

ĠĢ
im

i 
(v

ey
a 

o
k
u

lu
m

u
) 

v
ey

a 
ev

 i
Ģl

er
in

i 
as

m
ay

a 
b

aĢ
la

rı
m

. 
0

.4
8

7
 

 
 

0
.3

5
4
 

 
 

5
3

. 
O

n
a 

k
as

te
n

 k
ö

tü
 d

av
ra

n
ır

ım
. 

0
.4

8
4
 

 
 

0
.6

3
1
 

 
 

3
1

. 
O

n
u
 s

u
çl

ay
ıc

ı 
d

av
ra

n
ır

ım
. 

0
.4

5
4
 

 
 

0
.6

5
0
 

 
 

3
6

. 
N

e 
y
ap

ar
sa

 y
ap

sı
n

 k
ab

u
l 

et
m

em
, 

o
la

y
ı 

u
za

tı
rı

m
. 

0
.4

0
7
 

 
 

0
.4

6
0
 

 
 

5
5

. 
B

u
 d

u
y
g
u

m
u

, 
ü

zü
n

tü
m

ü
 o

n
a 

b
el

li
 e

tm
em

. 
0

.3
7

8
 

 
0

.3
1

1
 

0
.3

4
4
 

 
 

264

 



 

 

 2
1

. 
Y

âr
d

im
 i

çi
n

 e
Ģi

m
in

 d
es

te
ğ
in

i 
ar

ar
ım

. 
 

0
.7

9
1
 

 
 

0
.8

1
7
 

 

2
. 

E
Ģi

m
d

en
 t

es
el

li
 a

ra
rı

m
. 

 
0

.7
7

1
 

 
 

0
.7

2
6
 

 

 1
2

.E
Ģi

m
in

 b
an

a 
y
âr

d
im

 e
tm

es
in

i 
b

ek
le

ri
m

. 
 

 

0
.7

5
8
 

 
 

 

0
.7

9
9
 

 

1
1

. 
E

Ģi
m

d
en

 d
es

te
k
 i

st
er

im
. 

 
0

.7
3

4
 

 
 

0
.7

9
4
 

 

9
. 

E
Ģi

m
le

 d
ah

a 
fa

zl
a 

za
m

an
 g

eç
ir

ir
im

. 
-0

.3
0

6
 

0
.6

9
4
 

 
-0

.3
2

8
 

0
.7

0
8
 

 

2
4

. 
B

an
a 

y
ar

d
ım

 e
tm

es
i 

iç
in

 e
Ģi

m
in

 d
ik

k
at

in
i 

çe
k

m
ey

e 
ça

lı
Ģı

rı
m

. 
 

0
.6

8
5
 

 
 

0
.7

3
5
 

 

2
5

. 
S

o
ru

n
la

rı
m

ı 
eĢ

im
le

 p
ay

la
Ģı

rı
m

. 
 

0
.6

7
9
 

 
-0

.4
7

7
 

0
.6

6
5
 

 

1
6

. 
E

Ģi
m

le
 i

y
i 

za
m

an
 g

eç
ir

ir
im

. 
 

0
.6

1
3
 

 
 

0
.7

2
1
 

 

6
1

. 
B

en
im

le
 i

lg
il

en
m

es
in

i 
b

ek
le

ri
m

. 
0

.3
3

8
 

0
.6

0
0
 

 
 

0
.7

3
5
 

 

1
3

. 
D

u
ru

m
u

 a
tl

at
m

ak
 i

çi
n

 e
Ģi

m
e 

ad
et

a 
y
ap

ıĢ
ır

ım
. 

 
0

.5
7

6
 

 
 

0
.7

4
6
 

 

5
6

. 
O

n
u
n

 d
ik

k
at

in
i 

çe
k
ec

ek
 Ģ

ey
le

r 
y
ap

ar
ım

, 
d

ik
k

at
in

i 
çe

k
m

ey
e 

ça
lı

Ģı
rı

m
. 

0
.3

1
2
 

0
.5

6
6
 

 
 

0
.6

5
3
 

 

2
2

. 
S

ık
ın

tı
lı

 z
am

an
la

rı
m

ız
d

a 
eĢ

im
in

 b
en

i 
an

la
y
ac

ağ
ın

a 
g
ü

v
en

ir
im

. 
-0

.3
3

9
 

0
.5

6
5
 

 
-0

.3
5

1
 

0
.6

0
9
 

 

3
0

. 
N

az
lı

 o
lu

ru
m

, 
n

az
 y

ap
ar

ım
. 

 
0

.5
0

2
 

 
 

0
.4

9
0
 

 

2
7

. 
H

as
ta

 o
ld

u
ğ
u

m
u

, 
b

aĢ
ım

ın
 a

ğ
rı

d
ığ

ın
ı 

v
s.

 s
ö

y
le

y
er

ek
 b

en
im

le
 

il
g
il

en
m

es
in

i 
b

ek
le

ri
m

. 
0

.4
1

5
 

0
.5

0
0
 

 
 

0
.4

6
7
 

 

3
5

. 
Ü

st
ü

n
d

en
 b

ir
az

 z
am

an
 g

eç
ti

k
te

n
 s

o
n

ra
 o

n
a 

b
en

i 
ü

ze
n

 Ģ
ey

i 

an
la

tı
rı

m
. 

 
0

.4
6

4
 

 
 

0
.4

2
2
 

 

6
0

. 
O

n
u
n

la
 i

le
ti

Ģi
m

 k
u

rm
ay

a 
ça

lı
Ģı

rı
m

. 
-0

.3
5

0
 

0
.4

4
5
 

 
 

0
.5

4
0
 

 

2
3

. 
E

ğ
le

n
ce

li
 b

ir
 Ģ

ey
le

r 
y
ap

ar
ım

. 
 

 
0

.7
8

7
 

 
 

0
.7

2
5
 

8
. 

K
ey

if
li

 b
ir

 Ģ
ey

le
r 

y
ap

m
ay

ı 
p

la
n

la
rı

m
. 

 
 

0
.7

6
7
 

 
 

0
.7

6
2
 

2
6

. 
K

af
am

ı 
d

ağ
ıt

m
ak

 i
çi

n
 b

ir
 Ģ

ey
le

r 
y
ap

ar
ım

. 
 

 
0

.7
4

0
 

 
 

0
.7

3
7
 

4
. 

R
u
h

 h
al

im
i 

d
eğ

iĢ
ti

rm
ek

 i
çi

n
 n

eĢ
el

en
m

ey
e 

ça
lı

Ģı
rı

m
. 

 
 

0
.7

1
6
 

 
 

0
.7

1
8
 

1
4

. 
E

ğ
le

n
ce

li
 y

a 
d

a 
il

g
i 

çe
k
ic

i 
b

ir
 f

aa
li

y
et

e 
g
ir

iĢ
ir

im
. 

 
 

0
.7

0
0
 

 
 

0
.7

4
5
 

1
8

. 
S

o
ru

n
la

rı
m

d
an

 u
za

k
la

Ģm
ak

 i
çi

n
 b

aĢ
k
a 

Ģe
y
le

r 
y
ap

m
ay

a 

ça
lı

Ģı
rı

m
. 

 
 

0
.5

8
3
 

 
 

0
.7

3
5
 

4
1

. 
K

en
d

im
i 

d
ıĢ

ar
ı 

at
ar

ım
. 

 
 

0
.5

3
0
 

0
.5

4
7
 

 
0

.4
5

3
 

2
8

. 
D

ah
a 

ço
k
 i

si
m

le
 y

a 
d

a 
ev

im
le

 i
lg

il
en

ir
im

, 
k
en

d
im

i 
ta

m
am

en
 

b
u

n
la

ra
 v

er
ir

im
. 

 
 

0
.4

9
4
 

 
 

0
.3

9
2
 

1
. 

Y
ap

m
ay

ı 
se

v
d

iğ
im

 Ģ
ey

le
rl

e 
m

eĢ
g
u

l 
o

lu
ru

m
. 

 
 

0
.4

6
1
 

 
 

0
.6

2
7
 

1
7

. 
S

o
ru

n
la

rı
m

ı 
u

n
u

tm
ay

a 
ça

lı
Ģı

r,
 m

u
tl

u
y
m

u
Ģ 

g
ib

i 
d

av
ra

n
ır

ım
. 

 
 

0
.3

6
4
 

 
 

0
.4

7
5
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

E
ig

en
v
a
lu

es
: 

1
0

.5
0
 

7
.1

2
 

4
.6

3
 

1
2

.2
3
 

7
.7

8
 

3
.9

9
 

E
x

p
la

in
ed

 V
a
ri

a
n

ce
 %

: 
1

9
.8

1
 

1
3

.4
4
 

8
.7

3
 

2
3

.0
7
 

1
4

.6
4
 

7
.5

2
 

C
ro

n
b

a
c
h

 A
lp

h
a
: 

.9
2
 

.9
0
 

.8
2
 

.9
2
 

.9
2
 

.8
6
 

F
a
ct

o
r 

C
o

n
g

ru
e
n

c
e 

S
co

re
s:

 
.9

9
 

.9
9
 

.9
9
 

- 
- 

- 

 

265 



 

 

 

 

  
APPENDIX V. Factor Analysis Results of the Guilt Expression Scale 

 
W

iv
es

‘ 
G

u
il

t 
E

x
p
re

ss
io

n
  

(N
=

 1
6
7
) 

H
u
sb

an
d
s‘

 G
u
il

t 
E

x
p
re

ss
io

n
  

(N
=

 1
6
7
) 

3
5
 I

te
m

s:
 

A
p

o
lo

g
y
 

/A
p

p
ea

se
m

en
t 

D
en

ia
l 

E
x
p

la
n

at
io

n
s 

A
p

o
lo

g
y
 

/A
p

p
ea

se
m

en
t 

D
en

ia
l 

E
x
p

la
n

at
io

n
s 

9
. 

E
Ģi

m
 i

çi
n

 f
az

la
d

an
 b

ir
 Ģ

ey
le

r 
y
ap

ar
ım

. 
0

.7
4

2
 

 
 

0
.7

2
9
 

 
0

.3
4

9
 

8
. 

E
Ģi

m
e 

n
o

rm
al

d
en

 d
ah

a 
fa

zl
a 

se
v
g
i 

v
e 

il
g
i 

g
ö

st
er

ir
im

. 
0

.7
0

0
 

 
 

0
.7

5
3
 

 
 

2
9

. 
H

at
al

ı 
o

ld
u

ğ
u

m
u

 k
ab

u
l 

ed
er

, 
g
er

i 
ad

im
 a

ta
ri

m
. 

0
.6

9
0
 

 
 

0
.5

4
3
 

 
0

.4
4

2
 

3
7

. 
G

ö
n

lü
n
ü

 a
la

ca
k
 Ģ

ey
le

r 
y
ap

m
ay

a 
ça

lı
Ģı

rı
m

. 
0

.6
8

8
 

 
0

.3
0

1
 

0
.7

2
0
 

 
 

1
5

. 
Y

ap
tı

k
la

rı
m

ı 
te

la
fi

 e
tm

ey
e 

ça
lı

Ģı
rı

m
. 

0
.6

6
5
 

 
0

.3
4

2
 

0
.4

3
7
 

 
0

.6
5

0
 

2
3

. 
T

el
af

i 
et

m
ek

 i
çi

n
 o

n
u

n
 h

o
Ģu

n
a 

g
id

ec
ek

, 
se

v
ec

eğ
i 

b
ir

 Ģ
ey

le
r 

y
ap

ar
ım

 

(Ģ
ım

ar
tm

ak
, 

je
st

 y
ap

m
ak

 g
ib

i)
. 

0
.6

4
2
 

 
0

.3
0

6
 

0
.6

9
2
 

 
 

3
2

. 
S

ar
ıl

ıp
, 

ö
p

er
im

. 
0

.6
3

2
 

 
 

0
.6

8
6
 

 
 

5
. 

E
Ģi

m
e 

n
o

rm
al

d
e 

o
ld

u
ğ
u

m
d

an
 d

ah
a 

iy
i 

d
av

ra
n

ır
ım

. 
0

.6
2

9
 

 
 

0
.7

0
0
 

 
 

3
. 

D
u

ru
m

u
 d

ü
ze

lt
m

ek
 i

çi
n

 b
ir

 Ģ
ey

le
r 

y
ap

m
ay

a 
ça

lı
Ģı

rı
m

. 
0

.6
2

3
 

 
0

.4
0

4
 

0
.4

8
7
 

 
0

.6
8

5
 

2
8

. 
F

iz
ik

se
l 

y
ak

in
li

k
 k

u
ra

rı
m

, 
o

n
a 

so
k
u

lu
ru

m
. 

0
.6

1
5
 

 
0

.3
0

1
 

0
.6

0
9
 

 
 

2
6

. 
A

lt
ta

n
 a

lı
rı

m
/a

lm
ay

a 
ça

lı
Ģı

rı
m

. 
0

.5
8

9
 

 
 

0
.4

4
5
 

 
 

7
. 

E
Ģi

m
e 

y
ap

tı
ğ
ım

d
an

 (
y
a 

d
a 

y
ap

m
ad

ığ
ım

 Ģ
ey

d
en

) 
p

iĢ
m

an
lı

k
 d

u
y
d

u
ğ
u

m
u

 

sö
y
le

ri
m

. 
0

.5
8

1
 

 
 

0
.4

4
5
 

 
0

.5
9

9
 

1
9

. 
E

Ģi
m

in
 y

an
ın

d
a 

d
av

ra
n

ıĢ
la

rı
m

a 
d

ah
a 

ö
ze

n
 g

ö
st

er
ir

im
, 

d
ik

k
at

 e
d

er
im

. 
0

.5
5

7
 

 
 

0
.4

6
6
 

 
0

.3
5

3
 

1
. 

Ö
zü

r 
d

il
er

im
. 

0
.5

5
2
 

 
 

0
.4

1
9
 

 
0

.4
9

4
 

1
3

. 
Ġl

er
id

e 
d

ah
a 

iy
i 

b
ir

 e
s 

o
la

ca
ğ
ım

a 
d

ai
r 

sö
z 

v
er

ir
im

. 
0

.5
3

0
 

 
 

0
.4

4
2
 

 
0

.3
4

2
 

4
. 

Ü
zg

ü
n

 o
ld

u
ğ
u

m
u

 b
el

ir
te

n
 Ģ

ey
le

r 
sö

y
le

ri
m

. 
0

.5
1

2
 

 
0

.4
8

6
 

0
.4

4
2
 

 
0

.6
9

4
 

1
0

. 
Y

ap
tı

k
la

rı
m

ın
 s

o
ru

m
lu

lu
ğ
u

n
u
 k

ab
u

l 
ed

er
im

/ü
st

le
n

ir
im

. 
0

.3
7

1
 

 
0

.5
5

8
 

0
.3

2
1
 

 
0

.6
2

5
 

2
1

. 
O

n
u
n

 d
a 

ö
n

ce
d

en
 y

ap
tı

ğ
ı 

h
a
ta

la
rı

 h
at

ır
la

ta
ra

k
 ü

st
e 

çı
k
m

ay
a 

ça
lı

Ģı
rı

m
. 

 
0

.6
6

7
 

 
 

0
.6

5
7
 

 

3
5

. 
H

iç
b

ir
 Ģ

ey
 o

lm
am

ıĢ
 g

ib
i 

d
av

ra
n

ır
ım

. 
 

0
.6

6
2
 

 
 

0
.7

0
2
 

-0
.3

9
8
 

2
0

. 
S

es
si

z 
k
al

ır
 v

e 
k
o

n
u

 h
ak

k
ın

d
a 

p
ek

 b
ir

 Ģ
ey

 s
ö

y
le

m
em

. 
 

0
.6

6
0
 

 
 

0
.6

5
5
 

 

1
6

. 
D

u
ru

m
u

n
 c

id
d

iy
et

in
i 

az
al

tm
ay

a/
ö

n
em

si
z 

g
ö

st
er

m
ey

e 
ça

lı
Ģı

rı
m

. 
 

0
.6

4
1
 

 
 

0
.6

3
9
 

 

2
7

. 
H

at
am

ı 
k
ab

u
l 

et
m

em
, 

su
çs

u
zm

u
Ģ 

g
ib

i 
ü

st
e 

çı
k

m
ay

a 
ça

lı
Ģı

rı
m

. 
 

0
.6

2
7
 

 
 

0
.5

9
6
 

-0
.3

3
1
 

1
1

. 
Y

ü
zü

m
e 

v
u

ru
r 

y
a 

d
a 

ü
st

ü
m

e 
g

el
ir

se
 ö

n
em

li
 b

ir
 Ģ

ey
 y

ap
tı

ğ
ım

ı 
in

k
âr

 

ed
er

im
. 

 
0

.6
1

9
 

 
 

0
.5

9
9
 

 

3
1

. 
H

iç
b

ir
 Ģ

ey
 y

ap
m

am
, 

te
p

k
i 

v
er

m
em

, 
u

n
u

tu
r 

g
id

er
im

. 
 

0
.5

9
8
 

-0
.3

6
3
 

 
0

.6
6

4
 

 

1
8

. 
O

la
y
 h

ak
k
ın

d
a 

k
o

n
u

Ģm
ak

ta
n

 k
aç

ın
ır

ım
. 

 
0

.5
7

8
 

-0
.3

2
5
 

 
0

.6
4

9
 

 

3
3

. 
K

o
n
u

n
u

n
 ü

st
ü

n
ü

 ö
rt

m
ey

e 
ça

lı
Ģı

r,
 k

o
n

u
y
u

 h
at

ır
la

ta
ca

k
 Ģ

ey
le

r 

y
ap

m
am

ay
a 

ça
lı

Ģı
rı

m
. 

 
0

.5
3

5
 

 
 

0
.6

6
4
 

 

266

 



 

 

   6
. 

Ġl
g
il

i 
k
o
n

u
/d

u
ru

m
 h

ak
k
ın

d
a 

eĢ
im

le
 k

o
n

u
Ģm

ak
ta

n
 k

aç
ın

ır
ım

. 

 
  

0
.5

0
2
 

 
 

  

0
.6

2
1
 

 

2
4

. 
H

ak
si

z 
o

ld
u

ğ
u

m
u

 p
ek

 k
ab

u
l 

et
m

em
, 

k
o

la
y
 k

o
la

y
 ö

zü
r 

d
il

em
em

. 
-0

.3
5

5
 

0
.4

8
9
 

 
 

0
.6

8
0
 

 

3
6

. 
Ç

o
k
 ö

fk
el

i 
d

av
ra

n
ır

 ü
st

ü
m

e 
g

el
ir

se
, 

su
sa

rı
m

. 
 

0
.4

2
9
 

 
 

0
.5

6
5
 

 

1
2

. 
E

Ģi
m

e 
y
ap

tı
ğ
ım

 Ģ
ey

in
 n

ed
en

le
ri

n
i/

g
er

ek
çe

le
ri

n
i 

an
la

tı
rı

m
. 

 
 

0
.8

0
0
 

 
 

0
.8

0
8
 

1
4

. 
Ö

y
le

 d
av

ra
n

m
am

ı 
g
er

ek
ti

re
n

 k
o

Ģu
ll

ar
ı 

an
la

tı
rı

m
. 

 
 

0
.7

3
9
 

 
 

0
.8

1
9
 

2
5

. 
N

ey
i 

n
ed

en
 y

ap
tı

ğ
ım

ı 
aç

ık
la

rı
m

. 
 

 
0

.7
1

8
 

 
 

0
.7

1
2
 

1
7

. 
E

Ģi
m

e 
o

la
y
ın

 n
ed

en
 b

ö
y
le

 o
ld

u
ğ
u

n
u
 a

çı
k
la

rı
m

. 
 

 
0

.7
0

3
 

 
 

0
.7

5
1
 

2
. 

Y
ap

tı
k
la

rı
m

 i
çi

n
 b

ir
 a

çı
k
la

m
a 

g
et

ir
ir

im
. 

0
.4

6
5
 

 
0

.6
1

1
 

0
.4

5
5
 

 
0

.5
4

8
 

3
8

. 
Ö

ze
le

Ģt
ir

i 
y
ap

ar
ım

 v
e 

y
ap

tı
k
la

rı
m

ın
 s

o
ru

m
lu

lu
ğ
u

n
u

 ü
st

le
n

ir
im

. 
 

-0
.3

1
1
 

0
.4

9
0
 

0
.3

0
4
 

 
0

.5
0

4
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

E
ig

en
v
a
lu

es
: 

9
.9

5
 

5
.0

3
 

1
.9

4
 

4
.3

6
 

1
.6

2
 

1
2

.6
7
 

E
x

p
la

in
ed

 V
a
ri

a
n

ce
 %

: 
2

8
.4

2
 

1
4

.3
8
 

5
.5

4
 

1
2

.4
5
 

4
.6

4
 

3
6

.2
0
 

C
ro

n
b

a
c
h

 A
lp

h
a
: 

.9
1
 

.8
4
 

.8
5
 

.9
3
 

.8
8
 

.8
9
 

F
a
ct

o
r 

C
o

n
g

ru
e
n

c
e 

S
co

re
s:

 
.9

9
 

.7
5
 

.9
9
 

- 
- 

- 

 

267 



 

268 

 

 

 

APPENDIX W. 

Tezin Türkçe Özeti 

Evlilikte eĢlerin tartıĢma ya da çatıĢma sırasında hissettikleri duygular, bu 

duyguları biliĢsel olarak nasıl düzenledikleri ve sonuçta çatıĢma boyunca ne tür 

davranıĢ örüntüleri sergiledikleri evlilikten algılanan doyum ve evliliğin sürekliliği 

açısından belirleyicidir (örn. Cordova, Gee ve Warren, 2005; Lafontaine ve Lussier, 

2005). Duygular, kiĢinin içsel psikolojik dünyası ile birlikte sosyal ve fiziksel 

çevrenin etkileĢimi sonucunda ortaya çıkar. Yakın iliĢkilerde kiĢilerin iliĢki 

içerisinde hissettikleri duygular davranıĢı belirleyen temel öğelerden biridir. EĢin 

sergilenen duygulara verdiği tepkiler ise kiĢide yeni duyguların oluĢmasına yol açar. 

Böylece, eĢlerin gösterdiği duygu ve davranıĢ arasındaki iliĢki iki yönlü olarak iliĢki 

dinamiğini etkiler (Gross ve Thompson, 2007). Yakın iliĢkilerde reddedilme 

korkusu, kıskançlık, kızgınlık, suçluluk ve mutluluk gibi pek çok duygu hissedilir 

ve bu duygular çatıĢma sırasında bireyin eĢine karĢı nasıl davranacağını ve ne tür 

tepkiler göstereceğini belirler. Özetle, yakın iliĢkilerde bir tarafın hissettiği duygular 

eĢinin sergileyeceği davranıĢı da belirler ve etkileĢimin ortaya çıkardığı örüntü 

iliĢkilerin sürekliliğini ve kalitesini etkiler (Mikulincer ve Shaver, 2005). 

Bağlanma kuramı yakın iliĢkilerde yaĢanılan duygular ve duygu 

düzenlemesindeki bireysel farklılıklara yönelik kapsamlı bir açıklama getirmektedir 

(Mikulincer ve Shaver, 2003). Bağlanma stillerindeki bireysel farklılıklar iliĢkiden 

algılanan doyum ve ikili iliĢkilerin uyumu ile sistematik olarak iliĢkilidir. Özellikle 

güvensiz bağlanmanın iliĢki üzerindeki yıkıcı etkisi geçmiĢ araĢtırmalarda kapsamlı 

olarak gösterilmiĢtir (örn. Mikulincer, Florian, Cowan ve Cowan, 2002). Bu 

çalıĢmanın amacı farklı güvensiz bağlanma yönelimlerinin iliĢki üzerindeki 

olumsuz etkisinin hangi süreçler aracılığı ile gerçekleĢtiğini incelemektir. Spesifik 

olarak, bu çalıĢma çatıĢma sırasında hangi duyguların yaĢandığının ve bunların nasıl 

ifade edildiğinin, karı ve kocanın bağlanma boyutları (kaygı ve kaçınma) ve her iki 
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eĢin evlilik uyumu arasındaki iliĢkideki aracılık rolünü araĢtırmaktır. GeçmiĢ 

çalıĢmalarda her ne kadar bağlanma stillerinin ve/ya boyutlarının iliĢkide hissedilen 

duygular ve davranıĢlar üzerindeki rolü yaygın olarak çalıĢılmıĢ olsa da bu 

çalıĢmalar genellikle tek bir eĢin perspektifi dikkate alınarak yürütülmüĢtür (örn, 

Meyers ve Landsberger, 2002; Shi, 2003). Ancak, iliĢkilerde tarafların sergiledikleri 

davranıĢlar karĢılıklı etkileĢim sonucunda birbiriyle bağlantılı olarak ortaya 

çıktığından ikili iliĢkilerde eĢler birbirinden tamamen bağımsız ve yalıtılmıĢ olarak 

değerlendirilemez (Agnew ve Etcheverry, 2006; Rusbult, Arriaga ve Agnew, 2001). 

Bu tez çalıĢmasında her iki eĢin duygu ve davranıĢları bir arada ele alınarak 

yazındaki eksiklik giderilmeye çalıĢılmıĢtır. Ayrıca, bağlanma boyutları ve 

hissedilen duygular arasındaki iliĢki geçmiĢ çalıĢmalarda yaygın olarak 

incelenmesine karĢın, hissedilen duyguların nasıl ifade edildiği ve ifade tarzı 

üzerinde bağlanma yönelimlerinin olası etkisi yeterince çalıĢılmamıĢtır. GeçmiĢ 

çalıĢmalardaki söz konusu eksiklikler dikkate alınarak bu çalıĢmada eĢlerin 

bağlanmada kaygı ve kaçınma yönelimlerinin hem kendi hem de eĢin yaĢadığı 

duygular ve ifade etme tarzları üzerindeki etkisi ve devamında bu etkilerin her iki 

eĢin evlilik uyumunu yordama gücü incelenmiĢtir. 

Bu tez iki temel bölümden oluĢmaktadır. Ġlk bölümde, Türk kültüründe 

evlilikte yaĢanan çatıĢmalar sırasında yaĢanılan baĢat duygular ve bu duyguların 

kültüre özgü dıĢavurum biçimlerini saptamak amacıyla nicel ve nitel yöntemlerle ön 

çalıĢmalar yapılmıĢtır. Ġkinci bölümde ise ön çalıĢmalarda elde edilen veriler 

kullanılarak önerilen aracı değiĢkenli modeller test edilmiĢtir. AraĢtırmada ele 

alınan temel konuların kuramsal çerçevesi, kısa yazın özeti ve görgül çalıĢmalardan 

elde edilen bulgular aĢağıdaki bölümlerde özetlenmektedir. Daha sonra ise 

çalıĢmanın temel amacı ve araĢtırma soruları sunulmuĢtur. 

Bağlanma Kuramı ve YetiĢkinlikte Bağlanma 

Bağlanma kuramına (Bowlby, 1973; 1982) göre her çocuk ona temel bakımı 

veren bağlanma kiĢisi (genellikle anne) ile duygusal bir bağ kurar. Bağlanma kiĢisi 

ile kurulan iliĢkinin kalitesine bağlı olarak (örn, çocuğun ihtiyaç duyduğu 

zamanlarda ulaĢılabilir olması ve ihtiyaçlarına duyarlılık göstermesi) çocuklar 
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olumlu ya da olumsuz içsel benlik ve baĢkaları modelleri geliĢtirirler. Ainsworth ve 

arkadaĢlarının (1978) ―yabancı ortam‖ yöntemi kullanarak elde ettikleri bulgularına 

göre güvenli bağlanan çocuklar, bağlanma kiĢileri (çoğunlukla ebeveynler) 

yanlarında iken ortamı araĢtırmak için istek duyar ve stres durumunda ise 

ebeveynlerinin ulaĢılabilir ve ihtiyaçlarına duyarlı olduklarını düĢünürler. Böylece 

çocuk hem kendi değerlik duygusunu geliĢtirirken hem de ebeveynlerini de stres 

durumunda sığınabilecekleri güvenli bir üs olarak görürler. Güvensiz, özellikle 

kaygılı-dirençli bağlanan çocukların ebeveynlerinin ise çocukların ihtiyaçlarına 

karĢı tutarsız tepkiler verdikleri bilinmektedir. Diğer bir deyiĢle, çocuğun 

ihtiyaçlarına bazen olumlu tepki gösteren bazen de ulaĢılabilir olmayan ebeveynler, 

çocuğun güven ve değerlik duygusunun oluĢumunu olumsuz etkilerler. Çocuğun 

ihtiyaçlarına tamamen duyarsız kalmak veya reddedici davranıĢlar ise çocukta 

kaçınmacı bağlanmaya yol açar. Bu tür bağlanma kiĢileri tarafından büyütülen bir 

çocuk stres durumunda ebeveyni güvenli bir üs olarak algılamaz ve ebeveynle 

güvenli bir iliĢki kurmakta zorluk çeker. Özetle, bağlanma kuramına göre, tutarlı bir 

Ģekilde olumlu ve duyarlı ebeveyn davranıĢları çocuklukta olumlu benlik ve 

baĢkaları modelleri ve güvenli bağlanma ile iliĢkili iken, tutarsız, ilgisiz ve 

reddedici ebeveyn davranıĢları olumsuz bağlanma modelleri ve güvensiz 

bağlanmayla iliĢkilidir. 

GeçmiĢ araĢtırmalar erken bağlanma örüntülerinin, yetiĢkinlikte kurulan 

iliĢkilerinin kalitesini yordamadaki rolünü araĢtırmıĢlardır. Ebeveynle kurulan genel 

bağlanma örüntülerinin her ne kadar daha sonraki iliĢkileri etkilediği gösterilse de 

yetiĢkinlikte kurulan iliĢkilerde iliĢki dinamiğine bağlı olarak farklı bağlanma 

örüntülerinin de geliĢebileceği ve değiĢebileceği gösterilmiĢtir (Miller ve 

Hoicowitz, 2004; Sibley ve Overall, 2008). Özetle, genel bağlanma örüntüleri daha 

çok kiĢinin genel psikolojik uyumu ile yakından iliĢkili bulunurken, spesifik 

iliĢkilerin uyumunda (arkadaĢlık veya romantik iliĢki gibi) iliĢki partnerine 

bağlanma stilinin önemi vurgulanmaktadır (Cozzarelli ve ark., 2000). 

Bağlanma üzerine yapılan son dönemdeki araĢtırmalar yetiĢkinlikteki 

bağlanma davranıĢlarının, bağlanmaya iliĢkin kaygı ve bağlanmaya iliĢkin kaçınma 
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olmak üzere iki farklı boyut üzerinden tanımlanabileceğini göstermiĢtir. Bu iki 

boyut özellikte iliĢkide yaĢanan stresli durumlarda gösterilen farklı 

davranıĢsal/duygusal stratejilerle iliĢkilidir. 

Kaygılı bağlanan bireyler, çatıĢma durumunda yüksek düzeyde bağlanmayı 

etkinleştirme (hyperactivation) stratejileri kullanarak eĢlerini daha fazla ilgi ve 

destek vermeleri için sürekli zorlarlar. Yakın iliĢkiler açısından kaygılı bağlanan 

kiĢiler kendi değerlikleri hakkında sürekli Ģüphe duyduklarından yüksek tehdit 

algısı yaĢarlar. Ayrılık ve terk edilme korkuları yüksek olduğu için eĢlerine sürekli 

baskı uygulayarak yakın olmaya çalıĢırlar ve onlardan sürekli ilgi ve Ģefkat 

beklerler. Diğer taraftan kaçınmacı bağlanan kiĢiler etkinleştirmeyi engelleme 

(deactivation) stratejileri kullanarak baĢkalarının yardımına ihtiyaç duymaksızın 

stresle baĢ etmede kendi kendine yetmeye odaklanırlar. Bu kiĢilerin genel olarak 

eĢlerine ve iliĢkiye karĢı olumsuz algıları ve beklentileri vardır. Bu yüzden de 

eĢlerine daha mesafeli ve uzak dururlar. Diğer taraftan da kendi öz yeterliklerine ve 

bağımsızlıklarına aĢırı vurgu yaparlar (Main, 1990; Mikulincer ve Shaver, 2003; 

2007). 

Evlilik ĠliĢkilerinde Bağlanma ve Hissedilen Duygular 

EĢlerin çatıĢma sırasındaki davranıĢları ve çatıĢmayla baĢ etme stratejileri 

iliĢkilerde mutluluğu ve iliĢkilerin sürekliliğini etkiler. EĢlerin olumlu ve yapıcı 

iletiĢim becerileri uzun dönemde iliĢkinin sürekliliği ve evlilikten algılanan 

doyumla iliĢkili iken, olumsuz ve yıkıcı davranıĢ örüntüleri mutsuzluk ile iliĢkili 

olduğu bulunmuĢtur (Gottman ve Krokoff, 1989). 

Yakın zamanda yapılan çalıĢmalar çatıĢmanın iliĢki üzerindeki etkisini daha 

iyi anlayabilmek için özellikle eĢlerin hissettikleri ve ifade ettikleri duygulara 

yoğunlaĢmıĢlardır. AraĢtırmalar olumsuz ve nötr duyguların evli çiftlerde 

boĢanmayı yordadığını (Gottman ve Levenson, 2002) ve hatta olumsuz duyguların 

iĢlevsiz ve yıkıcı olarak ifade edilmesinin yeni evli çiftlerde Ģiddet eğilimi ile 

yakından iliĢkili olduğunu göstermiĢtir (McNulty ve Hellmuth, 2008). Sonuç 

olarak, olumlu ya da olumsuz duygu deneyimi ikili iliĢkilerin devamlılığı açısından 
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kritik bir rol oynamaktadır. Yazındaki bulgular kiĢilerin hissettikleri olumsuz duygu 

ve bu duyguları düzenleme biçimlerinin bağlanma boyutları ile iliĢkili olduğunu ya 

da sonuç değiĢkenlerine aracılık ettiğini göstermiĢtir (Collins, 1996; Mikulincer ve 

Shaver, 2008). 

GeçmiĢ çalıĢmalar, bağlanma kuramı ve duygular arasındaki iliĢkiyi 

incelerken genellikle bütün olumsuz duyguları tek bir çatı altında kümelendirerek, 

duygusal stres ya da olumsuz duygu durumu değiĢkeni olarak ele alarak bağlanma 

stillerinin duyguları belirlemedeki rolünü araĢtırmıĢlardır (örn., Collins, 1996; 

Collins ve ark., 2006; Gross ve John, 2003). ). Ancak, yakın dönemdeki pek çok 

araĢtırma farklı duyguların iliĢkilerde hem duyguyu ifade eden kiĢinin hem de 

eĢinin davranıĢları üzerinde farklı etkilere neden olabileceğini göstermektedir. 

Örneğin, kızgınlık ve üzüntü gibi duygular genel olarak olumsuz duygu durumu 

olarak gruplandırılsa da bu iki olumsuz duygu durumunun iliĢkilerde farklı 

sonuçlara yol açtığı bulunmuĢtur. Üzüntü ve hayal kırıklığı gibi duygular evlilikte 

mutluluk, olumlu iletiĢim ve düĢük düzeyde çatıĢma ile iliĢkili bulunurken, 

kızgınlık, öfke ve hiddet gibi duyguların evlilikte çatıĢma, olumsuz iletiĢim ve 

mutsuzluk gibi sonuç değiĢkenleriyle iliĢkili olduğu bulunmuĢtur (örn., Bell ve 

Song, 2005; Rivers, Brackett, Katulak ve Salovey, 2007). Üzüntü ve hayal kırıklığı 

gibi duygular çatıĢma sırasında eĢten yardım isteğini çağrıĢtırabilir ve hatta eĢler 

arasında yakınlığın artmasına neden olabilir. Kısacası geçmiĢ çalıĢmalarda yakın 

iliĢkilerde duyguların etkisi incelenirken duygular kümelenerek incelenmiĢtir. Oysa, 

farklı duyguların neden olabileceği farklı etkilere odaklanmanın iliĢki dinamiğine 

iliĢkin daha kapsamlı bilgi vereceği öne sürülmektedir (Sanford ve Rowatt, 2004). 

Bağlanma kuramına göre olumsuz duygu deneyimi bağlanma sistemini 

harekete geçirir ve içsel çalıĢan modelleri kiĢilerin bağlanma boyutlarına göre 

duygularını farklı Ģekillerde düzenlemelerine ve ifade etmelerine neden olur. 

Mikulincer ve Shaver (2005) eĢle iliĢkili sorunlar kaygılı bağlanan kiĢiler için utanç 

ve umutsuzluk duygularına yol açarken, kaçınmacı bağlanan kiĢiler için kızgınlık ve 

düşmanlık duygularını ortaya çıkarmaktadır. EĢle iliĢkili olmayan sorunlar ise 

kaygılı bağlanan kiĢiler için daha çok kiĢisel huzursuzluk ve umutsuzluk 
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duygularına yol açarken, kaçınmacı bağlanan eĢlerde daha çok acıma, düşmanlık ve 

aşağılama gibi duyguları ortaya çıkarmaktadır. Benzer Ģekilde Feeney (1998) 

romantik iliĢkilerden fiziksel ayrılma sürecinde kaygılı bağlanan eĢlerin umutsuzluk 

ve kızgınlık hissederken, bu duyguları hakkında daha az konuĢma eğilimleri 

olduğunu bulmuĢtur. Ġlgili yazında ayrıca kaygılı bağlanan eĢlerin güvenli ve 

kaçınmacı bağlanan eĢlere göre daha çok kızgınlık, suçluluk, korku ve gerginlik 

gibi olumsuz duygu deneyimi yaĢarken (Kerr ve ark., 2003), kaçınmacı bağlanan 

eĢlerin daha az utanma ve korku hissettikleri bulunmuĢtur (Consedine ve Fiori, 

2009). 

Buna karĢılık güvenli bağlanmanın ise daha çok mutluluk, merak, üzüntü, 

korku, kızgınlık gibi duygularla iliĢkisi bulunmuĢtur. Consedine ve Magai (2003) 

güvenli bağlanan kiĢilerin yakın iliĢkilerde hem olumlu hem de olumsuz duygular 

hissederken, olumsuz duygularını güvensiz bağlanan kiĢilere göre daha yapıcı 

Ģekilde düzenlediklerini ve açık ve olumlu iletiĢim becerilerinin olduğunu 

göstermiĢlerdir. Bununla tutarlı olarak, Davila, Bradbury ve Fincham (1998) evlilik 

iliĢkilerinde yaĢanan çatıĢmada, kaygılı ve kaçınmacı bağlanan karı ve kocaların 

daha çok olumsuz duygu durumu hissettiklerini ve bu duyguların hem kadının hem 

de erkeğin evlilik doyumunu olumsuz etkilediğini bulmuĢlardır. Ancak bu 

araĢtırmacılar olumsuz duygu durumunu bütün olumsuz duyguları tek bir çatı 

altında toplayarak ölçmüĢler ve farklı olumsuz duyguların neden olabileceği farklı 

etkileri göz ardı etmiĢlerdir. Sonuç olarak, güvensiz bağlanmanın evlilik 

iliĢkilerinde yol açtığı etkileri anlayabilmek için bu etkilerin hangi duygular 

aracılığıyla oluĢtuğunu ortaya çıkarmak önem kazanmaktadır. Mikulincer ve 

Shaver‘in (2005) kızgınlık, üzüntü ve suçluluk duygularının bağlanma sistemi ile 

doğrudan iliĢkili olduğu görüĢünden hareketle bu çalıĢmada özellikle bu üç temel 

duygu üzerine odaklanılmıĢtır. 

Evlilik ĠliĢkilerinde Bağlanma ve Ġfade Edilen Duygular 

GeçmiĢ çalıĢmalar olumsuz duyguların iliĢkide her zaman için yıkıcı bir rol 

oynamadığını göstermektedir. Önemli olan bu duyguların nasıl ifade edildiğidir. 

Diğer bir deyiĢle, kızgınlık ve üzüntü gibi olumsuz duygular yapıcı bir Ģekilde ifade 
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edildiğinde, aslında iliĢkide yakınlık duygusunu pekiĢtirerek evlilikte doyumu 

arttırıcı bir rol oynayabildiği gözlenmiĢtir (Guerrero, La Valley ve Farinelli, 2008). 

Sonuç olarak evlilik iliĢkilerinin sürekliliği için, çatıĢmalarda yaĢanılan olumsuz 

duygulardan öte kiĢilerin bu duyguları nasıl ifade ettikleri önem kazanmaktadır. 

KiĢilerin duygularını nasıl ifade ettikleri ise bağlanma boyutları ile yakından iliĢkili 

bulunmuĢtur (örn., Guerrero ve ark., 2009). 

Kaygılı bağlanan kiĢiler iliĢkilerinde yüksek etkinleĢtirme stratejileri 

kullanarak yoğun bir Ģekilde olumsuz duygu deneyimi yaĢarken, bunları yıkıcı ve 

olumsuz bir Ģekilde ifade etme eğilimindedirler (Mikulincer ve Nachshon, 1991). 

Bu kiĢiler eĢlerinin ulaĢılabilirliği ve güvenirliği ile ilgili sürekli kaygı yaĢadıkları 

ve reddedilme duyarlılıkları çok yüksek olduğu için çatıĢma sırasında eĢlerinin 

üzerinde sürekli baskı kurarak onlara hükmetme eğilimindedirler (Corcoran ve 

Mallinckrodt, 2000). Yüksek düzeyde bağlanmayı etkinleĢtirme stratejileri 

çatıĢmayı daha da yoğun hale getirmelerine ve daha saldırgan tavırlar 

göstermelerine ve duygu odaklı baĢ etme stratejileri kullanmalarına neden 

olmaktadır (Mikulincer ve Shaver, 2003). Kaygılı bağlanan kiĢiler bir taraftan 

eĢlerinin ilgi, destek ve sevgisini kazanmak için zorlayıcı, hatta yıkıcı ve duygu 

odaklı çatıĢma stratejileri kullanırlarken diğer taraftan da eĢlerinin terk etme ya da 

reddetme eğilimlerini hissederlerse onlarla bütünleĢmek için çaba sarf ederler. Bu 

çeliĢki bağlanma yazınında yaklaĢma-kaçınma çeliĢkisi olarak adlandırılmaktadır 

(Mikulincer ve Shaver, 2007). AraĢtırmacılar, kaygılı bağlanan kiĢilerin hem 

yaklaĢma hem de kaçınma stratejilerini destekleyen bulgular elde etmiĢlerdir. Bir 

taraftan, bazı araĢtırmacılar bu kiĢilerin eĢlerine kızgınlıklarını ifade ederken daha 

çok yaygın (distributive) kızgınlık stilini kullandıklarını bulurken (Guerrero ve ark., 

2009), bazı araĢtırmacılar ise bu kiĢilerin yoğun bir Ģekilde kızgınlık hissetmelerine 

karĢın reddedilme korkusu yüzünden iliĢkide bunu ifade etmekten kaçındıklarını 

bulmuĢlardır (Feeney, 1995; 1998). 

Yakın iliĢkilerde kaygılı bağlanan kiĢiler çatıĢma durumunda genellikle 

yüksek düzeyde bağlanma etkinleĢtirme stratejileri ile uyumlu davranıĢ örüntüleri 

gösterirken, kaçınmacı bağlanan kiĢiler etkinleĢtirmeyi engelleme stratejileri ile 
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uyumlu davranıĢlar göstermektedirler. Spesifik olarak, bu kiĢiler genellikle çatıĢma 

ve stres durumunda bunu yaratan ortamdan kaçınma eğilimi göstermektedirler 

(Mikulincer ve Shaver, 2003). Kaçınmacı, özellikle kayıtsız kaçınmacı, bağlanan 

kiĢiler olumlu benlik modellerine sahip olduklarından kendilerini genellikle diğer 

insanlardan bağımsız ve kendi baĢlarına yeterli hissederler. Kendi kendilerine 

yetmeye fazla odaklandıkları için de kaygılı bağlanan kiĢiler gibi duygusal olarak 

sürekli iniĢ çıkıĢ yaĢamazlar (Mikulincer ve Shaver, 2007). Güvenli ve kaygılı 

bağlanmaya göre, kaçınmacı bağlanma genellikle düĢük düzeyde duygu deneyimi 

ve duygu ifadesi ile iliĢkili bulunmuĢtur (Kerr ve ark., 2003). EtkinleĢtirmeyi 

engelleme stratejileri, kaçınmacı bağlanan kiĢilerin genellikle olumsuz duygularını 

göz ardı etmelerine veya bastırmalarına ve yakınlık duygusuna iliĢkin ihtiyaçlarını 

inkâr etmelerine neden olmaktadır (Mikulincer ve Shaver, 2003). Bu bastırma 

eğilimleri, özellikle onları güçsüz kılarak olumlu benlik modellerini zedeleme 

ihtimali bulunan kızgınlık, üzüntü, utanç, suçluluk ve korku duyguları için 

geçerlidir. Ayrıca, bu kiĢiler iliĢkide yakınlığı arttırabilecek ve iliĢkide daha fazla 

yatırıma neden olabilecek mutluluk ve eğlence gibi duyguları da fazla göstermek 

istemezler (Cassidy, 1994). Kaçınmacı bağlanan kiĢilerin temel eğilimi kaçınmacı 

stratejiler olsa da, bu duygularını bastıramadıkları durumlarda baskıcı ve yıkıcı 

Ģekilde davranabilirler. Hatta ilgili yazında kaçınmacı bağlanma Ģiddet eğilimine 

neden olan aktif ve yıkıcı kızgınlık stili ile doğrudan iliĢkili bulunmuĢtur. Özellikle 

erkeklerin kaçınmacı bağlanma yöneliminin evlilik ve yakın iliĢkilerde psikolojik 

Ģiddet eğilimlerini doğrudan yordadığı gözlenmiĢtir (Lafontaine ve Lussier, 2005). 

Evlilikteki Bağlanma ĠliĢkilerinde Cinsiyet ve Kültürün Rolü 

GeçmiĢ araĢtırmalar evlilik iliĢkilerinde her iki eĢin de güvenli bağlandığı 

çiftlerin daha yaygın olmasına karĢın her iki eĢin de kaçınmacı ya da kaygılı 

bağlandığı çiftlerin daha nadir olduğunu göstermiĢtir. Ġki eĢin de farklı güvensiz 

bağlandığı koĢullarda ise bu eĢleĢmenin daha çok kaçınan erkek ve kaygılı bağlanan 

kadın çift bileĢimi olduğu bulunmuĢtur (örn., Kirkpatrick ve Davis, 1994). 

Her iki eĢin de güvenli bağlandığı çiftler iliĢki istikrarı ve uyumu açısında 

en avantajlı konuma sahiptir. Bu çiftler, güvensiz bağlanan çiftlere oranla 
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iliĢkilerinde daha fazla mutluluk ve bağlılık hissettiklerini, eĢlerine daha yakın 

olduklarını, çatıĢma durumunda çatıĢmanın yarattığı olumsuz duyguları daha yapıcı 

Ģekilde ifade edebildiklerini ve ebeveynlik rollerinde kendilerini daha yetenekli ve 

yetkin hissettiklerini belirtmiĢlerdir (Senchak ve Leonard, 1992; Volling ve ark., 

1998). 

Buna karĢılık geçmiĢ çalıĢmalar, eĢlerden birinin kaçınan, diğerinin 

kaçınmacı olduğu çiftlerin daha yıpratıcı davranıĢ örüntüleri sergileyerek 

iliĢkilerinde daha çok sorun yaĢadıklarını göstermektedir. Bu çiftlerden biri yakınlık 

ve ilgi ihtiyacı ile diğer eĢe yaklaĢmaya çalıĢırken, bu davranıĢları eĢlerinin 

kaçınmacı davranıĢlarını pekiĢtirmektedir. EĢlerinin geri çekilme davranıĢları ise bu 

kiĢinin zorlayıcı ve baskıcı davranıĢ örüntülerini daha da arttırmaktadır. Batı 

kültüründe son dönemde yapılan çalıĢmalar, kadının kaygılı, erkeğin kaçınmacı 

bağlandığı çiftlerin iliĢki açısından daha çok sorun yarattığını göstermektedir. 

Kadınlar, eĢleri kaçınmacı bağlandığında iliĢkilerinden daha mutsuz olduklarını ve 

daha fazla çatıĢma yaĢadıklarını ifade ederken, erkekler ise eĢleri kaygılı 

bağlandıklarında iliĢkilerinden daha mutsuz olduklarını ve iliĢkilerinde daha fazla 

çatıĢma yaĢadıklarını ifade etmektedirler (Banse, 2004; Brassard ve ark., 2009; 

Kane ve ark., 2007). Bu örüntünün tersine, toplulukçu kültürlerde yapılan 

çalıĢmalarda ise kadının kaçınmacı, erkeğin kaygılı bağlandığı iliĢkilerin iliĢki 

dinamiği açısından daha sorunlu olduğu belirtilmiĢtir. Örneğin, Harma ve 

arkadaĢları (2012) Türk kültüründe, kadınlarda kaçınmacı bağlanmanın erkeklerde 

kaçınmacı bağlanmaya göre iliĢki doyumunu daha olumsuz etkilediğini 

göstermiĢlerdir. Ayrıca, toplulukçu kültürlerdeki evlilik iliĢkilerinde kaygılı 

bağlanmadan ziyade kaçınmacı bağlanmanın daha yıkıcı etkilere yol açabileceği 

ileri sürülmüĢtür (Sümer ve KağıçıbaĢı, 2010). Türk kültüründe duygusal bağlılık 

ve iliĢki uyumu daha fazla değerli görüldüğü ve vurgulandığı için (KağıtçıbaĢı, 

2007), özellikle kadınların kültürel beklentilere ve cinsiyet rollerine karĢıt bir 

Ģekilde, evliliklerinde bağımsız ve kendi kendine yeterliliğine çok fazla vurgu 

yapan, kaçınmacı davranıĢ örüntüleri iliĢkilerde daha olumsuz sonuçlar ortaya 

çıkarabilir. 
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ÇalıĢmanın Amacı ve AraĢtırma Soruları 

Bu çalıĢmanın amacı Türk kültüründe evlilik iliĢkilerinde her iki eĢin 

özelliklerini de dikkate alarak bağlanma boyutları ve çatıĢmada hissedilen ve ifade 

edilen farklı duyguların eĢlerin evlilik uyumları üzerindeki etkisini incelemektir. 

AraĢtırma iki ana bölümden oluĢmaktadır. Ġlk bölümde hem niteliksel hem de 

niceliksel ön çalıĢmalar yoluyla evlilikte olası çatıĢmalarda gözlenen Türk 

kültürüne özgü duygu ifade tarzları incelenmiĢtir.  

Niteliksel yönteme dayalı ön çalıĢmada, Türk kültüründe evli kiĢilerin 

çatıĢma sırasında en çok hangi duyguları yaĢadığı, hangi konularda daha fazla sorun 

yaĢadıkları ve eĢlerine karĢı kızgınlık, üzüntü ve suçluluk duygularını nasıl ifade 

ettiklerini araĢtırmak için yarı yapılandırılmıĢ mülakatlar yapılmıĢtır. Niceliksel 

yöntemle yapılan ön çalıĢmada ise Guerrero‘nun (1994; Guerrero ve ark. 2008; 

2009) yakın iliĢkilerde kızgınlık, üzüntü ve suçluluk duygularının ifade tarzlarını 

ölçmek amacıyla geliĢtirdiği ölçeklerinin Türkçeye uyarlanması yapılmıĢtır. 

Bağlanma yazınında güvenli bağlanma ile iliĢki doyumu arasındaki güçlü 

bir iliĢkinin bulunması, bu iliĢkiye aracı olabilecek farklı değiĢkenlerin 

araĢtırılmasına yol açmıĢtır. Ġlgili yazında, olumsuz duyguların ve bunların iĢlevsel 

olmayan biçimde ifade edilmesinin iliĢkinin sonlanması ya da boĢanma ile yakından 

iliĢkili olması da, bu tür duyguların bağlanma boyutları ve evlilik uyumu arasındaki 

iliĢkiye aracılık edebileceğine iĢaret etmektedir. GeçmiĢ araĢtırmalarda ele alınan 

iliĢkiler genellikle tek bir eĢten elde edilmiĢtir. Ayrıca, duygular arasındaki 

niteliksel veya iĢlevsel farklılıklar yeterince dikkate alınmamıĢtır. Özellikle 

suçluluk duygusunun nasıl ifade edildiği ve bunun bağlanma boyutlarıyla olan 

iliĢkisi daha önce çalıĢılmamıĢtır. Bu çalıĢmada evlilik iliĢkilerinin dinamik yapısı 

ve eĢlerin karĢılıklı etkisi göz önüne alınarak ilgili yazındaki bu eksikler 

giderilmeye çalıĢılmıĢtır. 

Özetle ana çalıĢmada ön çalıĢmalardan elde edilen bulgulara dayanarak 

hissedilen ve ifade edilen duyguların eĢlerin bağlanma boyutları ve evlilik uyumu 
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arasındaki iliĢkideki aracı rolü incelenmiĢtir. Ana çalıĢma kapsamında yanıtlanması 

öngörülen hipotezler Ģunlardır: 

H1: Evli çiftlerin bağlanma boyutları hem kendilerinin (aktör etkisi) hem de 

eĢlerinin (partner etkisi) evlilik uyumlarını yordayacaktır. 

H2: EĢlerin bağlanma boyutları ve evlilik uyumları arasındaki iliĢkide eĢlerin 

çatıĢma sırasında hissettikleri kızgınlık, suçluluk ve üzüntü duyguları aracı değiĢken 

rolü oynayacaktır. 

H3: EĢlerin bağlanma boyutları evlilik uyumlarını hem doğrudan hem de kızgınlık 

ifade stilleri aracılığıyla yordayacaktır. 

H4: EĢlerin bağlanma boyutları evlilik uyumlarını hem doğrudan hem de üzüntü 

ifade stilleri aracılığıyla yordayacaktır. 

H5: EĢlerin bağlanma boyutları evlilik uyumlarını hem doğrudan hem de suçluluk 

ifade stilleri aracılığıyla yordayacaktır. 

H6: Erkeklerin bağlanma boyutları kadınların bağlanma boyutları ve sonuç 

değiĢkenleri arasındaki iliĢkide anlamlı bir rol oynayacaktır. 

Yöntem 

Ön ÇalıĢmalar 

Ana çalıĢma öncesi yürütülen ön çalıĢmalarda hem Türk kültürüne özgü 

kızgınlık, suçluluk ve üzüntü ifade stilleri ortaya çıkarılmıĢ hem de Guerrero‘nun 

(1994; Guerrero ve ark. 2008; 2009) duygu ifade stilleri ölçeklerinin uyarlama 

çalıĢması yapılmıĢtır. 

Ġlk niteliksel ön çalıĢmada 33 evli kiĢi ile yarı yapılandırılmıĢ mülakatlar 

yapılmıĢ ve bu kiĢilere evlilik iliĢkileri ile ilgili genelden özele doğru 17 soru 

sorulmuĢtur. Öncelikle genel olarak evliliklerini nasıl tanımladıkları, ne sıklıkta ve 

hangi konularda sorun yaĢadıkları sorulmuĢ ve daha sonra özellikle eĢlerine karĢı 

kızgın, üzgün/depresif ve suçlu hissettikleri tartıĢma durumlarına yoğunlaĢmaları 

istenmiĢtir. Bu tür duygularını nasıl ifade ettikleri ve eĢlerinin buna nasıl tepki 

verdiği ve genel olarak sorunlarını nasıl çözümledikleri ya da çözümleyemedikleri 
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de sorulmuĢtur. Yapılan içerik analizi sonuçlarına göre evli kiĢiler genel olarak 

dokuz çatıĢma alanından bahsetmiĢlerdir. Bunlar farklı kiĢilikler ve beklentiler, iĢ 

bölüĢümü/sorumluluklar, iletiĢim problemleri, yakınlık/destek, geniĢ aile, 

çocuk/çocuk bakımı, birlikte geçirilecek zaman miktarı, özel yaĢam/sınırlar ve 

sigara/alkol bağımlılıkları alanlarından oluĢmaktadır. ĠletiĢim problemleri 

katılımcıların en çok sorun yaĢadıkları alan olarak ortaya çıkmıĢtır (33 kiĢiden 19 

kiĢi). 

Yapılan içerik analizi sonuçları, kızgınlık ifadesi açısından dört ana kategori 

ortaya çıkarmıĢtır, bunlar yaygın, pasif, kaçınmacı ve olumlu/bütünleyici kızgınlık 

ifade biçimleridir. Üzüntü ifade stilleri açısından sessiz kalma/ bastırma, yapıcı ve 

olumlu ifade, depresif duygu durumu, yıkıcı ve olumsuz davranıĢ, sosyal destek 

arama/eĢe bağımlı davranıĢ ve dikkat dağıtıcı faaliyetlere girme olmak üzere altı 

ana kategori belirlenmiĢtir. Suçluluk ifadesi ise üç ana kategori altında toplanmıĢtır; 

bunlar özür dileme/açıklama getirme, ödün verme/affettirme ve inkâr davranıĢ 

tarzlarıdır.  

Niceliksel ikinci ön çalıĢmaya ise erken evlilik döneminde olan 130 evli kiĢi 

katılmıĢtır. Guerrero‘nun (1994; Guerrero ve ark. 2008; 2009) kızgınlık, üzüntü ve 

suçluluk ifade stilleri ölçekleri standart çeviri, tekrar çeviri yöntemleri kullanılarak, 

alanında uzman üç sosyal psikolog tarafından Türkçeye çevrilmiĢtir. Çeviriler 

arasındaki farklılıklar tartıĢılmıĢ ve ölçek son haline getirilerek tekrar ana dili olan 

Ġngilizceye geri çevrilmiĢtir ve bu iki ölçeğin tutarlılığı karĢılaĢtırılmıĢtır. Bulgular 

Türkçeye uyarlanan ölçeklerin faktör yapıları ile orijinal faktör yapılarının oldukça 

tutarlı olduğunu göstermektedir. Sadece üzüntü ve suçluluk ifade stilleri 

ölçeklerindeki bazı alt ölçekler tek bir alt boyut altında toplanmıĢtır. Ana çalıĢmada 

içerik analizinden elde edilen kızgınlık, üzüntü ve suçluluk duygularının ifade 

stilleri ile ilgili kültüre özgü tematik üniteler ve Türkçeye uyarlanan Guerrero‘nun 

orijinal duygu ifade ölçekleri tek bir çatı altında toplanarak kullanılmıĢtır. 
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Ana ÇalıĢma 

Katılımcılar 

Ana çalıĢmaya Ankara‘da oturan erken evlilik döneminde olan 170 evli çift 

katılmıĢtır. BaĢlangıç analizlerinde üç kadın katılımcının cevaplarında çok 

değiĢkenli aĢırı değerler bulunduğundan, bu katılımcılar ve eĢleri geri kalan 

analizlere dahil edilmemiĢtir. Böylece analizler 167 evli çiftin (334 katılımcı) verisi 

üzerinden yürütülmüĢtür. Katılımcıların evlilik süreleri 1 ila 15 yıl arasında ve yaĢ 

aralıkları 23 ila 52 arasında değiĢmektedir. Elli beĢ (% 32.9) çiftin hiç çocuğu 

yoktur, 68 (% 40.7) çiftin bir çocuğu, 41 (% 24.6) çiftin iki çocuğu ve 3 (% 1.8) 

çiftin üç çocuğu olduğu rapor edilmiĢtir. 

Kullanılan Ölçüm Araçları 

ÇatıĢmada hissedilen duyguları ölçmek için Temel Duygu Ölçeği (Power ve 

Dalgleish, 2008) ve Duygu Durum Sıfatları Listesinden dört madde (Nowlis, 1965) 

kullanılmıĢtır. Katılımcılara ön çalıĢmada Türkçeye uyarlanmıĢ orijinal kızgınlık, 

üzüntü ve suçluluk ölçeklerine (Guerrero, 1994) ilaveten içerik analizi sonucunda 

ortaya çıkan kültüre özgü maddeler de eklenerek yeni Likert-tipi kızgınlık, üzüntü 

ve suçluluk ifade stilleri ölçekleri uygulanmıĢtır. Ayrıca, bağlanma kaygı ve 

kaçınma boyutları Yakın ĠliĢkilerde YaĢantılar Envanteri-II (Fraley, Waller ve 

Brennan, 2000) kullanılarak ve sonuç değiĢkenleri ise Çift Uyum (Spanier, 1976) ve 

ĠliĢkilerde Mutluluk Ölçekleri (Fletcher, Fitness ve Blampied, 1990) kullanılarak 

ölçülmüĢtür. Çift Uyum Ölçeği 2 ila 7‘li Likert-tipi maddelerden oluĢmaktadır. 

ĠliĢkilerde Mutluluk Ölçeği ise 5‘li Likert-tipi bir ölçümdür. Geri kalan bütün 

ölçekler ise 7-basamaklı Likert ölçeği üzerinden yanıtlanmıĢtır. 

Kullanılan Analiz Teknikleri 

Önerilen aracı değiĢken modelleri Aktör-Partner Bağımlılık Modeli (APIM, 

Kenny, 1996) kullanılarak bir dizi iz (path) modelleri ile LISREL 8.51 (Jöreskog ve 

Sörbom, 1993) kullanılarak test edilmiĢtir. EĢlerin davranıĢ ve duyguları birbirine 

bağımlı olduğu için APIM perspektifi kullanılmıĢtır. Bağımsız değiĢkenler 

arasındaki korelasyonlar ve aracı ve bağımlı değiĢkenler arasındaki hatalar kendi 
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içlerinde birbirleri ile iliĢkilendirilmiĢtir. Bunun yanı sıra, SPSS programı 

kullanılarak yapılan hiyerarĢik/moderatör regresyon analizleri ile erkeklerin 

bağlanma boyutlarının eĢlerinin bağlanma boyutları ve sonuç değiĢkenleri 

arasındaki iliĢkide belirleyici rolü incelenmiĢtir. 

Bulgular 

Betimleyici Ġstatistikler 

ÇalıĢma değiĢkenleri arasındaki korelasyonların yönleri beklenilen 

doğrultudadır. Karı ve kocaların kaygılı ve kaçınmacı bağlanma boyutları her iki 

eĢin evlilik uyumu ve evlilik doyumu ile olumsuz iliĢki göstermektedir. Genel 

olarak, kadınların ve erkeklerin bağlanma boyutları yıkıcı duygu ifadeleri ile olumlu 

iliĢki gösterirken, yapıcı duygu ifadeleri ile olumsuz iliĢki göstermektedir. 

Kızgınlık, üzüntü ve suçluluk duygularının yapıcı ifade edilme stilleri kendi 

aralarında olumlu iliĢki gösterirken, bu duyguların yıkıcı ve olumsuz ifade edilme 

stilleri ile olumsuz iliĢki göstermektedir. Ayrıca bağımsız değiĢkenler ile (kadın ve 

kocanın kaygılı ve kaçınmacı bağlanma boyutları) bağımlı değiĢkenler (eĢlerin 

evlilik uyumu) arasındaki korelasyonlar, aracı değiĢkenlerle (hissedilen ve ifade 

edilen duygu stilleri) bağımlı değiĢkenler arasındaki iliĢkiden çok daha güçlü 

bulunmuĢtur. 

Bağlanma boyutlarının yanı sıra bağlanma stillerinin (güvenli, korkulu, 

kayıtsız ve saplantılı bağlanma) sonuç değiĢkenleri üzerine etkisini anlayabilmek 

için kaygılı ve kaçınan boyutları kullanılarak kümeleme (cluster) analizi ile 

katılımcılar dört ayrı bağlanma kategorilerine atanmıĢlardır. Örneklemden152 

(45.5%, 79 kadın ve 73 erkek) katılımcının eĢlerine güvenli bağlandığı, 106 (31.7%, 

61 kadın ve 45 erkek) katılımcının saplantılı, 34 (10.2%, 8 kadın ve 26 erkek) 

kiĢinin kayıtsız ve son olarak 42 (12.6%, 19 kadın ve 23erkek) kiĢinin eĢlerine 

korkulu bağlandığı bulunmuĢtur. Daha sonra her bir değiĢken üzerinde 4 (bağlanma 

grupları) X 2(cinsiyet) ANOVA yapılmıĢtır. 

Sonuçlar genel olarak, güvenli bağlanan kiĢilerin, diğer üç güvensiz 

bağlanma kategorilerindeki kiĢilere göre, evlilik uyumlarının ve doyumlarının daha 
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yüksek olduğu, daha yapıcı duygu ifade etme stilleri kullandıkları ve çatıĢma 

sırasında daha az olumsuz duygu hissettikleri bulunmuĢtur. Buna karĢılık saplantılı 

bağlanan kiĢilerin ise eĢlerine kayıtsız bağlanan kiĢilere göre evlilik uyumu ve 

doyumu daha yüksektir. Ayrıca bu kiĢilerin eĢlerine daha fazla yaygın kızgınlık 

ifadesi, sosyal destek arama/eĢe bağımlı davranıĢ ve suçluluk ifadesinde ise daha 

fazla özür dileme/affettirme ve açıklama getirme davranıĢ örüntüleri gösterdikleri 

bulunmuĢtur. Bütün bağımlı değiĢkenler üzerinde bağlanma stillerinin temel etkisi 

olsa da, çatıĢma sırasında hissedilen suçluluk duygusu üzerinde bağlanma stillerinin 

temel etkisi anlamlı bulunmamıĢtır. Kadın ve erkekler arasında sonuç değiĢkenler 

bakımından farklılıklar bulunmuĢtur. ġöyle ki, kadınlar kocalarına göre daha fazla 

pasif kızgınlık ifade tarzı, suçluluk anında daha fazla açıklama getirme davranıĢ 

örüntüleri gösterdiklerini ve çatıĢma sırasında daha fazla üzüntü ve hayal kırıklığı 

hissettiklerini bildirmiĢlerdir. Erkekler ise eĢlerine göre daha fazla evlilik doyumu 

ve çatıĢma sırasında daha fazla suçluluk hissettiklerini belirtmiĢlerdir. 

Aracı Modellere ĠliĢkin Bulgular 

YaĢanan duyguların ve bunların ifade etme tarzlarının karı ve kocanın 

bağlanma boyutları ve her iki eĢin evlilik uyumu arasındaki iliĢkideki aracı 

değiĢken rolünü araĢtırmak için APIM modeli kullanılarak bir dizi iz (path) analizi 

yapılmıĢtır. Kızgınlık, üzüntü ve suçluluk duygularının ifadeleri için üç ayrı iz 

analizi yürütülmüĢtür. Bağımsız değiĢkenler arasındaki korelasyonlar ve aracı ve 

bağımlı değiĢkenler arasındaki hatalar birbirleri ile iliĢkilendirilmiĢtir. Kenny ve 

arkadaĢlarının (2006) önerdiği gibi öncelikle bağımsız değiĢkenlerden aracı 

değiĢkenlere ve bağımlı değiĢkenlere olan iliĢkiler, ayrıca aracı değiĢkenlerden 

bağımlı değiĢkenlere olan iliĢkiler tanımlanmıĢtır (fully saturated models). Daha 

sonra ilgili modelde istatistiksel olarak anlamsız olan bütün bağlantılar (beta 

değerleri) tek tek çıkarılarak model sürekli olarak yeniden test edilmiĢtir. Bu süreç 

içerisinde, eğer modifikasyon endeksinde her hangi bir iliĢkinin yeniden anlamlı 

olabileceği iĢaret edilirse, bu iliĢki tekrar model içerisinde tanımlanmıĢtır. En son 

model, bütün anlamsız iliĢkilerin çıkarıldığı, sadece anlamlı olan iliĢkilerden 

oluĢmaktadır. 
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Hissedilen ve ifade edilen duyguların aracı rolünü test eden dört ayrı iz 

modeli ve eĢlerin bağlanma boyutları ve evlilik uyumu arasındaki direk iliĢkiyi test 

eden modelin sonuçları istatistiksel olarak anlamlı bulunmuĢtur. Her bir modelin ki-

kare değerleri anlamsız ve model uyum endeksleri olması gereken aralıklarda 

bulunmuĢtur. Bütün modellerde hem kadının hem de kocanın kaçınmacı 

bağlanmasının hem kendi hem de eĢlerinin evlilik uyumu üzerinde olumsuz etkisi 

olduğu bulunmuĢtur. 

ÇatıĢmada hissedilen duyguların aracı rolü test edildiğinde, kaygılı bağlanan 

kadınların çatıĢma sırasında daha çok üzüntü (β = .30), hayal kırıklığı (β = .34) ve 

kızgınlık (β = .24) hissederken, kaygılı bağlanan kocaların daha çok üzüntü (β = 

.20) ve bu kocaların eĢlerinin ise daha çok üzüntü (β = .18) ve hayal kırıklığı (β = 

.12) hissettikleri tespit edilmiĢtir. Kaçınmacı bağlanan erkekler daha çok hayal 

kırıklığı (β = .27) ve kızgınlık hissederken (β = .31), kaçınmacı bağlanan kadınların 

ise daha çok hayal kırıklığı (β = .23) ve bu kadınların eĢlerinin ise üzüntü (β = .22) 

ve hayal kırıklığı (β = .27) hissettikleri bulunmuĢtur. Ġstatistiksel olarak anlamlı dört 

aracı etki bulunmuĢtur. Kaygılı ve kaçınmacı bağlanan kadınların evlilikte yaĢanan 

çatıĢmada daha çok hayal kırıklığı hissettiği ve bu duygunun kadınların evlilik 

uyumlarını azalttığı gözlenmiĢtir. Kocaların kızgınlık duygusu, kaygılı bağlanmaları 

ve evlilik uyumları arasındaki iliĢkide ve kadınların hayal kırıklığı duygusu 

erkeklerin kaygılı bağlanması ve kadınların evlilik uyumu arasındaki iliĢkide aracı 

rolü oynamaktadır. 

Kızgınlık ifade tarzlarının aracı rolü test edildiğinde, kadınların kaygılı 

bağlanması kendi yaygın (β = .32) ve pasif (β = .25) kızgınlık stillerini, erkeklerin 

kaygılı bağlanması ise sadece eĢlerinin yaygın kızgınlık stilini (β = .21) 

kullanmasını yordamaktadır. Kadınların kaçınmacı bağlanmaları daha çok 

kaçınmacı kızgınlık stilini (β = .35) kullanmalarını yordarken, erkeklerin kaçınmacı 

bağlanmaları kendilerinin daha çok yaygın (β = .55), pasif (β = .43), kaçınmacı (β = 

.29) kızgınlık stillerini kullanmalarını ve eĢlerinin daha çok yaygın kızgınlık stilini 

(β = .21) kullanmalarını yordamaktadır. Ayrıca aracı etkiler açısından, kadınların 

yaygın kızgınlık stilinin, kadınların kaygılı bağlanmalarının kendi evlilik uyumu 
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üzerinde; kocaların yaygın kızgınlık stilinin, erkeklerin kaçınmacı bağlanmalarının 

kendi evlilik uyumu üzerinde ve kadınların yaygın kızgınlık stilinin, erkeklerin 

kaçınmacı bağlanmalarının kadınların evlilik uyumu üzerinde aracı rolü oynadığını 

göstermiĢtir. 

Üzüntü ifade tarzlarının aracı rolüne iliĢkin analizler, kaygılı bağlanan kadın 

ve erkeklerin daha çok yalnızlık/olumsuz davranıĢ (β = .32 ve β = .18) ve olumlu 

faaliyet (β = .19 ve β = .27) davranıĢ tarzlarını gösterirken, kaygılı bağlanan 

erkeklerin eĢlerinin de yalnızlık/olumsuz davranıĢ (β = .21) tarzını gösterdiğini 

ortaya koymaktadır. Kaçınmacı bağlanan kadın ve erkekler ise eĢlerine karĢı daha 

çok yalnızlık/olumsuz davranıĢ (β = .17 ve β = .41) tarzını göstermektedirler. 

Ayrıca aracı etki analizleri kaçınan bağlanma yönelimi yüksek olan kocaların 

üzüntülerini ifade ederken daha çok yalnızlık/olumsuz davranıĢ tarzını 

kullandıklarını ve bu davranıĢ tarzının kendi evlilik uyumlarını düĢürdüğünü 

göstermiĢtir. 

Son olarak, suçluluk ifade tarzlarının aracı rolü test edildiğinde, kadın ve 

erkeklerde kaçınmacı bağlanmanın kiĢilerin hem özür dileme/affettirme (β = -.42 ve 

β = -.51) hem de inkâr davranıĢ stillerini (β = .41 ve β = .56) yordarken, sadece 

kadınların kaygılı bağlanmaları inkâr davranıĢ stilini (β = .20) yordamıĢtır. Ancak, 

karı ve kocaların suçluluk ifade stillerinin, eĢlerin bağlanma stilleri ve evlilik 

uyumları arasındaki aracı rolü istatistiksel olarak anlamlı değildir. 

HiyerarĢik Regresyon Analizi (Moderated Regression) Bulguları 

EĢlerin bağlanma boyutlarının sonuç değiĢkenleri üzerindeki karĢılıklı etkisi 

bir dizi hiyerarĢik moderatör regresyon analizi yoluyla test edilmiĢtir. Bu 

analizlerde sonuç değiĢkenlerini yordarken, kadınların bağlanma boyutları bağımsız 

değiĢken, erkeklerin bağlanma boyutları ise belirleyici değiĢken olarak 

kullanılmıĢtır. Moderasyon etkisini test edebilmek için kadın ve erkeğin bağlanma 

boyutlarının çarpımı alınarak ortak etki (interaction) değiĢkenleri oluĢturulmuĢtur. 

Regresyon analizlerinin ilk aĢamasında, demografik değiĢkenlerin etkisini kontrol 

etmek için, evlilik süresi, çocuk sayısı ve kadın ve erkeğin eğitim seviyeleri 
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regresyona dahil edilmiĢtir. Ġkinci aĢamada ise kadın ve kocalar için kaygı ve 

kaçınma boyutlarının temel etkileri (dört ana etki) regresyona katılmıĢtır. En son 

aĢama ise, kadın ve erkeğin bağlanma boyutlarının çarpımı alınarak oluĢturulan 

ortak etki değiĢkenleri (altı değiĢken) regresyona katılmıĢtır. Aiken ve West‘in 

(1991) önerisi doğrultusunda bütün bağımsız değiĢkenler kendi ortalamalarından 

çıkarılarak merkezileĢtirilmiĢ ve ortak etki değiĢkenleri bu değerler kullanılarak 

hesaplanmıĢtır. 

Bağımlı değiĢkenler üzerinde yapılan 32 regresyon analizinde, iz modelleri 

ile tutarlı olarak genellikle bağlanma boyutları sonuç değiĢkenlerini anlamlı olarak 

yordamaktadır. Moderasyon etkisine bakıldığında ortak etkilerin sadece bazı sonuç 

değiĢkenlerini anlamlı düzeyde yordadığı gözlenmiĢtir. Anlamlı olan ortak etki 

değiĢkenlerinin istatistiksel olarak anlamlılığını test etmek için ―simple slope‖ 

analizleri yapılmıĢtır. Sonuçlar, kocaların kaçınmacı bağlanmaları düĢük ve 

eĢlerinin kaçınmacı bağlanmaları yüksek olduğunda, erkeklerin üzüntülerini ifade 

ederken daha çok olumlu faaliyet davranıĢ stilini tercih ettiklerini göstermektedir. 

ÇatıĢma sırasında hissedilen duygular açısından bulgular, kocaların kaçınmacı 

bağlanmaları düĢük ve eĢlerinin kaygılı bağlanmaları yüksek olduğunda, kadınların 

çatıĢma sırasında daha çok üzüntü hissettiğini; kocaların kaygılı bağlanmaları düĢük 

ve eĢlerinin kaygılı bağlanmaları yüksek olduğunda, erkeklerin çatıĢma sırasında 

daha çok suçluluk hissettiğini göstermektedir. Son olarak, eğer her iki eĢ de 

birbirine kaçınmacı bağlanmıĢsa özellikle kadınların daha düĢük evlilik doyumu 

bildirdikleri bulunmuĢtur. 

TartıĢma 

Bu çalıĢmanın amacı kuramsal yaklaĢımlar doğrultusunda evlilik 

iliĢkilerinde çatıĢma sırasında eĢlerin ne tür duygular hissettiklerini ve özellikle 

kızgınlık, üzüntü ve suçluluk gibi duyguları birbirlerine nasıl ifade ettiklerini ve 

bunun dolayısıyla evlilik uyumlarına olan etkisini araĢtırmaktır. Ayrıca her bir eĢin 

bağlanma boyutunun yaĢanılan ve ifade edilen duyguları yordamada nasıl bir rol 

oynadığını ortaya çıkarmaktır. Evlilik iliĢkilerinde hem kadının hem de kocanın 

farklı perspektifleri olduğu varsayılarak bu araĢtırmada her iki eĢin kiĢisel 
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özellikleri, davranıĢ örüntüleri ve iliĢkiye dair algıları incelenmiĢtir. Ayrıca 

iliĢkilerde yaĢanan çatıĢmada eĢlerin birbirlerine nasıl davranacaklarını ve 

duygularını nasıl ifade edeceklerini belirlemede kültürün de etkisi olduğu 

düĢünülerek, kültüre özgü duygu ifade etme stillerini belirlemek için hem niteliksel 

hem de niceliksel ön çalıĢmalar yapılmıĢtır. 

Öngörülen önermeler doğrultusunda APIM perspektifi kullanılarak bir dizi 

iz model analizleri uygulanmıĢ ve sonuçların genellikle öne sürülen hipotezleri 

destekler Ģekilde olduğu gözlenmiĢtir. YaĢanılan ve ifade edilen duyguların aracı 

etkisini ölçmek için yapılan analizler genel olarak eĢlerin bağlanma boyutlarının 

hem doğrudan hem de duygular aracılığıyla eĢlerin evlilik uyumu üzerine etkisini 

ortaya çıkarmıĢtır. Ancak eĢlerin suçluluk duygusunu ifade etme stillerinin bu 

iliĢkiler üzerinde aracı etkisi olmadığı tespit edilmiĢtir. 

AraĢtırma bulguları önceki araĢtırmalarla tutarlı olarak iĢlevine göre 

duyguların farklı Ģekillerde ifade edildiğini göstermektedir. Eğer bir eĢ çatıĢma 

sırasında partnerine yıkıcı ve olumsuz bir Ģekilde davranırsa, bu diğer eĢten de aynı 

davranıĢ örüntüsünü ortaya çıkarmaktadır. Yani evlilik iliĢkilerinde eĢler arasındaki 

olumsuz davranıĢ tarzları karĢılıklı olarak sergilenmekte ve bu olumsuz döngü her 

iki eĢin evlilik uyumunu ciddi derecede azaltmaktadır. Diğer çalıĢmalarla tutarlı 

olarak, iliĢkilerde yaĢanan olumsuz duygular ve bu duyguların iĢlevsel olmayan bir 

Ģekilde ifade edilmesi iliĢkide sorunu ya da çatıĢmayı derinleĢtirerek eĢlerin evlilik 

doyumunu düĢürmektedir. 

Kadın ve kocaların bağlanma boyutlarının evlilik uyumuna doğrudan 

etkisini test eden modelin bulgularına göre kaygılı bağlanmadan daha çok kadın ve 

kocanın kaçınmacı bağlanmaları hem kendilerinin hem de eĢlerinin evlilik uyumunu 

ciddi derecede azaltmaktadır. Bununla tutarlı olarak, bağlanma stilleri ile yapılan 

analizlerde de güvenli bağlanan eĢler, saplantılı (kaygı boyutu) ve kayıtsız bağlanan 

(kaçınma boyutu) eĢlere göre evliliklerinde daha mutlu ve uyumlu olduklarını ifade 

etseler de bu iki güvensiz bağlanan kiĢiler karĢılaĢtırıldıklarında, saplantılı bağlanan 

kiĢiler kayıtsız bağlanan kiĢilere göre daha yüksek düzeyde evlilik uyumu ve 

doyumu rapor etmiĢlerdir. Bu veriler Türk kültüründe evlilik iliĢkilerinde kaçınmacı 
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bağlanma boyutunun kaygılı bağlanmaya göre daha ciddi bir risk faktörü 

oluĢturduğuna iĢaret etmektedir. Sümer ve KağıtçıbaĢı (2010) toplulukçu 

kültürlerde kaygılı bağlanma stilinin çok daha yaygın olduğunu öne sürmüĢlerdir. 

Toplulukçu kültürlerde iliĢkiselliğe ve iliĢkilerin devamlılığı ve tutarlığına fazlaca 

vurgu yapılması, bunun tam tersi mekanizmalarla iĢleyen kaçınmacı bağlanma 

türünü yakın iliĢkiler bakımından kritik bir risk faktörü haline getirmektedir. Benzer 

Ģekilde Türk evli çiftlerinin kullanıldığı geniĢ çaplı baĢka bir çalıĢmada da kaçınma 

boyutunun evlilikte kadın ve kocaların mutluluğunu azaltan en kritik faktör olduğu 

bulunmuĢtur (Harma ve ark., 2012). 

Önceki araĢtırmalarla tutarlı olarak, çatıĢmalarda yaĢanan duygular 

bakımından kadın ve erkeğin kaçınmacı ve kaygılı bağlanma boyutlarının hem 

kendilerinin hem de eĢlerinin olumsuz duygu yaĢamalarıyla iliĢkili olduğu 

bulunmuĢtur. Bu çalıĢma her iki eĢin etkisini de içererek diğer çalıĢmalardaki 

bulguları daha da geniĢletmiĢtir. Ayrıca kadınların hayal kırıklığı duygusu ve 

erkeklerin kızgınlık duygusu en temel aracı değiĢkenler olarak öne çıkmıĢtır. Bu iki 

farklı duygu durumunun evlilik iliĢkilerinin uyumu bakımından hem kadın hem de 

erkek için kritik önem taĢıdığı gözlenmiĢtir. Bu bulgulara ek olarak, kaçınmacı 

bağlanan kadın ve kaygılı bağlanan erkeklerin eĢlerinin daha çok hayal kırıklığı ve 

üzüntü hissettikleri bulunmuĢtur. Daha önce ifade edildiği gibi, Türkiye gibi daha 

toplulukçu yapıda olan ülkelerde kaygılı bağlanma daha yaygın gözlemlendiği için, 

kaçınmacı bağlanma iliĢkilerde daha yıkıcı etkilere yol açabilir. Özellikle cinsiyet 

rolleri gereği evlilikte kadından beklentiler daha geleneksel olduğundan, kadının 

kaçınmacı bağlanması iliĢki devamlılığı ve uyumu açısından daha büyük bir risk 

oluĢturabilir. Buna karĢılık gene erkeklere atfedilen rollere bakıldığında erkeğin 

iliĢkide daha bağımsız ve dominant olması beklenebilmektedir. Bu yüzden de 

onların kaygılı bağlanmaları cinsiyet rolleriyle uyuĢmadığı için iliĢkilerinde daha 

olumsuz duygulara yol açabilir. Sonuç olarak, bu çalıĢma Türk kültüründe özellikle 

cinsiyet rolleriyle uyumsuz bağlanma kombinasyonlarının (yani kaçınmacı kadın-

kaygılı erkek) evlilikte hayal kırıklığı ve üzüntü gibi duyguları ortaya çıkardığını 

göstermektedir. 
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AraĢtırma bulguları, önceki araĢtırmalarla tutarlı olarak, kaygılı 

bağlanmanın hem aktif yoğun hem de pasif kızgınlık stilleri ile iliĢkili olduğunu 

göstermiĢtir. Ayrıca diğer çalıĢmalardan farklı olarak kiĢinin kaygılı bağlanması 

diğer eĢin pasif kızgınlık stilini göstermesini ortaya çıkarmıĢtır. Yüksek 

etkinleĢtirme stratejileri kaygılı bağlanan eĢlerin olumsuz duyguları çok yoğun 

yaĢayarak bu duygularını yıkıcı Ģekilde ifade etmelerine neden olmaktadır. Diğer 

araĢtırmalar da kaygılı bağlanmanın yıkıcı kızgınlık ifadesi ile iliĢkisini ortaya 

koymuĢtur (Guerrero ve ark., 2009). Kaçınmacı bağlanma ise hem aktif ve pasif 

kızgınlık hem de düĢük etkinleĢtirme stratejileri ile tutarlı olarak kaçınmacı 

kızgınlık stili ile iliĢkili bulunmuĢtur. Üzüntü ifadeleri açısından, kaygılı bağlanma 

yalnızlık/olumsuz davranıĢ tarzı ve olumlu faaliyet gibi olumsuz davranıĢ tarzları 

ile iliĢkili bulunurken, kaçınmacı bağlanma sadece yalnızlık/olumsuz davranıĢ tarzı 

ile iliĢkili bulunmuĢtur. Olumlu faaliyet üzüntü duygusunun eĢ ile paylaĢılamadığı 

durumlarda bununla baĢ etmek için baĢka eğlenceli aktivitelere girmeyi ya da 

arkadaĢ çevresi ile vakit geçirme gibi aktiviteleri içermektedir. Bu da kaygılı 

bağlanan kiĢilerin olumlu baĢkaları ve olumsuz benlik modelleri olduğu için üzüntü 

duygusunu ifade ederken ya eĢlerine ya da diğer çevrelere dayandıklarını 

göstermektedir. 

Bulgular, evlilikte kaygılı ve kaçınmacı bağlanmanın evlilik uyumu 

üzerinde doğrudan olduğu kadar, kızgınlık ve üzüntü ifade stilleri yolu ile dolaylı 

olarak etkisi olduğunu da göstermiĢtir. Kaygılı ve kaçınmacı bağlanan kadın ve 

erkekler yüksek ve düĢük etkinleĢtirme stratejilerini kullanarak kızgınlık ve üzüntü 

duygularını ifade ederken yıkıcı ve olumsuz davranıĢ stillerini benimsemekte ve bu 

da dolayısıyla iliĢkilerinin uyumunu azaltmaktadır. Spesifik olarak, kızgınlık ifadesi 

açısından hem kadın hem de erkeklerin yaygın kızgınlık stili ve üzüntü ifadesi 

açısından sadece erkeklerin yalnızlık/olumsuz davranıĢ tarzları, bağlanma boyutları 

ve evlilik uyumu arasındaki iliĢkide aracı rolü oynamaktadır. Her iki duygu ifade 

biçimi diğer duygu ifade biçimleriyle karĢılaĢtırıldığında aktif bir Ģekilde gösterilen 

olumsuz davranıĢ örüntülerini içermektedir. Sonuç olarak iliĢkide kızgınlık ve 

üzüntü yaĢandığında bağlanma boyutunun etkisiyle bunun sözel olarak iliĢkiyi 
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tahrip edici ve yıkıcı Ģekilde ifade edilmesi iliĢki uyumunu bozmaktadır. Ayrıca, 

bulgular bağlanma boyutlarının suçluluk ifadesi ile iliĢkili olsa da suçluluk ifade 

stillerinin, eĢlerin bağlanma stilleri ve evlilik uyumları arasındaki aracı rolü 

istatistiksel olarak anlamlı değildir. Kızgınlık ve üzüntü duyguları belki de kaygılı 

ve kaçınmacı bağlanma açısından daha kritik duygular olup öncelikli olarak evlilik 

uyumunu etkilemektedir. 

Bu araĢtırma bazı kısıtlılıklar da içermektedir. Öncelikle araĢtırma deseni 

boylamsal değildir ve bulgular iliĢkinin yönüne bakarak doğrudan neden-sonuç 

iliĢkisi olarak yorumlanmamalıdır. Ayrıca, duygu deneyimi ve ifadelerine yönelik 

veriler geçmiĢe dönük olarak toplanmıĢtır. Katılımcılar, bu duygularını nasıl ifade 

ettiklerini ve ne tür duygu hissettiklerini evlilikteki son altı aylık zaman dilimi için 

değerlendirmiĢlerdir. GeçmiĢe dönük bu uygulama katılımcıların bellek hatası 

yapma olasılıklarını da içermektedir. Gelecekte günlük tutma çalıĢmaları yoluyla 

veri toplanması bu tür bellek hatalarını ortadan kaldırabilir. Bir diğer sınırlılık ise 

kartopu tekniği ile veri toplanmıĢ olmasıdır. Bu yöntem, kullanılan örneklemin 

temsil edilebilir olup olmadığının sorgulanmasına neden olabilir. Son olarak, 

değiĢkenlerin ortalamaları incelendiğinde örneklemdeki evli çiftlerin çoğunluğunun 

evliliklerinde yüksek düzeylerde uyumlu ve mutlu oldukları gözlemlenmektedir. 

Belki de yaĢanılan olumsuz duygular ve bunların olumsuz bir Ģekilde ifadesi bu tür 

mutlu iliĢkilerde görece daha az yaĢandığı için bu etkilerin gücü de tam olarak tespit 

edilememiĢ olabilir. Ġleriki çalıĢmaların ele alınan dinamikleri daha problemli 

iliĢkilerde de incelemeleri yararlı olacaktır. 

Sonuç olarak, bu araĢtırma ayrıntılı bir bakıĢ açısı kullanarak yakın 

iliĢkilerde bağlanma ve duygu yazınlarındaki mevcut yaklaĢımlara ve bulgulara 

önemli bir katkıda bulunmuĢtur. Kültürel bağlamın etkisi dikkate alınarak ön 

çalıĢmalarla Türk kültürüne özgü duygular ve bunların ifade tarzları ortaya 

çıkarılarak ana çalıĢmada kapsamlı ölçümler elde edilmiĢtir. Çiftlerle çalıĢılarak her 

iki eĢten veri toplanmıĢ, hissedilen ve ifade edilen duyguların karĢılıklı dinamiğine 

iliĢkin kapsamlı bulgular ortaya çıkarılmıĢtır. Sonuç olarak, olumsuz duyguların 

nasıl ifade edildiğini belirlemede bağlanma boyutlarının rolü incelenmiĢ ve bu 
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dinamiklerin evlilik uyumu üzerindeki etkisi hakkında önemli çıkarımların 

yapılmasına olanak sağlanmıĢtır. Ġkincil bir katkı olarak da, gelecekte 

araĢtırmacıların kullanabileceği duygu ifade tarzları ölçekleri Türkçe yazınına 

kazandırılmıĢtır. 
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